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Abstract 

This study anaiyzes the impasse of Canadian unity. Canadians cannot help but 

search for unity - it is the Canadian imperative - yet, paradoxically, the imperative itself, 

centred on a logic of identity and the pursuit of cohesion, is the greatest cause of the 

impasse. To anaIyze this paradox, the study begins by examining the Canadian approach 

to diversity, where diversity is celebrated even as it is feared as a constant source of 

fragmentation. The threat of diversity generates an ongoing search for mechanisms that 

will bind Canadians together in the unified f o m  of the multicultural mosaic. Drawing 

fkom Foucault, the study examines a form of liberal govemmentality directed at managing 

diversity, demonstrating that multiculturalism is a panoptic process, driven by a logic of 

identity, where Canadians are trained to engage in mutual identity surveillance. This 

process provides recognizable identities that can then be monitored for deviances that 

threaten the whoie. 

Having depicted the logic of identity, the study examines the antagonism at the 

heart of the Canadian impasse, an antagonism centred on a failure to displace the 

dichotomous debate between equal and differentiated citizenship, using analyses of the 

1969 "Indian White Paper" and the 1997 Calgary Declaration. As attempts to impose 

equal citizenship to contain Aboriginal Peoples and Quebec, these texts are rejected in 

favour of differentiation. Yet difference, when opposed to equality, often assumes its own 

unEed and totalizing character, promoting an intractable struggle between sharpened 



counter-unities. A critique of Charles Taylor's 1iberaVcommunitarian thesis shows that the 

impasse revolves instead around competing paths to unity that take the form of symmetry 

(equal citizens and provinces) vs. asymmetry (Taylor's "deep diversitf'). The 

equalitykiiierence dichotomy is reinforced by demands for recognition over mutually 

exclusive and reified categories of identity and nation. Therefore, the logic of identity and 

the imperative to unity represent the basis for the Canadian impasse: the unity irnperative 

is self-defeatiing. To counteract this process, it is necessary to shift the terms of debate so 

that unity - and attempts to achieve unity - becomes the object of constant critical 

scrutiny, making a space for the dynamic interplay of equality and difference. 
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Preface 

This is a study in contemporary Canadian political thought, a audy that aims to 

transform the way we theorize the impasse of Canadian unity. I am well aware that this is 

a rather grand objective. After ail, this is not exactly fiesh terrain- Yet it is precisely 

because so many have wrïtten on the topic of Canadian unity that it would not make sense 

to undertake yet cmother study that aims merely to tinker at the margins of paths aiready 

taken. We are now beyond the point of tinkenng. The terrain upon which we have been 

operating is far too worn. Moreover, another Quebec referendum appears Iikely and 

demands for Aboriginal self govemment will only grow Iouder. We have yet to resolve 

these matters and so the impasse of unity remains. 

Perhaps then it is worth stepping back fiom the details of our immediate political 

situation. Perhaps it is worth examining the terrain itself - the terrain of unity. In doing 

so, we may begin to understand how this terrain generates limitations in our thinking, 

exhausts our energies, hinders us from recognizing more prornising paths. Furthemore, 

we may begin to recognize how this terrain is itselfcentrally irnpkated in Our increasingly 

polarized situation. Our outlook thus transformed, we will be in a far better position fiorn 

which to theorize more productive political alternatives. 



Table of Contents 

Abstract iv 

Acknowledgments vii 

Preface viii 

Table of Contents ix 

List of Tables xi 

Chapter One Introduction: The Impasse of Canadian Un@ 1 
- The equalityhiifference dichotomy and the impasse of Canadian unity 3 
- Three areas of stniggle 9 
- Chapter outline 20 
- Towards a politics of difference 30 
- A few clarifications regarding my approach 32 

Cbapter Two Cementing the Nation: The Paradoxical Cultural 
Lugic of the Canadian Multicultural Mosaic 
- The challenge of diversity 40 
- The distinctive Canadian approach to the challenge of diversity 49 
- Canadian imaginings and the Canadian mosaic 54 
- The mosaic vs, the meIting pot 60 
- The comrnon parameters of the Canadian debate 70 

Chap ter Three The Multiculturul Panopticon: The Di/fentiation, 
Condensation, and Cohesion of Identities 
- Taylor, the politics of recognition, and mu1ticuItura.l study 82 
- Foucault on govemmentality 87 
- Taxonomie discourse and panopticism 92 
- The Canadian mosaic as multicultural panopticon 96 
- The logic of identity 113 
- Multicultural pedagogy 1 14 
- The problematic implications of the logic of identity 1 19 
- Taylor's politics of recognition: reinforcing the logic of identity 124 
- Recognition as a form of resistance? 126 



Chap ter Four Deconstructing Equalitym~ffence in Canada: 
The Imperorive to Uniîy and the Failure of Displacement 

- The equality/difference dichotomy in contemporary ferninist theory 132 
- Deconstructing equdity/difference in Canada 13 6 
- Step one: reco-g hierarchical interdependence 138 
- Step two: reversal 142 
- Step three: displacement 144 
- Case study 1: Deconstnicting White/Red 148 
- The Hawthorn Report 15 1 
- The White Paper 159 
- The Abonginal response 171 
- The current context: Aboriginal self govemrnent 176 
- Selfgovenunent and the Charlottetown Accord 178 
- Case study II: Deconstnicting equd provinces/asymmetrical federalism 188 
- The Calgary Declaration 197 

Cha p ter Five Liberalism~Communilarianism, Equ al Pro vin.ces/Deep 
Diversiîy, and the English Canadian Alternative 
- From HartdHorowitz to liberalisrn vs. communitarianism 2 1 4  
- Taylor's first thesis: procedural vs. substantive liberalisrn 2 18 
- Flaws in Taylor's first thesis 229 
- Not anticornrnunitarianisrn but equal communitarianism 2 4 0  
- Taylor's second thesis: qua1 provinces vs. deep diversity 2 4 6  
- Flaws in Taylor's second thesis 249 
- Muhially~xclusive demands for recognition and community 254 
- 'r'hinkulg English Canada"? 259 
- Flaws in the EngIish Canada Alternative 262 
- Conclusion: the failure of displacernent 270 

Conclusion Must Unity Be Imperative? 
- The case against the unity irnperative 274 
- Must unity be irnperative? 278 

Bibliography 



List of Tables 

Table 3.1: Comparing the American melting pot wirlr the Canadian m ~ s a i c  66 



Chapter One 

Introduction: The Impasse of Canadian Unitv 

To argue these days that we are at an impasse in our search for Canadian unity is 

to risk being labelied an apostle of the obvious. After al!, the positions of Quebec and 

Aboriginal Peoples within the federation continue to be tenuous at best, and the 

relationships between the Canadian political cornmunity and identities such as those based 

on ethnicity, race, religion, gender, and sexuality remain sources of great anxiety. Despite 

perpetual attempts at resolving Our differences, we cannot seem to find common ground. 

Indeed, after decades of constitutional negotiations, we are now firther than ever fkom 

agreeing on how and to what extent - if at al1 - the Canadian state should acknowledge 

and give recognition and sustenance to our differences. Paradoxically, the more desperate 

our drive to achieve cohesion and unity, the more fiagmented we seem to become. The 

search for a mechanism to bind us together - a uniQing cernent - has generated an 

unseernly mêlée of identity politics, a festering mix of cornpeting sub-unities. How can we 

make sense of this paradoxical situation? How rnight we escape it? 

Canadians are a pragmatic and resourceful group of people whose typical response 

to this impasse has been to search for yet another path to unity, to chart new areas of 

possible cornmonality. Because it seems that there are no other options - beyond giving 

up entirely - it is always Worth another attempt. However, as counter-intuitive as it may 



appear, thïs is precisely not a situation calling for perseverance. Further resolve in 

searching for unity is certain to leave us less united. The unity game that we have been 

playing is futile, lost in the very tems of the quest; for it is the irnperative to unity itseit 

centred on a logic of identity and a perpetual search for cohesion, that is the greatest cause 

of the Canadian impasse. 

This is a disturbing concIusion, a conclusion that aims precisely to disturb. We 

need to examine why the imperative to unity structures so much of Canadian politics, why 

it is taken for granted as an ovemding political goal. We agonize about how unity may be 

achieved, and what unity rnight look like, but we rarely ask ourseives whether it is an 

appropriate object of political desire in the first place. Therefore, we need to begin 

interrogating the unity imperative in a marner and to a degree not yet undertaken; we need 

to become aware of the paralysis that it produces, the exclusions that it generates, the 

intellectual blind spots that it encourages. 

What foHows, then, is just a first step, a step aimed at generating a more reflective 

outlook on Canada's perpetual obsession with unity. It will be necessary to guide the 

reader through what may appear to be unfamiliar temtory, although it will almost certainly 

be temtory that he or she has traveled many times. The point is not to depart from the 

traditional preoccupations of Canadian unity politics; instead, this study is preoccupied 

quite specifically with these preoccupations - with the territory Canadians have traveled 

and continuously travel seemingly without end. Indeed, this study is concemed to 



understand the Zimit of these preoccupations and, most of ail, to disturb and disrupt them. 

This is a matter of responsibility: to disturb is to act responsibly, because it shows care and 

respect for what is, even while attempting to criticize and transfom. 

The equality/difference dichotomy and the impasse of Canadian unity 

So where do 1 begin? 1 begin with the most familiar level, by depicting the impasse 

of Canadian unity in what are its most apparent and easily recognizable forms. 

1 am particuIarly interested in the anxiety Canadians feel, their sense that Canada is 

becoming increasingly fragmented and thus ungovemable. This anxiety produces an 

ongoing search for a stronger basis of social and political cohesion - we are preoccupied 

with the matter of what will hold us al1 together as Canadians. The problem is that, given 

all our diversity, there is M e  agreement as to what this basis of cohesion should Iook Iike. 

A consensus on the comrnon form of citizenship - the common conception of the whole to 

which all of us wish to belong - seems dways to eIude us. Indeed, there is not even 

agreement over whether there need be such a cornrnon conception in the first place. This 

lack of agreement is perhaps the most familiar form of the impasse. While the inability to 

achieve consensus manifests itself in many ways, it has increasingly revolved around a 

failure to agree over the appropnate meaning and scope of equality and diversity. Should 

the Canadian state recognite the differences of Canadians and, if so, which differences 

deserve to be recognized? In what ways? To what extent? 



These questions are, of course, central to any discussion of community and 

citizenship. Still, there is something particularly mistrating about the way debate takes 

place in Canada since the answers Canadians give to these questions are increasingly 

polarized. While virtually everyone assumes the equal value of Canadian citizens, as well 

as theû considerable diversity, there is sharp disagreement arnongst Canadians as to 

whether the state should recognize and support this diversity. There seem to be two - and 

only two - apparently antithetical options. While some Canadians defend a form of 

"equal citizenship" where everyone is to be treated in the same manner by the state, others 

propose various forms of "differentiated citizenship" sensitive to the differences amongst 

us. Some Canadians believe that our citizenship should define us as "un-hyphenated 

Canadians", equals without distinction, so that the basis of citizenship is the same for dl. 

But others argue that equality necessitates certain forms of differentiated treatment, so 

that our differences mediate Our relation to the Canadian political cornmunity. The equal 

citizenship position is thus pitted against those calling, for example, for a distinct society 

clause for Quebec, for Abonginal self goverment, for affirmative action, or for other 

forms of daerentiation. This very familiar debate is constnicted around two opposing 

visions of citizenship and reflected in a senes of more or less paralle1 binary oppositions: 

symmetry/asymmetry; uniformity/vanabiIity; universalism~particuIansm; impartiality/ 

partiality; and - perhaps most importantly of al1 - equality/drfference. While ail of 

these b i n q  oppositions are invoked in debates about Canadian citizenship and unity, 



and while they are mutually reinforcing 1 want to focus on this last dichotomy - 

equality/d'ierence - because it is an especially pivotal point of reference, a central axis 

around which the impasse of Canadian unity is normatively fiamed. This dichotomy 

structures a wide range of political struggles, including those related to Quebec and First 

Nations Peoples as well as to questions of gender, sexuality, culture, race, ethnicity, 

temtory, and religion. 

Certainly, the pervasiveness of the equalityldifference dichotomy is not specific to 

Canadian politics but appears repeatedly in other liberal democratic societies debating 

questions of citizenship and diversity. For example, the dichotomy Iines up fairly closely 

to Amencan debates over political representation, affirmative action, or the teaching of a 

canon in schools. And similar patterns play out in many other liberal democratic societies. 

It should not be surprising, then, that the equalityldifference dichotomy has, in various 

manifestations, been a focal point amongst contemporary social and political theorists, 

especially feminist theorists, and 1 intend to draw fiom this theorizing in what follows. 

Still, there is much to be Iearned tiom studying the political dynamics of the 

equaiity/difference dichotomy in Canadian politics. After all, Canada has made great 

efforts, perhaps more than any other country, to incorporate notions of diversity into its 

national mythology. For example, Canada has, quite famously, embraced diversity in its 

poiicy of "Official MulticuIturalism". Canadians have been at the forefiont of liberal 

democratic expenmentation in this area and so it is worth exarnining how and why we 



have embroiled ourselves in the same sorts of dichotomous equality-or-difference debates 

that occur in other liberal democratic societies. When we examine these questions, we 

gain a greater awareness of sorne of the paradoxes involved in atternpting to incorporate 

notions of equafity, diversity and identity into a cornmon basis of liberal democratic 

citizenship. 

Although the equal citizenship/differentiated citizenship divide is pervasive in 

Canadian political culture, and thus not limited to elite political discourse, there are a 

number of prominent political figures who have been closely associated with each side of 

the divide. For exarnple, former Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau has perhaps more than any 

person Ied the equal citizenship strategy, although Reform Party leader Preston Manning 

has assumed this role over the last several years; one could even argue that the popular 

appeal of the equal citizenship discourse has been centrai to the Reform Party's rise in the 

1990s. On the differentiated citizenship side, tihere is perhaps less of an association with 

specific politicians, although former Prime Mimister Brian Mulroney and former Ontario 

Premier Bob Rae have spoken in favour of sorne forms of differentiation, especidly where 

Quebec and Aboriginal Peoples are concerned. Otherwise, group leaders such as Judy 

Rebick, former President of the National Actiom Cornmittee on the Status of Women, 

Ovide Mercredi, Former Grand Chief of the Assembly of First Nations, as well as many 

federaiist or moderate nationalist Québécois leaders have made highly publicized demands 

for various forms of differentiated citizenship. 



Many scholars, public commentators, and intellectuals who take part in Canada's 

national unity debates can also be placed in one of the opposing categories. Those taking 

an equal citizenship position include Janet Ajzenstat, David Bercuson and Barry Cooper, 

Reginald Bibby, Neil Bissoondath, WiIIiam D. Gairdner, Richard Gwyn, Rainer Knope 

and Ted  ort ton.' Those pursuing some forrn of differentiated citizenship include Ian 

Angus, Joseph Carens, Will Kymlicka, Kenneth McRoberts, Phi1 Resnick, Charles Taylor, 

James TuUy, Jeremy Webber, and Reg ~ h i t a k e r . ~  Many others could be added to each 

category. Certainly, within each category, there is considerable variability in the positions 

taken, with some defending differential (or equaI) treatrnent for some groups and not 

others. At the same tirne, it is characteristic of dichotomies to polarize so that in this case 

the differences between those in each group are submerged by their common antagonisrn 

toward the opposing position. 

' See, for example, Janet Ajzenstat, "LiberaIism and Assimilation: Lord Durham Reconsidered," in 
Political Thounht in Canada. Stephen Brooks, ed., (Toronto: Invin Publishing, 1984); David J. Bercuson 
& Barry Cooper, Decodederation: Canada Without Ouebec. (Toronto: Key-Porter Books, 199 1); Reginald 
W. Bibby, Mosaic Madness: The Povertv and Potential of Life in Canada. (Toronto: Stoddart Publishing 
Co. Limited, 1990); Neil Bissoondath, Sellinn Illusions: The Cult of Multiculturalism in Canada. 
(Toronto: Penguin Books, 1993); William D. Gairdner, The Trouble With Canada. (Toronto: General 
Paperbacks, 1990); Richard Gwyn, Nationalisrn Without WalIs: The Unbarable Lightness of Being 
Canadian. (Toronto: McClelland & Stewart, 1995). 

See, for example, Ian Angus, A Border Within: National Identitv. Cultural PluraIitv. and Wilderness. 
(Montreal & Kingston: McGi11-Queen's University Press, 1997); Joseph Carens, CuIture. Citizenshi~, and 
Communitv: A Contextual E.wloration of Justice as Evenhandedness. (Odord: Odord University Press, 
Forthcoming); Wi11 Kymlicka, Findinn Our Wav: Rethinkina Ethnocultural Relations in Canada. 
(Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1998); Kenneth McRoberts, Misconceiving Canada: The S t m ~ l e  for 
National Unity- (Toronto: Oflord University Press, 1997); Philip Resnick, Thinking Ennlish Canada 
floronto: Stoddart Publishing Co. Limited, 1994); Charles Taylor, Reconcilinn the Solitudes: Essavs on 
Canadian Federalism and Nationalism- (Montreai & Kingston: McGiIl-Queen's University Press, 1993); 
James Tdly, Stranne multi~licitv: Constitutionalism in an ape of diversity. (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1995); Jeremy Webber, Reirnanining; Canada: Lanmage, Culture. Communitv. and the 



My concern here is to understand an extremefy turbulent form of political 

discourse that spans a wide range of political, intellectual, and scholarly arenas, and which 

is dorninated by polarking polernics. Whatever the specific issue under discussion, we are 

inevitably pulled towards one of the poles of the debate: equality or difference. So how 

do I proceed? WeI1, to begin with, it is easy enough to simply "choose sides", and 

certainIy the supenor choice is obvious: d e r  all, those pursuing a strategy of 

diierentiated citizenship represent some of the most progressive politicians, activists, and 

scholars in Canada. Moreover, with a few exceptions, those pursuing equal citizenship 

have been amongst the most unreceptive to the emancipatory stmggles of minority 

groups. So, there is very good reason to simply join the stmggle as it is currently fiamed, 

to develop better and more persuasive normative theories of differentiated citizenship. 

Yet 1 wish to make the case for resisting this approach, at least as a first step, and instead 

to begin by concentrating on the fiarning itself. To be clear, my aim is not to split the 

difference. Indeed, it is difficult to think of very many politicians, intellectuaIs, or scholars 

who pursue an alternative path that successfiilly bridges these two poles, a path that charts 

a middle course drawing fiom each. Perhaps this is because such paths are unlikely to be 

heard arnidst the clamour of those engaged in battle with the "other side". Still, 1 do not 

believe that it makes sense to pursue a "balanced" strategy, since, at least in this area of 

politicai discourse, such positions tend to reinforce the sorts of premises that generate the 

Canadian Constitution. (Montreal & Kingston: McGill-Queen's University Press, 1994). 



polarization in the first place. That is, to attempt "balance" in such situations is ofien to 

obscure the debilitating force of these polarizing premi-ses. 

M y  strategy rejects the idea of a "rniddle path" and focuses on understanding these 

polarizing premises themselves, which, 1 will argue, are driven by an imperative to unity 

and a logic of identity. I will argue that it is the preoccupation with unity and identiq that 

produces the equality and difference positions as rnutually oppose4 thus, although there 

may appear to be Iinle agreement amongst Canadians on questions of diversity, there is in 

fact a cornmon set of preoccupations and anxieties which generate a search for 

mechanisms that will bind Canadians together. These anxieties, and the logic which rests 

upon them, represent the object of analysis in this study. Only by rejecting the logic of 

identity and the imperative to unity will we be in a position to displace the 

equalityldifference dichotomy altogether, and then we rnay view equality and difference as 

mutual& reinforcing, and thus pursue a politics of difference. To this end, it is necessary 

to fùrther examine the play of the equalityldifference dichotomy in practice. 

Three areas of struggle 

Thus far, 1 have suggested that the play of the equality/difference dichotomy is 

pervasive in Canadian politics; to provide a more concrete illustration of this 1 will bnefly 

outline the manner in which the dichotomy operates in a range of political stmggles. In 

this study, 1 examine three areas of struggle - related to Quebec, First Nations, and, to a 



lesser extent, struggles over ethnicity and race. 1 expect that the dichotomous character of 

the following three narratives will be familiar to al1 those with any knowledge of Canadian 

politics. 

1. Quebec. Although there has been in institutionai and political terms de facto 

"special status" for Quebec for much of Canadian history, tensions have long revolved - at 

least in constitutional terms - around whether or not Quebec should be recognized as 

distinct and, if so, the institutional character and breadth of this distinction. The 

disagreement is between those who hold that Canada is a single nation and those who 

argue that it is made up of two (or more) nations. While the one-nation proponents 

demand that federalism be defined by equal provinces, each with access to the same 

powers and responsibilities, the dualist perspective argues that federalism should be 

asymmetrical, with differential powers and responsibilities for Quebec. 

Since the 1960s, Pierre Tmdeau has been the central politicai figure attached to the 

one-nation position. In order to discourage the notion of Canadian dualism - and 

especially Quebec nationalism - Trudeau attempted through Official Bilingualism, 

Multiculturalism, and other policies to provide a pan-Canadian basis for the French and 

English character of Canada. The 1982 Charter of Rights fùrther entrenched this pan- 

Canadian view.) However, much to the alarm of Trudeau, attempts to get Quebec to sign 

the Constitution Act 1982 took something of a mild dualist approach in the foms of the 

Kenneth McRoberts outlines the various faats of Trudeau's strategy in Misconceivinp Canada. 



failed Meech Lake (1987-1990) and Charlottetown (1992) Accords. Although, in both 

cases, d the provinces would have had access to the additional powers granted to 

Quebec, these Accords represented asymmetrical versions of federalism, if only in a 

minimal sense, because of the inclusion of a 'distinct society' clause providing recognition 

and possibly certain powers specifically to Quebec. The rejzction of this 'special statu' 

for Quebec was led not oniy by Trudeau, but by others such as Newfoundland Premier 

Clyde Wells (with Meech Lake), as welI as by Preston Manning and the Reform Party 

(with Charlottetown). In sharp contrast to the différentiation and asymmetry that the 

distinct society clause represented, those opposed insisted upon the notion of equal 

citizens and equal provinces with equal powers. According to Kenneth McRoberts, the 

failure of the Charlottetown Accord was a result of two 

. . .definitions of political cornrnunity that are themselves mutually exclusive. More 
specifically, most constitutional proposals fiom English Canada were fiamed in 
terms of a conception of Canada that precluded, implicitly or explicitiy, the type of 
differentiation between Quebec and the rest of the country upon which Quebec's 
project r e ~ t s . ~  

Similarly, Robert Vipond descnbes the situation as follows: 

Recent constitutional debate in Canada has been constnicted around the piinciples 
of equality and fairness, including a form of federal equaIity, that evokes the same 
deep hostility that &mative action does. And whatever its source, this way of 
fiaming the debate over federalism feeds and reinforces a politics of deep regional 
and cultural resentment. Matters that might otherwise be passed off as the routine 
(if somewhat messy) business of democratic politics.. . have now been elevated to 
questions of high liberal and constitutional principle. And once there, they rnove 
into the rhetorical rut created by the debates over affirmative action.. .To that 

4 McRoberts, "Disagreeing on Fundamen tals: English Canada and Quebec," in The Charlottetown 
Accord. the Referendum. and the Future of Canada, Kenneth McRoberts and Patrick Monahan, eds. 258. 



extent, the discourse of provincial equality has transformed - and I think actually 
hobbled - Canadian constitutional discourse.' 

Yet this understanding of provincial equality has oniy grown stronger and is the central 

component of the most recent (quasi-constitutional) round, the Premiers' Calgary 

Declaration (1997). The Calgary Declaration rejected differential powers and instead 

embraced the general diversity of Canada and the uniqueness of al1 the provinces, and 

mandated that each province, including Quebec, must have an equal ability to express and 

develop that uniqueness. This position is of course unacceptable to Quebec, since it does 

not allow for Quebec's uniqueness to be differentiated. 

2. First Nations. Since the mid 1960s, there has been a general consensus that the 

paternalistic and oppressive régime governing the administration of Natives in Canada 

since before the time of Codederation needs to be replaced. However, there has been 

little agreement over what the relationship between First Nations cornrnunities and the 

larger Canadian community should look like. In the late 1960s and 1970s, much of the 

debate centred on the role of the historic treaties in continuing to structure that 

relationship and the issue of whether the Indian Act and the Department of Northern and 

Indian AfFairs should continue to exist and in what form. Central to this debate was 

whether Aboriginals should continue to be differentiated from other Canadians or instead 

integrated into a version of equal citizenship. Two important govenunent documents of 

5 Vipond, "From Provincial Autonomy to Provincial Equality (Or, Clyde Wells and the Distinct Society)" 
in 1s Ouebec NationaIism Just? Perspectives from Annlphone Canada, Joseph Carens, ed., (Montreal & 
Kingston: McGiIl-Queen's University Press, 1995) fwtnote omitted, 11 5.  



the penod diverged on this issue; the Hawthom Report of 1967 argued that Aboriginal 

peoples should be considered "citizens plus" because of their historic treaty rights6 In 

contrast, the White Paper of 1969, presented by then Indian Affairs Minister Jean 

Chretien, insisted that al1 forrns of differentiation be eliminated - including treaty rights 

and the Indian Act - in favour of equal citizenship.' First Nations groups mobilized - 

quite famously - against the White Paper, calling it assimilative - even genocidal - and 

embraced, albeit with sorne important modifications, the Hawthorn notion of "citizens 

plus".8 Although very little was actually agreed upon, the White Paper and its equal 

citizenship position was withdrawn and the position of differentiation prevailed and was 

eventually constitutionalized in 1982 in the form of S. 35 of the Charter, where "existing 

aboriginal treav rights" were "recognized and affirmed". 

In the 1980s and 1990s, debate shifted to the question of Aboriginai self 

governent and what it might look like. The failed 1992 Charlottetown Accord included 

provisions for Aboriginal self-government that generated vigorous debate during the 

subsequent referendum campaign; as if according to cue, the Reform Party successfülIy 

generated strong opposition to these provisions on the grounds that they differentiated 

6 H. B. Hawthorn and M.A. Tremblay, A Survw of the Contemporarv Indians of Canada. (Ottawa: 
Queen's Printers, 1966). 
7 Statement of the Governrnent of Canada on Indian Poli-. (White Paper), (Ottawa, Ministry of Indian 
Anairs and Northern Development, 1969). 
' Harold Cardinal, The Uniust Society. (Edmonton: Hurtig Publishing, 1969). For a discussion, see Sally 
M. Weaver, "Segregation and the Indian Act: The Dialogue of Eqirality vs. Special Status," in Identities: 
The Impact of Ethnicitv on Canadian Society. Wsevolod ïsajiw, eds., Canadian Ethnic Studies 
Association, Vol, V (1977). 



between Canadians on the basis of race. Since Charlottetown, the Royal Commission on 

Aboriginal Peoples has endorsed a version of differentiated citizenshipg and, more 

recently, a new temtoiy, Nunavut, has been created composed predominantly of Inuit 

people. At the ceremony celebrating the creation of this new territory, Prime Minister 

Tean Chretien, three decades after the White Paper, stated that Canadians can be "dserent 

and equat" at the same time, noting, 

That's what's great about Canada. You can be different and be proud ofyour 
differences and express them, and at the sarne time share the advantages and 
responsibilities of Canadian citizenship. It could not have been expressed in a 
better way than here.1° 

Nevertheless, there has been considerable controversy surrounding the Nisga'a Agreement 

in British Columbia, partly because it entails a form of differentiated citizenship. And, 

most recently, in its Marshall decision, the Supreme Court upheld differential Native 

fishing nghts based on historic treaties. In each of these cases there has been vociferous 

opposition to the various forms of differentiation involved, often led by the Reform Party, 

in favour of some version of equal treatment. 

3. Race and Ethnicity. A third case that 1 will deal with at various points concerns 

struggles related to race and ethnicity, where the policy of Official Multiculturalism has 

been central. MuIticulturalism grew out of the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and 

Biculturalism, when certain minonties rejected the idea of biculturalism. The need to 

For a summary of the RCAP Report, see People to People. Nation to Nation: Hiehliehts fiom the Remit 
of the Roval Commission on Abonginal Peoules. (Ottawa: Canadian Communications Group, 1996). 
10 Shawn Ohler, 'Different and equal', National Post ApriI 2, 1999. 



preserve and enhance the "multicultural heritage of Canadians" was later entrenched in S. 

27 of the Charter. Although it has always been a relatively minor programme in budget 

tems, the poiïcy has become extrernely controversial, especially in the last decade. The 

debate is not really over diversity itseIf or the multicuIturaI character of Canada but rather 

over whether minorities s hould actually receive govemrnent recognition and support to 

preserve and develop their diverse cultural backgrounds. Opponents of this policy argue 

that such support means that the relationship between citizens and the Canadian state is in 

some ways differentiated on the basis of diversity. As a result, Canadian citizenship 

becomes "hyphenated" and the notion of the undifferentiated Canadian ceases to exist. 

Similar claims are made with regard to schoof cunicula, public holidays, Canadian 

Mountie uniforms, affirmative action, qualifications for police and fire fighters, and 

numerous other issues. Political representation is another especially volatile field. Sorne 

people favour an understanding of representation resting on a universalistic premise of 

irnpartiality, making irrelevant the race or ethnicity (or other charactenstics) of a 

representative. Others argue that such irnpartiality is impossible, that the decision-making 

process is inherently particulanstic, so that representatives should reflect, in certain ways, 

the populations that they represent. 

Certainly, in each of these three sketches there is much that 1 am omitting. Still, 

their purpose is to demonstrate how each can be read - indeed, how each is often read, at 

least partially - as a polarized struggle that follows the pattern of equality/diEerence. In 



each case, debates centre on whether or not Canadian citizenship should be differentiated 

in certain ways according to a particular identity category - whether based on nation, 

language, religion, culture, race, or ethnicity - or whether these sons of criteria should be 

irrelevant to questions of citizenship. This same pattern extends to struggles pertaining to 

gender, sexuality, age, religion, and (dis)ability as well; indeed, equality/difference emerges 

whenever the relationship between Canadian citizenship, equality, and a f o m  of identity is 

a matter of contestation. 

1 realize that some readers may immediately object that 1 have characterized these 

struggles in an overly schematic manner, that I am interpreting very different types of 

codicts through the lem of equaliqddifference. Indeed, some might argue that none of 

these struggles can be contained within one category as unified struggles - that they are 

each extremely diverse internally, and that they are each contingent upon a range of 

historïcal variables. For example, some rnight argue that 1 am assimilating into one 

problematic struggles rooted in very different political contexts, and directed against 

different forms of power, domination, and exploitation. Others might argue that 1 am 

conflating discussions of legal rights and duties, political representation, and fonns of 

belonging to a comrnunity, each involving different types of citizenship: legal, political, 

psychological.lL Still others might suggest that 1 am failing to differentiate between 

struggles aimed at the inclusion of certain groups in Canadian society with other struggles 

" Joseph Carens makes this distinction in "Dimensions of Citizenship and National Identity in Canada" 
in The Philoso~hical Forum, Volume XXVIII, Nos. 1-2, Fall-Winter 1996-97. 



dkected towards achieving greater autonomy for Quebec and First Nations peoples. '* In 
fact, a22 these concems are central to the larger point that 1 wish to make. The drarnatic 

multiplicity of the struggles 1 have characterized - each in terms of the standardizing 

language of equality/difference - demonstrates the overwhelrning colonking and totalking 

power of this dichotomous way of thinking. The play of the dichotomy d0e.s have a 

schematic character - this is one of the major reasons why it is so politically problematic; 

it breeds polarization and paralysis. These stmggles are not similar - indeed, they involve 

very difEerent types of political daims and strategies - yet they are flattened so that they 

appear similar. 

It is not rny intention to force diverse stmggles into a uniform analytical 

fiamework characterized by equality/difference. Far fiom attempting to work within or 

reinforce the dichotomy, rny goal here is to examine the play of the dichotomy in the 

current Canadian political context so as to demonstrate the necessity of displacing its rigid 

and dogrnatic logic. When we operate within the ternis of the equaliwdifference 

dichotomy, our political choices are ofien structureci in unfortunate ways. The most 

dficult and pressing questions remain unaddressed, especially where the development of 

ernancipatory political practices and institutions is concerned. Thus, we need to re-orient 

Our theorizing beyond the more static options of equality or difference towards a 

politically-nuanced integration of themes which reverse, traverse, and displace the 

I2 WiU Kymticka makes this distinction in "Three Forms of Group-Dinerentiated Citizenship in Canada," 
in Democracy and Difference: Contesting the Boundaries of the Political. Seyla Benhabib, ed., (F'rinceton: 



dichotorny. My ultimate goal, then, is to determine what this strategy might look like. 

What follows - in this study - represents a preliminary step aimed at understanding how 

and why it is that the course of these struggles so ofien follows an equality or difference 

pattern. My argument is that a general cultural logic of identity, unity, and cohesion - 

within which Canadian discussions of diversity and citizenship take place - forces a wide 

range of political antagonisms dong this dichotomous equality or difference path. My 

purpose is to describe the various manifestations of this Iogic in the current Canadian 

context, to analyze its problematic political effects, and to begin to explore some of the 

ways in which we might disturb and disrupt its dichotomous operation. 

This is not, of course, the first study to examine struggles over equaIity and 

difference in Canada. Indeed, a number of prominent Canadian political theorists - such 

as Charles Taylor, Will Kymlicka, James Tully, and Ieremy webberI3 - have already 

explored this terrain in considerable detail. Each proposes a theory of differentiated 

citizenship in opposition to the demands for equal citizenship cornrnon in contemporary 

Canadian political discourse, thus reinforcing the dichotomous language of the debate. 

My approach represents an alternative to theirs; where they pursue their normative 

positions within the tems of the debate, my aim is to analyse and deconstmct these terms. 

- - 

Princeton University Press, 1996). 
l 3  Taylor, Reconciling the Solitudes; Kymlicka, Findinp Our Wav; Tully, Siranm multi~licity; Webber, 
Wimadninp: Canada. 



Particularly notable is Charles Taylor, whose writings have generated considerable 

attention in a wide range of academic ~ircles,~" attention that is especially pronounced in 

the field of Canadian politics. And for good reason. Taylor has written - with great 

insight and wisdom -about some of Canada's most intransigent politicai problems, 

particularly those that concem the relationship between Quebec and the Canadian 

federation." Yet, while Taylor's writings on Canadian politics are widely cited, and while 

they have guided the thinking of many scholars in Canada and beyond, his ideas have not 

yet been sufficiently questioned and critiqued. There is danger in this. Although Taylor's 

depiction of the Canadian impasse - especially in the terms of the 1iberaVcomrnunitanan 

debate - appears to be intuitively correct, there are certain ways in which he actually 

obscures the character of the antagonism at play. While he presents an attractive and 

inviting solution to the Canadian impasse in developing his notion of "deep diversity", 

upon careful scrutiny it becomes clear that this solution plays into the dichotomous 

character of the debate. Taylor's approach, despite its many strengths, is descriptively 

flawed and less normatively attractive than it first appears. There is fixther danger in this. 

Taylor's depiction of the Canadian impasse forrns the core of what is, arguably, the most 

widely-cited article written on Canadian politics in the last decade, "Shared and Divergent 

14 The perhaps unparalleled breadth of Taylor's scholarship is demonstrated by the great diversity of 
topics covered in his collection, Philosophv and the Human Sciences: Philoso~hical Pawrs 2. (Cambridge; 
Cambridge University Press, 1985); similarly, James Tully has edited a wide-ranging collection of criticai 
responses to Taylor in Philosophv in an Age of Pluralism: The Philoso~hv of Charles Tavlor in Ouestion. 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994). 
" Taylor's most important Canadian essays are included in Reconcilin~! the Solitudes. 



  du es"." It also foms the core of another essay, "The Politics of ~ecognition,"~' which 

holds (it has been suggested without apparent intended irony) a "canonical place'y18 in the 

fiterature on multiculturalism. There is thus extraordinary weight resting on Taylor's 

depiction of the Canadian impasse, especially since he presents it as his central exarnple in 

defending a liberal form of communitarianism grounded in a version of multicultural or 

differentiated citizenship. Given its widespread influence, Taylor's depiction is d e s e ~ n g  

of thorough and extended scmtiny - with this in mind, 1 engage Taylor in a critical 

dialogue that spans this study. 

Chapter ourline 

Thus far, I have emphasized that we limit our understanding of the Canadian 

impasse when we operate within the equalityIdiEerence dichotomy. 1 am not suggesting 

that such divergent orientations do not exist in Canadian society, nor am 1 implying that 

their polarking logic has no political effect. Instead, 1 argue that, to the extent that there 

are in fact significant divergences in political orientations of this sort, we should be wary 

of operating within their dichotomous terms. For this reason, it is necessary to step back 

l6 In Reconciling the Solitudes. 155-186. 
" In Multiculturalism: Examining the Politics of Recomition. Amy Gutmann, ed., (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1994). Note that TayIor covers similar ground in the two essays (indeed, there are 
overlapping passages), as well as in his 1991 Massey Lectures, published as The Malaise of Modemitv. 
(Concord, Ontario: Anansi, 199 L). 
Ig Lawrence Blum, "&!cognition, Value, and Equality: A Critique of Charles Taylor's and Nancy Fraser's 
Accounts of Mdticulturalism," in Theorizinn Multiculturalism: A Guide to the Current Debate. Cynthia 
WiiIet, ed., (Maiden, Mass.: Blackwell Publishers Inc., 1998) 73-99, 



f?om the dichotomy and begin examining the cultural logic that M e s  it. This is my task 

in Chapter Two, which eases the reader into the problematic and provides the basis for the 

more critical analysis that follows in Chapters Three through Five. 

Chapter Two Cemenring the Narion: The Paradoxical CuCturaZ Logic of the 
Multicultural Mosaic 

The alternative to Iimiting Our focus to the equality/difference dichotomy or to 

proposing solutions that operate within the terms of this dichotomy is to first attempt to 

understand the general cultural logic that generates these dichotomous positions, When 

we examine this cultural logic we begin to understand the extent to which the vanous 

"dichotomous" positions are in fact mutually dependent. In particular, we quickiy 

recognize the degree to which these divergent positions are hampered by the same sort of 

anxiety, anxiety of diversity getting out of control; motivated by a comrnon fear, a fear of 

politicai fragmentation and division; and directed towards similar ends, the ends of 

cohesion and unity. The impasse revolves around differing visions of how the realm of the 

political - the play of identity and diversity - is most appropriately contained so as to 

ensure a unified and cohesive cornmunity. 

In attempting to understand this cultural terrain, my strategy is to probe a very 

farniliar narrative centred on the mosaic as the Canadian approach to the challenge of 

diversity. 1 begin with a prototypically Canadian paradox: the celebration of diversity is at 

once the distinctive Canadian basis for a national cornmunity while also representing a 



great threat to this community. I explore this paradox by arguing that the support for 

diversity central to the multicultural mosaic is in effect a strategy of containment, a 

strategy of neutralizing the threat that diversity is seen to represent. With the rnulticulnirai 

mosaic, the constant fear of fiagmentation, of failing to keep al1 the tiles in place, produces 

a perpetuai search for a binding mechanism. The mosaic revolves around a search for a 

cernent, for the basis of cohesion. Yet there is a serious tension here. WhiIe Canadians 

seek to deal with the problem of diversity in order to guard against fiagmentation, they 

must do this not by suppressing diversity but by giving sustenance to it. There ensues a 

rejection of an overarching identity, since this would cause the tiles of the rnosaic to 

dissolve. Instead, the binding rnechanism must operate to ensure unity while working with 

- not against - diversity. Therefore, the solution of "unity in diversity" forever rests on 

the threat of diversity . 

Chctpter Three me Multiculf ural Panop ticon: n e  Differen ia f ion, Condensa fion, 
and Cohesion of Identities 

In Chapter Three, I enter into a more critical mode by fiirther examining the logic 

of the Canadian multicultura1 mosaic. Here, 1 draw on Michel Foucault's Iater work on 

govementality, which involves the rational application of techniques that regulate the 

behaviour of people and the conduct of populations. Foucault theorized a number of 

different forms of govementality and 1 am especially concemed with the liberal form. 

According to Foucault, because of the liberal emphasis on the fiee subject, govemance 



must be restrained. Yet, liberal subjects must be conditioned to act fi-eely, taught to 

behave as Liberal subjects. With this understanding of liberai governrnentality in mind, 1 

examine the parallel manner in which Canadian subjects are conditioned to act 

multiculturally, taught to express their cultural ar?d political fieedom as multicultural 

subjects. In order to depict this process, 1 utilize Foucault's concept of panopticism, 

arguing that multicultural subjects are continually produced through the panoptic 

techniques of mutual surveillance and display. Hence, I speak of the rnulticultural 

panopticon. 

Key to the operation of the multicultural panopticon is a logic of identity central to 

the normative theorking of Charles Taylor and his notion of differentiated citizenship. For 

Taylor, each identity category is important as a horizon of meaning within which 

multicultural subjects can deveiop and pursue their own life plans; identity is central to the 

process through which individuals achieve authenticity. Diversity is conceived of as 

reflecting a set of distinct identity categones, each of which can be appropnately analyzed 

and described as if natural and pre-political. The multicultural panopticon reidorces this 

understanding of diversity and identity by conditioning Canadians to undertake 

multicultural study of the Other and to place their own identities on display so that they 

too can be studied. The multicultural panopticon operates through a universal gaze that 

encourages Canadians to approach questions of diversity in this manner. At the sarne 

tirne, this universai gaze differentiates between Canadians and thus monitors the 



boundaries of particular identity categones. As these identity categories are studied, they 

becorne congealed, their borders static. The problem is that this process facilitates the 

containment of difference and reduces its potential movement. Because diversity is 

conceived of as an assortment of different identities, the idea of "difference" can only be 

understood superficially, as meaning difference between the various identity categories. 

Here, an identity is, in effect, a unit of difference. The multiculturd panopticon reinforces 

this form of difference - of differentiation between - so as to Iimit the operation of another 

form of difference, difference within or dflerencefrom itself: In other words, the units of 

identity are left relatively untroubled, presented as self-contained and more or less 

internally undifferentiated. By generating knowIedge about these categories and by 

marking the borders between them, the multiculturaI panopticon produces these identities 

as political units around which certain forms of politics play out. Diversity politics or 

identity politics thus takes place between and among these discrete units of identity. 

In reality, the categories of identity are always heterogeneous, overlapping, and 

fluid even as the multicultural panopticon tries to tum them into discrete units; there is 

always resistance to the operation of the panopticon. The play of difference can never be 

entirely suppressed, the drive to create homogeneous units never completely successful. 

Still, what is notable is the way in which forms of "resistancey3 often follow a course that 

reinforces the very terms of identity and diversity being rejected. As 1 demonstrate, this is 

especially cIear where Taylor's politics of recognition is concemed. 



Chcrpfer Four Decomfr~cfing EquaIiîy/Dzflerence in Canaab: n e  Imperarive to 
Unity and the Failure of Diqlacemenf 

Having demonstrated the way in which units of identity are differentiated in the 

multicultural panopticon, it becomes possible to return to an anaiysis of the 

equdity/difference dichotomy itself. The character of this dichotomy has been subjected 

to considerable scrutiny in contemporary social and political thought, pax?icularly amongst 

feminist theonsts, for whom it has generated considerable debate as of late.lg In Chapter 

Four, I draw from this feminist theonzing in order to deconstruct the play of the 

equality/difference dichotomy as it relates to the Canadian impasse. 1 present thîs process 

in three steps: the first step is to understand the marner in which the two terms of the 

dichotomy exist in a relationship of interdependence, even though one dominates the 

other. In this case, equality has the purpose of containing diversity within a thin layer of 

uniformity, thus limiting the play of difference. This is the fonn of equality demanded by 

Trudeau, the Reform Party, and others with the aim of suppressing Quebec, First Nations, 

and other groups so as to prevent their fragmenting the Canadian political comrnunity. 

The second step centres on a reversal of the two terms in the dichotomy. For 

exarnple, Quebec and First Nations assert their difference in opposition to the idea of 

equality as uniformity. Equal citizenship is rejected in favour of differentiated citizenship, 

19 See Joan Scott, "Deconstnicting Equality-Versus-Difference: Or the Uses of Poststructuralist Theory for 
Feminism" in ConfIicts in Ferninisrn. Marianne Hirsch & Evelyn Fox Keller, eds., (New York: Routiege, 
1990); and Gisela Bock and Susan James, eds., Bevond Equalitv and Difference: Citizenship. feminist 



deep diversity, or asymmetrica.1 federalism. This is a necessary rejection, an important 

reversal of the tems of the dichotomy. Still, it is essential to take a third step - to 

displace the dogrnatic tems of the dichotomy altogether. The newly vaiued term - 

Merence - must no longer be placed in an oppositionai role; instead, it must be displaced 

fiom the dichotomy so that it is no longer opposed to equality but rather seen as integral 

to the meaning and operation of equality. 

The problem - which lies at the heart of the Canadian impasse - is that there is a 

continual failure to displace the dichotomy. We are lefl at the second step - in a perpetual 

holding pattern - where the reversal has taken place but the dichotomy is still very much in 

play. Indeed, the dichotomy has merely shifted directions. The effects of this failure of 

displacement are dramatic and far-reaching. Difference, which is now pnoritized in 

opposition to equality as uniformity, takes on its own unified character; each form of 

"diEerenceY' is put forward as a self-contained identity, a sub-unity, in sharp opposition to 

the attempt to suppress it. Differences within the sub-unity are expelled or suppressed so 

that there is yet another attempt to impose uniformity, albeit at another level, wirhin 

diflerence. For example, Québécois, Aboriginals, and ot her groups (women, gays, etc.) 

are tumed into their own totalizing, essentialized categones, unified in their oppositional 

stance to the larger pan-Canadian unity trying to contain and manage them. The struggle 

now takes the familiar form of identity politics, a cornpetition between competing unities 

- -  - - - -  - - 

politics and female subiectivitv. (London: Routledge, 1992). 



and sub-unities. The debates increasingly assume a dogmatic, fùndamentaiist tone, 

revolving around divergent understandings of the basic unithes that wiIl structure the 

politicai system- The attempt to impose unity in Canada, a multicultural unity, generates 

only disunities. 

Chapter Five LiberaZism vs. Comrnunitmianism, Equal Provinces vs. Deep Diversity, 
and the EngZish Cunadian AZter~ ive  

The deconstructive approach that 1 take to understanding the Canadian impasse is 

very much an dternative approach and so it is necessary to explain what precisely it is an 

alternative to. In Chapter Five, 1 criticaliy engage with a similar, yet distinct, 

interpretation of the Canadian impasse as a conflict between individualist and collectivist 

political  orientation^.^^ This fiamework for understanding ideological divisions in Canada 

has been applied to questions involving Quebec, First Nations, ethnic minorities, and 

women, al1 of whom have been taken to be more collectivist, cornmunitarian, or 

particularist in contrast to the individualistic majority culture. The most influential version 

of the individuaVcol1ective divide in Canada has been put fonvard by ~ a ~ l o ? '  and it his 

version that 1 engage with. What is especialIy interesting about Taylor's approach, for my 

purposes, is that he uses the liberalkommunitarian divide, the focal point of Anglo- 

Ramsay Cook, Canada and the French-Canadian Ouestion. (Toronto: Macmillan of Canada, 1966) 146; 
Janet Ajzenstat and Peter Smith, Canada's Ori~ins: Liberal. Tow. or ReuubIican. (Ottawa: Carleton 
University Press, 1995). 
2' See, in particular, "Shared and Divergent Values" and 'The Politics of Recognition". 



American political philosophy fiom the 1980s into the 1 WOs, to understand and reconcile 

the struggie between equal and differentiated citizenship. Yet, in doing so, Taylor 

obscures, and even reinforces, the antagonisms at play. 

Whereas Taylor portrays the liberd discourse as driven by a proceduralist 

understanding of justice focused on protecting rninority rights, 1 argue that it is motivated 

fx more by nationaIist dreams of a cohesive political community. Whether in the form of 

equd citizens or equal provinces, what Taylor views as a procedural liberal discourse is 

grounded Iess in an atomistic world-view and directed far more towards ensuring a layer 

of unifonnity that will suppress the differences of Quebec (as well as other groups) and 

thus provide a basis of commonality that serves to hold the country together. Those 

dernanding equal citizenship do not reject Quebec's ability to pursue collective goals - 

instead, they reject Quebec's special a5iIity to pursue these goals beyond what is allowed 

for other collectivities in Canada; what they really desire Is a symmetry of communal 

powers across Canada and so they are hardIy anti-cornmunitarian. Against these demands, 

Taylor presents his proposa1 of "deep diversity" and it is at this stage that Taylor falters, as 

do many other schofars pursuing some form of differentiated citizenship- The problern is 

that deep diversity, in sirnply opposing equal citizenship, operates within the terms of the 

equality/difference dichotomy and its logic of identity and thus sharpens and deepens the 

impasse. 



In order to solve this impasse, Wil Kymlicka proposes the deveIopment of an 

English Canadian identity as an alternative to the attempts to impose a pan-Canadian 

unity." While Kymlicka's ideal political scenario is the implementation of something 

resemblig Taylor's notion of deep diversity, he is rather pessimistic about the chances of 

Taylor's approach being accepted, especially in English Canada, where the imperative to 

pan-Canadian unity is so strong. That is, he realizes that deep diversity will continually be 

resisted in favour of equal citizenship. Kymlicka understands - perhaps better than Taylor 

-the relationship between, on the one hand, the discourses of equal citizens and provinces 

and, on the other hand, pan-Canadian unity. Kymlicka's alternative is to shift English 

Canada's preoccupation away fkorn pan-Canadian unity towards a focus on English 

Canadian identity. Other scholars, such as Philip Resnick, Reg Whitaker, and Ian Angus, 

have presented similar proposals for the development of an authentic English Canadian 

identity, an English Canadian nation, existing within a multi-national Canada alongside 

other nations, such as Quebec or First ~a t ions?  The attraction of this proposa1 is that 

there would no longer be a movement on the part of English Canadians to suppress or 

contain Quebec or First Nations with demands for equal citizenship - or any other binding 

mechanisrn - since the three entities would no longer exist within the sarne national 

" WiIl Kymlicka, Findin~ Our Way. 
23 Phil Rcsnidg Thinking Ennlish Canada; Reg Whitaker, " With or Without Quebec? in "En-h 
Canada" sDeaks out J.L. Granatstein & Kenneth McNaught, eds., (Toronto: Doubleday Canada, 199 1); 
Ian Angus, A Border Within. 



wmmunity. Instead, English Canadians would develop a sense of attachment and 

beionging to their own distinct national community. 

While this proposal for "Thinking English Canada" is presented with what are 

clearly progressive intentions, 1 do not believe that it is an attractive alternative. In 

pursuing an English Canadian national identity, this proposal operates within much the 

mine problematic logic of identity so central to pan-Canadian nationalism, and is thus 

likely to lead to similar problems. Whereas the emphasis now is on developing or 

preserving a pan-Canadian identity, I am concerned that a desire to discover the essence of 

English Canadian identity would become the focus. There is good reason to believe that 

the current preoccupation with "dealing" with the "problernsy' of diversity would also 

continue - the problems of diversity being naturally inexhaustible - as would a fear of 

Engiish Canadian fragmentation, a search for a mechanism of English Canadian cohesion, 

and a never-ending debate over what this mechanism would look like. In a short time, we 

(the authentic English Canadian "we") would likely find ourselves back where we started 

at the unity imperative - with the boundaries of unity (and disunity) simply redrawn. 

Tmards a politics of diyference 

Why has there been a continua1 failure to displace the equality/diEerence 

dichotomy, to resolve the impasse of Canadian unity? The answer lies in the prevalence 

and power of the logic of identity and the imperative to unity central to the multicultural 



mosaic, the multicultural panopticon, and the equality/difEerence debates. While visions of 

Canada that follow an equal-province one-nation model are incompatible with those 

visions that pursue an asymmetncal three-nation model, t here is at least one area of 

commonality, and that is the logic of identity itself, the assumption that some units of 

identity must be given recognition and not others. While visions of Canada that rest on 

equd citizens and equal provinces are incompatible with those visions that pursue a 

dialectic of unity-in-dflerence (or "deep diversity ") , there is at Ieast one area of 

commonality, and that is the ünperative to unity itself - the assumption that some form of 

binding mechanism is necessary to guard against fragmentation. These areas of common 

ground - identity and unity - are the source of tensions that manifest themselves as the 

Canadian impasse. 1s it possible, then, to do away with the irnperative to unity and the 

logic of identity, or at least to moderate their debilitating effects? Are there any 

alternatives to the uni ty irnperat ive avaiIable in Canadian po litics? 

This study focuses on questions of a genealogical rather than a normative 

character. S M ,  my understanding of the Canadian irnpasse is itselfinevitably infusai with 

normative language and directed toward normative ends. 1 conclude by setting out the 

direction that 1 beIieve further normative theorizing should follow in the Canadian context. 

Rather than operate on the terrain of liberal muIticulturalisrn, deep diversity, or an 

authentic English Canadian identity, we need to shiît the terms of political debate 

altogether by directing constant critical scrutiny at those who would continue the search 



for unity, by struggling against those who would attempt to contain and reify Our 

identities, and by cultivating a democratic space for the mutually reinforcing play of 

equaiity and dserence. 

A few clarifications mgarding my approach 

Although it is conventional in a project of this sort to include a methodology 

section in the introduction, such a section would not be appropriate in this particular study 

for several reasons. To begin with, the adoption of a methodology usually implies that 

there is a given question or set of questions that, once the methodology is applied, yield a 

given range of possible answers. In such cases, the chosen methodology often 

overwhelms everything else, sometirnes to the point that it even produces the questions 

and problems to be studied. As Richard Beardsworth notes, foiiowing Demda, "[a] 

thinker with a method has alread y decided how to proceed , is unable to give him or herseif 

up to the matter of thought in hand, is a functionary of the criteria which structure his or 

her conceptual ge~tures."'~ With the method unveiled, it merely rernains to be 

implemented. In contrat, this study is very much problem-centred; that is, it is rooted in 

my pmccupation with understanding the impasse of Canadian unity, especially the 

dichotomous equality-or-difference character of the debates, as weil as the rnanner in 

which alternative political strategies get entangled by these dynarnics. Rather than a 

Derrida & the political. (London: Routledge, 1996) 4. 



specific method, then, 1 ernploy a number of dBerent lenses or approaches to generate 

insights into the pmblematic, each building in important ways upon the others. Since there 

is no single approach taken throughout, each chapter includes a discussion, sometimes 

quite a lengthy one, of the specific approach taken. 

Still, several clarifications are in order. To begin with a note on terminology, I 

should emphasize that when 1 use the word multiculturalism it should be taken in the 

widest possible sense to include all categories of diversity around which there bas ken 

political stmggle, whether with regard to Canadian unity, citizenship, or specifc areas of 

public policy. My focus is thus not lirnited to questions of race or ethnicity but instead 

extends to struggles over diversity and difference in generai, including those related to 

Quebec, Aboriginals, and other minority and/or marginalized groups. When 1 speak of 

rnulticulturalism, or the multicultural mosaic, I am referring to a generai cultural approach 

to questions of diversity as opposed to the federal programme of 'Official 

~ulticult ura~ism".~ 

In exarnining the terrain of multicultuI;ilism, rather than focusing on a single case 

study, my approach is to draw from a number of high profile political spectacles of recent 

decades. These include: recent constitutional politics - especiaily the Meech Lake (1987- 

1990) and Charlottetown (1990) Accords and the 1997 Calgary Declaration; negotiations 

between First Nations and the Canadian political community, including debates 

-- 

zs In cases where it is the programme itself that 1 wish to discuss, 1 wil1 speak of Wfficial 
Mdticu~turalism". 



surroundhg the White Paper of 1969 and the Charlottetown Accord; and a variety of 

debates that have taken place on issues such as uOffi~id MulticulturaIismn, Mnonty nghts, 

and minonty political representation. Thus, 1 draw fiom a range of political arenas where 

fwidamental questions regardhg the nature of Canada as a political cornrnunity are being 

addressed. To this end, 1 utilize an assortment of textual materials including newspaper 

and magazine articles, television transcnpts, govemment documents, commission reports, 

and constitutional agreements. 

Of course, the examples and illustrations that I provide are selective. Hence, what 

follows does not pretend to be a comprehensive study of the Canadian impasse, if this 

were even possible. My prirnary aim is not to generate comprehensive histoncal and 

empirical information related to the impasse. Since hundreds of books and articles are 

h d y  written on the topic, it is unlikely that our understanding of the impasse wiü 

improve simply by generating more information. Instead, it is in the area of theoretical 

and conceptual development that we are most deficient and this stud y is directed towards 

filhg this gap, with the aim of generating a better theoretical understanding of the impasse 

of Canadian unity. 



Chapter Two 

Cementine the Nation: 

The Paradoxical Cultural Loge of the Multicultural Mosaic 

"Canadians look down on the United States and consider il HeM They are right 
to do so. Canada iS tu the United States what, in Dante 's scheme, Limbo zs to 
Hell, " 

Ln the Spring of I998,I  was walking through one of the social science buildings 

on the campus of McMaster University when 1 came upon a student sitting behind a table 

publicizing a week of anti-racist and anti-discrimination events- The word diversity was 

prominently displayed on al1 the flyers and posters covering the table and one flyer 

announced that there wouId be a "Diversity Lunch" later that week. Another flyer 

announced that it was "Unity Week" at McMaster. I found this juxtaposition interesting 

and so I decided to ask the student about it. The conversation proceeded as follows: 

G.K.: Why did you cal1 it "unity week"? 

Student: We decided to do more than just race - so we called it "Unity Week". 

G.K. : Can you explain? 

Sttrdent: It's about unity because we are uniting diverse people ... In Canada, we 
are very diverse - but we shoufd still be  uniteci. 

1 Irving Layton, The Whole Bloodv Bird. as quoted in The Columbia Dictionaw of Ouotations. (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1998). 



G.K.: Why the "but" - why do we need a "but" &er "In Canada, we are very 
diverse"? 

Student: Because we are not united - diversity scares people.2 

The point, here, is that by invoking the word "unity" we make the fact of our diversity 

less threatening; unity is a kind of reassurance to those who rnight otherwise believe that 

diversity encourages fiagrnentation or worse. This student, and the student organization 

that she is active in, obviously has progressive intentions (anti-racism, etc.), but 1 am 

uneasy about this strategy of juxtaposing unity and diversity because it caters to a set of 

problematic assumptions which has been adopted by many Canadians and, as such, it 

reinforces the prevailing Canadian approach to the question of diversity. In this chapter, 1 

describe this approach and begin to explain why 1 find it so troubling. 

"In Canada, we are very diverse." This rather vague statement is constantly 

reiterated. It is a fi-equent starting point of reflections on Canadian politics and society, 

but what does it actually mean? M e r  all, everyone knows that Canadians are "very 

diverse". It is necessary to defamiliarize this statement to understand its meaning: even 

though this diversity is always presented as a self-evident fact about which there need be 

no debate, the frequent repetition of the statement indicates far more than a description of 

an agreed-upon empincal reality. Instead, the repetition suggests that the statement is a 

general expression of collective anxiety of some sort: diversity is that which Canadians 

must continually deal with or manage. Yet the statement is at the same time typically 

infused with a warm tone of approval: Canadians celebrale diversity; in fact, this is pady 



what makes them Canadian. How can we make sense of this? Are Canadians so 

confbsed that they choose to rejoice in that which threatens them? The Canadian 

approach to diversity is indeed paradoxical, as will become evident as 1 probe the cultural 

logic of the Canadian multicultural mosaic. 

In the introductory chapter, 1 argued that the Canadian impasse revolves around a 

struggle between those pursuing equal citizenship and those pursuing differentiated 

citizenship. 1 also argued that we fail to understand the impasse with any depth uniess we 

examine the broader cultural context within which these dichotomous debates take pIace. 

This chapter undertakes this examination. The main positions in the debate operate 

within the parameters of a fairly pervasive and distinctive narrative of Canadian unity. In 

this sense, they al1 speak much the same language: each position attempts to deal with the 

challenges which various forms of diversity represent for Canadian unity, and each does 

so not by attempting to e1iminate diversity but by managing and working through it in 

various ways. This is a debate arnongst nationalists, then, and their disagreements 

revolve to a considerable degree around the most appropriate method of binding the 

various components of Canada together. 

In order to make this case I will depict the well-known metaphor of the Canadian 

mosaic. Those who invoke the rnosaic wish to make a space for diversity while, at the 

sarne time, they constantly fear diversity for its fiagmenting potential. This fear produces 

a continual search for binding mechanisrns that wiIl hold al1 the tiles together. The 

- 

Personal Communication. February 4, 1998. Kenneth Taylor Hall, McMaRer University. 



problern, however, is that this mechanism must operate so as to ensure "unity in 

diversity" rather than unity at the cost of diversity, Indeed, Canadian history can be read 

- has been read3 - as an ongoing search for the cernent of the Canadian nation, and, in 

particular, a senes of struggles over what that cernent should look like and how it should 

operate. 

Before beginning, two clarifications are necessary. First, in order to tease out 

what 1 am cailing the cultural logic of the multicultural mosaic, 1 will focus on the 

manner in which Canadians imagine themselves where questions of diversity are 

concemed, 1 will examine a familiar Canadian narrative (or set of narratives) that 

contains both descriptive and normative content. However, in depicting this narrative 1 

am not concerned with whether (or to what degree) it actually reflects a given social and 

political reality. This narrative operates at the level of mythology. 1 take for granteci that 

the ianguage of the multicultural mosaic has, in certain senses, mysti@ng effectd Still, 

we are rnistaken when we simply disrniss this narrative as an ideological façade. In what 

foliows, rather than trying to see through or  behind the narrative (if that were possible), 1 

wili undertake what may be thought of as a "surface" reading in order to capture some of 

the anxieties and preoccupations that the narrative expresses - especially with regard to 

For example, J. R Miller argues that, in the context of unity in diversity, the earlly answer to the question 
of what will hold Canada together was Macdonald's centralism, and especially "...the gargantuan task of 
binding the newly acquired and sparsely populated West to the rest of the country with a transcontinental 
railway." "Unity/Diversity: The Canadian Experiences; From Confederation to the First World War" in 
Readin~s in Canadian Histow: Post-Confederation, R Douglas Francis and Donaid B. Smith eds., Fourth 
d, (Toronto: Harcourt Brace and Company Canada, 1993). 
4 This daim is also made by Kogila Moodley, "Canadian multicuIturalism as ideology," Ethic and Racial 
Studies. Vol. 6, No. 3, July, 1983: 320-33 1. 



questions of diversity, unity, and cohesion. This reading will prepare the ground for the 

more critical analysis that I undertake in subsequent chapters- 

Having said this, a second clarification is necessary to qualie the first. There is 

(at least) one central element of the mosaic narrative that must be flagged as problematic 

throughout. The narrative constantly invokes a collective Canadian "weyy, a "we" which 

is the basis for the unity that the narrative aims to imagine. The "we7' must present itseif 

in pan-Canadian terms - a diverse yet all-inclusive "we" - since the narrative is centrally 

concerned with the inclusion of al1 the diverse parts into a single pan-Canadian whole. 

At the sarne time, the "we" is always partial and, fùrthermore, the character and degree of 

its partiaIity is constantly shifting. For example, the "we" is predominantly English 

Canadian, even if it sometimes includes the Québécois; it is Christian, but sometimes 

expands to include monotheism generalIy; it is a central Canadian "we", yet it sometimes 

grows beyond these boundanes to include the West; it is a masculine, heterosexual "we", 

but may in certain cases include women, gays and lesbians. The point is that the "we" is 

inevitably rnajontarian in one sense or another, as much as it tries to subsume minorities; 

the "we" defines the mainstream - and thus the margins - even as it tries to becorne 

ubiquitous and universal. Paradoxically, then, as much as the "we" seeks to be alI- 

encompassing - a tmly pan-Canadian we - it rnust always remain partial in certain 

respects. It is a context-specific "we", a "we" forever adapting to ever-changing 

categories of diversity. 



An example will make this point clearer. In the Fall of 1997, ail the Premiers - 

except for Bouchard of Quebec - agreed to a set of non-constitutional principles, the 

Calgary Declaration, which I discuss at some Iength in Chapter Four. The fourth 

principle reads: "Canada's gift of diversity inchdes Aboriginal peoples and cultures, the 

vitality of the English and French languages and a multicultural citizenry drawn fiom al1 

parts of the world". ' While there are a number of explmations for this language, 

diversity - as a gifl - presupposes a Canadian "weYy in a position to accept the gift, a "we" 

which obviously cannot inchde that diversity (since otherwise it would simpIy be 

accepting itself). At the same time, the "English" in "the vitality of the English and 

French Ianguages" must be  included - as if it were a manifestation of diversity - since its 

absence would serve to draw unwanted attention to the partiality of the "we" being used- 

As 1 outline the "Canadian" approach to dealing with "diversityyy, it is important 

to keep in mind the shifting and cornplex partiality of the pan-Canadian "we" constantly 

being invoked. Aithough 1 will try to dispense with the scare quotes, the "we" - or we - 

should always be read as dynamic, contested, and, most of all, necessarily partial. 

The challenge of diversity 

The t e m  "diversity" is foremost a taxonomie concept. When we speak the 

language of diversity, we operate within a logic of identity: we assume that groups of 

people exist in different identity categories and that these identities are differentiated 

"Premiers' Framework for Discussion on Canadian Unity," September 14, 1997. 



fkom one another according to such attributes as language, culture, race, ethnicity, 

gender, sexuality, religion, region, and so on. When we Say that Canada is very diverse 

we suggest that it is made up of  a large number of groupings thus categorized, which may 

vaq widely in politicai importance. One of the central characteristics of the taxonornic 

process is that the identity groupings categorized are usually taken as given, as if existing 

in an ahistoncal space. While political relations are seen to exist between these 

categones, or between these categories and the Canadian political community as a whole, 

the categories themselves are usually treated as if they emerged fiom a pre-political 

environment, as if natural or even biological in ongin, and therefore not appropriate 

objects of scrutiny. It is as if Canada has simply been dealt a particular rnix of identity 

categories with which it must deal. 1 wiIl examine this logic of identity tùrther in the next 

chapter. In this chapter, 1 examine the general framing of diversity, which takes the 

categories of diversity for granted. 

Canadians like to think of themselves as a multicultural mosaic and this can 

usudly be taken to mean that they approve of the idea of diversity. Canada is very 

diverse - "and it's a good thing too". Yet little attention is paid to the question of what 

motivates this approval and 1 would like to examine the question of motivation at some 

length. 1 argue that the support for diversity central to the mosaic is usually a response - 

a defence even - to the threat or challenge which diversity is presumed to represent. Put 

another way, Canada's diversity is usually taken, sometimes quite explicitly, to be a 

difficult and complex problem that Canada must always manage or overcome. Diversity 



has always been a centrai Canadian challenge, taken as follows: how can Canada 

maintain a stable and peacefirl existence despite aZZ its diversity (meaning, for example, a 

significant French language minority, numerous Aboriginal groups, considerable regiond 

variation, and a heterogeneous citizenry)? This challenge presumes an opposition, an 

opposition between Canadian diversity (of whatever type) and Canada's continued 

existence as a stable and singular political comrnunity. Throughout Canadian politicai 

discourse is the assurnption that Canada's diversity always has the potential to encourage 

division and conflict by exacerbating political antagonisms. It is frequently suggested 

that diversity can make consensus difficult to achieve, threatening the strength and 

stability of the country and, since diversity always has the potential to lead to disunity or 

disharmony, the perpetual Canadian challenge is to triumph over this threat, to achieve 

some f o m  of harmonious cohesion, a unified po~ity.6 

Certainly, Canadians are far fiom unique in viewing diversity in this marner. 

Indeed, in most countnes, the existence of diversity is thought to be a challenge that must 

be overcome. Otten, it is the challenge to overcome. Diversity is typically presented as 

threatening in certain important respects a communal way of life, a particular culture, or 

the unity or identity or harrnony of the nation. This way of perceiving diversity - as a 

threat to the identity of a nation or community - is far too common in history to be in 

need of elaboration and we rnight Say that countnes differ partly according to the way 

Kogila Moodley argues that since, " . . .only non-charter mernbers are seen as a threat to Canadian 
cohesion" the fear of diversity is often imbued with "unquestioned ethnocentric perceptions." "Canadian 
rnulticultutalism as ideology," 325. 



that they attempt to deal with this threat. Where some countries attempt various forms of 

integration or assimilation, we are a11 too aware of the violent measures taken by others, 

such as deportation, extermination, or, in the current jargon, "ethnic cleansing". 

So the fact that Canadians are preuccupied with the challenge of diversity is rather 

unextraordinary in itself since one could make the same case about many countnes. 

StiH, Canadians are especially threatened by this challenge since they view diversity as 

something which they have a very large amount of, significantly more than most 

countries.' Whether or not Canada really does have more diversity is irrelevant here. 

What is important is that Canada's abundance of diversity is generally taken by 

Canadians (and others) to be true. The challenge of diversity, then, is a political 

challenge and it is met by rnanaging or containing diversity in a manner that tames 

potential antagonisms, thereby ensuring peace, harmony, and unity. 

Although one could cite many sources to ilhistrate this way of looking at 

diversity, an especially good example is Will Kymlicka's F i n d i n ~  Our Wav: Rethinking 

Ethnocultural Relations in Canada since few Canadian scholars have demonstrated 

greater support for diversity. Kyrnlicka begins his introduction with the staternent: "In 

our 130-year existence, Canadians have managed to build a prosperous, tolerant, 

peaceful, fiee, and democratic society in what is one of the most ethnoculturally diverse 

7 The degree of  Canadian diversity has been calcu1ated by Edward Herzberg, among others, Ethnic Grou~s  
in Canada: Ada~tations and Transitions. (Toronto: Nelson Canada, 1989). Ch. 2. 



countries in the wor~d."~ He then outlines die main forms which diversity takes in 

Canada, amounting to a discussion of more or less successfùl Canadian attempts to 

manage the challenges ofdiversity; thus, he provides as examples Canada's support for 

immigration, the "prominent political status" of Aboriginal peoples, and the existence of 

bilingualism and federalism to accommodate the French national minorityg Kymlicka 

argues that Canada has been quite successful in this respect of managing the problems of 

divers@ and his book has the purpose of describing these successes (as well as some 

notable faiiures). As he puts it, "that we have manqged to cope with al1 these forms of 

diversity simultaneously while still managing to live together in peace and civility is, by 

any objective standard, a remarkable a~hievement ."~~ He goes on to Say, 

I'm not saying that Canada has 'solved' any $of these issues. Far from it. For one 
t hing ethnocultural relationships are inevitably accompanied by various sfrains 
and tensions for which there is no ulrimafe solution. We can only hope to 
'manage', not to  solve, conflicts arising from ethnocultural diversity. People who 
seek a 'solution' to ethnocultural confiicts are either hopelessly idealistic or 
murderousiy genocidal. Certaidy we have senous confiicts and problems.. .But, 
for better or worse, so far we have in fact managed these problerns." 

1 tend to agree with Kymlicka that Canada has generally succeeded in "managing" 

diversity. Still, for present purposes, 1 am less interested in whether KyxnIicka is actually 

able to make this case and more concemed with his assumption (so widely shared) that 

this is the case that needs to be made (or disputed). The cornrnon assumption is that 

Findiny Our Wav: Rethinkinn Ethnocultural Relations in Canada. (Toronto: Oxford University Press, 
1998) 1. 
~ ~ & c k a ,  Findin~ Our Way. 1 -2. 

'O Kymlicka, Findinp Our Wav. 3, italics added. " Kymlicka, Findine; Our Way. i talics added. 



Canada's diversity (here, mainly of an ethnocultural sort) is a threat because it 

"inevitably" generates "strains and tensions" and "conflicts", and, as a result, it is 

accepted that Canada needs to deal with its diversity (Le. with potential political 

antagonisms) in some way. For Kymlicka, as well as virtually al1 others who debate such 

issues, the unity and/or harmony of Canada is placed in tension with its diversity; since 

the latter creates problems for the former, it has to be managed in the interests of unity. 

Canadian society m u t  continually attempt to "cope" with its diversity. 

Of course, many commentators - usually those far less hospitable to minorities - 

disagree with Kymlicka, arguing that Canada has in fact failed, indeed miserably, to 

manage the challenge of diversity. It is comrnonplace for contemporary commentators to 

attribute the impasse of Canadian politics (as well as innumerable other social and 

political ills) to the plethora of diverse voices now heard in V ~ ~ O U S  political arenas, 

especially the constitutional arena. Whereas in earlier tirnes it was the presence of 

Quebec that needed to be dealt with, the chailenge of Canadian diversity has multiplied to 

include First Nations, women's groups, and ethnic, and other minorities, each of which 

has grown too vocal and particularistic for some critics and thus threatening to the 

Canadian political cornmunity. For example, dunng the 1992 Charlottetown Referendurn 

campaign, University of Toronto Economics Professor John Crispo echoed the concems 

of many people when he noted, in a television interview, 

My fear is that too many of us are going to be voting as little Canadians when it 
comes to the referendum vote. What do I mean by M e  Canadians? I'm talking 
about little English Canadians, tittle French Canadians, little Native Canadians, 



M e  new Canadians, Iittle any kind of Canadians. And 1 guess deep down, what 
I'm talking about is what 1 see as a f ~ r l y  pervasive phenornenon in this country. 
Everybody is rnissing the forest for the trees and indeed in many cases I'm not 
even sure they see the trees. They see a little bush that represents their vested 
interests and they're kind of saying, "What's in this for me or my group", not 
what's in it for canada.12 

Similarly, according to Samuel Las elva, 

The contemporary cnsis has created new obstacles for the Canadian political 
nationality. Canadians increasingly focus on their differences and have a 
diminished understanding of their reciprocal obligations and shared 
commitments.. .Canada has witnessed far more than the articutation of new 
differences. What has occurred is a virtual explosion of identities, such that 
wornen, gays, ethnics, and Quebec and Aboriginal nationalists vie one against the 
other.. . Sr 3 

For Cnspo and LaSelva, this is a situation of diversity no longer under control, a situation 

where there is insufficient attention to the national interest. A sirnilar unease about 

diversity is also commonly expressed on the Left - whether by cornmunitarians, civic 

republicans, social democrats, or socialists. Here, diversity is viewed as one of the 

greatest challenges facing the development of a communal democratic political space; the 

problem with diversity is that it always has the potential to undermine the collective 

projects being undertaken on behalf of everybody.14 

12 The CTV NEWS. October, 3, 1992. (sisth position). 
l3 Samuel LaSelva, The Moral Foundations of Canadian Federalism: Paradoxes. Achievements. and 
Tra~edies of Nationhood. (Montreal & Kingston: McGill-Queen's University Press, 1996) 169; see also 
Alan Cairns, "The Fragmentation of Canadian Citizenship" Reconfrmrations: Canadian Citizenship & 
Constitutional Chan~e.  Douglas Williams, ed.. (Toronto: McCleIland & Stervan Inc., 1995) 175-176. 
14 Gad Horowitz, "Creative Politics, Mosaics, and Identity" in Evervbodv's Canada: The Vertical Mosaic 
Reviewed and Reexamined. James L. Heap, ed., @on Mills, Ontario, Burns & MacEachern Limited, 
1974); Ronald Beiner, Theorizing Citizenshi~. (Albany: SUNY, 1995) 8; Tod Gitlin has put fonvard much 
the sarne case with regard to the United States in The Twilinht of Cornmon Dreams: Whv Arnerica is 
Wracked bv Culture Wars. (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1995). 



Certainly, the depiction of an out-of-control diversity varies widely. For 

procedural liberals, it reflects a radical questioning of the arena within which politics is 

supposed t o  take place. Instead of pursuing their political aims within the pluralist 

parameters provided (say, by the constitution and the parliamentary system), 

particularïstic groups have looked upon these parameters as that which needs to be 

contested. Those forms of politicized diversity that previously played themselves out 

within the agreed upon mles of the game (and, as such, were "managed") have now 

begun to focus on these ru1es.l5 Politics itself has broken out of its proper boundaries and 

the result is that our procedural bonds are being broken, and so it is no longer clear what 

will hold us together in one unified polity.'6 Instead, our inability to control our diversity 

has sent us down the path of cultural relativism, at least according to writers such as Neil 

Bissoondath, who argues that, 

Because we have failed to establish the limits of diversity, because we have so 
blithely accepted the mentality of division, we find ourselves lost in a confirsion 
of values. Multiculturalism has made us feamtl of defining acceptable 
boundanes; it has caused us to conhse the establishment of circumscription with 
a Lack of respect. And so we find ourselves in danger of accepting, in its name, a 
slide into ethical chaos." 

So while there may be considerable debate about whether or not the challenge of 

l5 See, for example. Janet Ajzenstat "Decline of Procedural Liberalism: The Slippery Slope to Secession," 
in 1s Ouebec Nationalism Just? Joseph H. Carens, ed., (Montreal & Kingston; McGill-Queen's University 
Press, 1995) 120-1 36; Rainer Knopff and Ted Morton, "Canada's Coun Party" in Rethinkinn the 
Constitution: Perspectives on Canadian Constitutional Reform. Intemretation. and Theorv. Anthony A. 
Peacock, ed., (Toronto: Osford University Press, 1996) 63-87. 
16 This is where demands for equal citizenship corne in, but 1 will leave this for Chapter Four. 
17 Selling Illusions: The Cult of MulticuituraIism in Canada, (Toronto: Penguin, 1991) 143. This is one of 
the major themes of Reginald W. Bibby's, Mosaic Madness: The Povertv and PotentiaI of Life in Canada. 
(Toronto: Stoddart, 1990). 



Canada's diversity is being dealt with successfùlly, as well as disagreement about what 

the terms of success are, that diversity is presumed to be the challenge to the Canadian 

political community is presented as the epitome of cornmon sense. Diversiîy is a threat to 

the unity (or stability, strength, harmony, peace) of the countty (or cornmunity, society, 

nation, cause). 1 am troubled by this presumption, this idea that diversity is a challenge 

that can be met, overcome, or  managed since it generates a disturbing range of political 

effects, effects that this entire project is devoted to studying. Since my aim is to andyze 

the polarized debates that form the impasse of Canadian politics, the presumption that 

diversity is the challenge with which we must deai amounts to the starting point, the place 

of comnon ground upon which disagreement takes place. Behind al1 the disagreement 

and the vanous competing positions, virtually everyone seeks to manage the kind of 

political antagonisms which they presume diversity generates, antagonisms they view as 

threatening the Canadian political community in some way. As a result, each position 

rests on a vision of how to integrate al1 the parts into the whole. 

1 realize that some may express disbelief at this suggestion. It may be asked, am 1 

suggesting - could anyone suggest - that Canada's diversity does not generate political 

tensions, instabilities, and insecurities? Am 1 suggesting that the Quebec question or 

Aboriginal demands for self-government do not threaten Canadian unity? Of course not. 

Undoubtedly, over the last several decades, the spectre of Quebec's separating has 

constantly hovered over the Canadian federation. Indeed, there can be no doubt that the 

federation has in fact been close to dissolution, as the remarkably close results of the 



1995 Quebec referendum demonstrate. Furthermore, since the Oka crisis in the summer 

of 1990, Aboriginal demands have become increasingiy confrontational. 1 am not 

suggesting that these struggles have not exacerbated fears of disunity and fragmentation 

in Canada. Nor am 1 arguing that there is anything new in this; after all, when have 

Canadians not been anxious about diversity and its eEects on unity and cohesion? My 

purpose, rather, is to examine the stance towards diversity typically adopted, a stance that 

involves strategies such as containment, management, controI, and often suppression in 

the name of harmony and unity. In other words, diversity must be governed- It is this 

stance towards diversity, and the governmenta1 strategies that it generates, that result in 

the impasse of Canadian unity. 1 begin to make this case as 1 tum to the Canadian 

approach to governing diversity. 

The distinctive Canadian npproach to the chu f fenge of diversiîy 

How is diversity governed in Canada? While Canadians may not be distinctive in 

viewing diversity as a challenge, they have certainly taken a rather distinctive route to 

dealing with this challenge. Canadians have - quite famously - decided to respond to the 

challenge of diversity by embracing and celebrating it rather than trying to elirninate it. 

Consequently, few Canadians dispute the necessity and value of diversity in Canadian 

society and politics. Diversity is a normative stance towards which most Canadians 

express strong approval; it is presented as a good, as a source of Canadian pride, and thus 

as d e s e ~ n g  of recognition and support. The flip side of this support for diversity is a 



rejection of proposals for unifonnity or sarneness, a rejection of the idea that, in order to 

iive together, people must be similar or the same in certain respects. In contrast to most 

societies, the Canadian approach to the challenge of diversity has been remarkable for its 

explicitly anti-assirnilationist character. 

Canadian support for diversity is ofien presented as reflecting a considerable 

degree of tolerance and this is no doubt the case. Still, the idea of tolerance does not fully 

capture the Canadian approach to the challenge of diversity since it implies that 

Canadians simply put up with the  irritants or nuisances that flow fiom diversity. The 

Canadian approach to diversity is stronger and more active than this notion of toleration 

suggests. Canadians do more than "put up with" diversity: they encourage and even 

celebrate it. Furthemore, they celebrate the fact that they view diversity in this manner; 

it has becorne part of the Canadian self-definition. As a result, the word "diversity" is 

incorporated approvingly into many of Canada's symbols, metaphors, and myths. Recall 

the Calgary Declaration and "Canada's gift of diversity. - ." One does not toZerate a gift - 

one cherishes it. 

Certainly, the celebration of diversity was not always the nom. Canadian history 

provides us with many examples of attempts to "soIve" the problem of diversity by other 

means, oRen by attempting to eliminate it altogether, whether through restricted and 

targeted irnrnigration, forcible assimilation, and deportation. Still, the story of Canadian 

history tends to mark certain pivota1 moments when assimilation was explicitly rejected 

as a solution to certain manifestations of diversity and there is a large amount of 



histonography on such moments as well as on the roots of the Canadian embrace of 

diversity more generaiiy. l8 For example, the rejection of Lord Durham's report, which 

called for the assimilation of the French, has achieved near-mythic status.lg Federalism 

itseifwas not simply an institutionai mechanism of decentcalkation of the sort adopted in 

the United States, but was instead designed to make a space for the CO-existence of the 

English and the French in Federalism, then, was an early Canadian method of 

dealing with the challenge of diversity. Indeed, as Miller argues, out of the 

Confederation settlement emerged the notion of "unity in di~ersity".~' In a well-known 

essay, Alan Smith argues that support for pluralism - or the mosaic - was simply a matter 

of necessity Erom the beginning, since there was never a singular nation to which 

everyone could become assimilated." More recently, Howard Palmer has outlined three 

stages in the way Canadians have, since Confederation, dealt with the challenges of 

'' For example, David V. J. Bell argues that Canadian support for divenity has its roots in the migration of 
the Loyalists. As he puts it "Loyaiism was able to tolerate diversity because al1 ethnic groups and 
individuals, whatever their background, codd join together in loyalty to the Empire. Beyond loyalty itseif, 
there were no ideological requirements that might threaten their own culture and values." The Roots of 
Disunity: A Studv of Canadian Political Culture. Rw. ed., (Toronto: Odord University Press, 1992) 72. 
l9 G, M. Craig, ed., An Abridgement of the Report on the Anairs of British North America bv Lord 
Durham. (Ottawa: Carleton University Press, 1982); For a discussion, see David Carneron, "Lord Durham 
Then and Now" in Journal of Canadian Studies. 25 Spring, 1990; Janet Ajzenstat argues that the idea of 
this rejection has, regrettably, become "one of our national teachings, a part of our Canadian politicai 
culture." "Liberalisrn and Assimilation: Lord Durham Reconsidered" in Politicai Thought in Canada, 
Stephen Brooks, ed., (Toronto: Invin Publishing, 1984) 240; see also Ajzenstat's The Political Thought of 
Lord Durham. (Montreal & Kingston, McGill-Queen's University Press, 1988). 
Many have discussed this issue. See, for example, Donald Smiley, Canada in Ouestion: Federalism in 

the Seventies. Second Edition (Toronto; McGraw-Hill Ryerson, 1976) Chap. 6. Samuel Laselva 
emphasizes the importance of George Étienne-Cartier in this respect in T ' h e ~ o r a l  Foundations of Canadian 
Federaiisrn. 159. 
21 J. R Miller, "UnityDiversity: The Canadian Experience; From Confederation to the Fim World War," 
in Readings in Canadian Historv: Post-Codederation Fourth Edition. R Douglas Francis and Donald B. 
Smith, ed., (Toronto: Harcourt Brace and Company Canada Inc, 1994) 68-77. 

"Metaphor and Nationality", The Canadian Hinorical Review. Vol. LI, No 3. (September 1970). 



diversity, beginning with assimilation to British ideals, and then the idea of mWng 

together various peoples to create a new Canadian type, and finally to the current 

rejection of an overriding identity in favour of the notion of the Canadian r n ~ s a i c . ~ ~  

Throughour the postwar penod - and especially since the Iate 1960s - the Canadian 

approach to diversity has increasingIy been anti-assimiIationist in character. Certaidy, 

the embrace of diversity has been uneven and complex - including ody certain 

manifestations of diversity at any given time - but the general normative support for the 

principle of diversity is not currently a matter of dispute. 

Normative support for diversity - diversity as the ideal - means that Canadians 

are not expected to adopt a uniform Canadian way, but are instead encouraged and even 

expected to retain and express their cuItural heritage. Of course, there is constant 

struggle over what this actually means; for example, what institutional arrangements 

(Official Multiculturalism, etc.) are legitimate to support diversity? Are there to be limits 

placed on diversity or is diversity a matter of  "anything goes"?24 Especially crucial, what 

is to be the relationship between diverse groups and the larger community? WhiIe the 

main actors in the debates will provide polarized responses to these questions, al1 will be 

carefut to fiame their answers within the terms of a positive valuation of diversity. 

To illustrate the extent of support for diversity in Canadian political discourse, 

consider the Reform Party's approach to the topic. The Reform Party has long been 

23 Howard Palmer, "Reluctant Hosts: Anglo-Canadian Views of MulticuIturalisrn in the Twentieth 
Century" in Readin~s  in Canadian Historv. 
24 David Cameron, "Lord Durham Then and Now." 18-2 1 .  



depicted as exhibiting racist and sexist tendencies and - as much as the Paw attempts to 

distance itself fiom this image - occasionally a party member is heard mrtking statements 

that reinforces this depiction?' The Party is also known for its opposition to Official 

MulticuhraIism, bilingualism, and afErmative action as well as its demands for lower 

immigration targets and its insistence on a more stringent Refbgee policy - ail of which 

can be taken to mean that the party is somehow anti-diversity, similar to many right wing 

populist political parties in other liberal democracies. What is notable with the Reform 

Party, however, is the extent to which it attempts to distance itself fiom this image by 

incorporating an embrace of diversity in its policies and rhetoric. For example, delegates 

at the Reform Party's 1996 General Assembly in Vancouver passed the following as part 

of its "National Unity Policyy y : 

The Reform Party commits itself to rebuilding Our nationd home through the 
creation of a new and better Canada built on solid foundations that include 
equality for al1 provinces and citizens.. .respect for cultural diversity, and 
productive relations with other peoples of the world. 26 

Some rnight argue that it is easy enough for Reform - or any party - to make such a 

statement (i.e. "respect for diversity") in order to generate legitimacy. M e r  all, Reform 

party members realize that to present oneself as anti-diversity in Canada usually Ieads to 

being perceived as un-Canadian. Whether or not most Reform members actually respect 

- -  - - - -  

25 There are far too many examples to lin here; a few examples of media coverage include: "MP Sorry for 
'wisecrack': Reform leader won't discipline Jay Hi11 over racist comment" Tirn Harpur, The Toronto Star, 
ûctober 30, 1999 A16; "Manning panders to prejudicen editorid, The Toronto Star. Miy 22, 1997, A32. 
"Manning fàces demonstrators" Allan Thompson, The Toronto Star. May 22, 1997, Al .  
" Italiu added. Rcform Party Web Page, November, 1997. I will discuss at some Iength in Chapter Four 
the relationship here between the embrace of diversity and the "equaiity for al1 provinces and citizens". 



the idea of cultural diversity may be debatable, but surely beside the point. Instead, the 

issue here is that general suppon for diversity is seen as a route IO legifimucy in Canada, 

even for a rïght wing populist The embrace of diversity in Canada is so 

~ b i ~ u i t o u s ~ ~  that it is worthwhile to undertake further exploration to determine what this 

embrace actually involves. 

Canadian imaginings and the Canadian mosaic 

Thus far, 1 have argued that the statement "Canada is a very diverse society" is at 

once a sign of fear and anxiety as well as sornething that Canadians chensh. So, as I have 

already noted, while it may seern odd that Canadians ernbrace something about which 

they are fearful, this ernbrace makes sense when we are reminded that it has the specific 

purpose of alleviating the feaPg This point is central. The support and encouragement 

of diversity is in fact a unity strategy based on the assumption that such support will 

actually reduce the fragmentation and division which diversity apparently encourages.30 

27 Slavoj 2iiek makes a similar point about populism in general in "Multiculturalism, or, the Cultural 
Logic of Multinational Capitalism" in New Left Review. Number 225, September/October 1997. 

Of course, having made this cIaim, it is obvious that there are still some who favour uniformity over 
diversity. For example, there remain a feiv Canadians - Say, extremists like racin skinheads or nëo-nazis - 
who seek to build a society cenired on an ideal of cultural o r  ethnic hornogeneity, but these people are 
completely marginalized from the pubIic sphere. Others, less ememe, rnay feel threatened by diversity and 
Uius cal1 for a national identity grounded in traditional British ancilor Christian values. See, for example, 
William Gardiner, The Trouble With Canada: A Citizen Speaks Out. (Toronto: General Paperbacks, 1990). 
Although Gardiner's book was a "bestseller", the sorts of ideas he espresses are usually treated as rather 
dubious, at least in the public sphere. 
29 The juxtaposition of the word multiculturalism with the phrase ''challenge of diversity" in the title of 
Augie Fieras and Jean Leonard Elliott's widely-read test is notable here. Multiculturalism in Canada: The 
Challenge of Diversitv. (Scarùorough, Ontario: Nelson Canada, 1992). 
30 Notabty, in Officia1 Multicufturalism policy, the traditional support for cultural retention has increasingly 
been supplemented with strategies to eliminate discrimination and racism. According to Kogila Moodley, 



That Canadians encourage diversity does not mean, then, that they - the Reform Party or 

anyone else - reject the premise that diversity is a threat to unity but rather that they view 

some degree of encouragement as the optimum method of dealing with this threat. It is 

in this sense that we can best understand one of the most fiequently stated of 

Canadianisms: unity in diversity. Canadians imagine themselves to be united in their 

diversity - but this only makes sense given the prior threat that Canadians presume 

diversity to represent. Unity is the overarching goal and diversity is the chosen route to 

the extent that Canadians believe its fkagmenting potential can be appropnately tarned 

and re-directed towards the goal of unity. It follows, then, that we judge specific 

institutional measures and arrangements designed to make a space for diversity - such as 

federaiism, Officia1 Multiculturalism, and bilingualism - according to the degree to 

which they discourage division and encourage harmony. Unity in diversity then is far 

fiom an oxymoron, but is in fact central to the manner in which Canada is imagined.31 

To fùrther understand this process of Canadian imagining more deeply, it is 

helpfid to examine the well-known metaphor of the Canadian mosaic, since it illustrates 

"The image of multicultural harmony that the Canadian state tries to project, however, must not clash too 
conspicuiÜsly with a contraxy dome& reality. It is for this reason that the federal bureaucracy has 
recently becorne genuinely concerned with issues of racism and discrimination." Moodley goes on to say 
that since discrimination leads to instability and disunity, rnulticuIturaIism "is promoted as an ideological 
formula for unity." "Canadian multiculturalisrn as ideology," 3 29. 
3' When 1 speak of Canadian imagining, 1 am drawing - if only loosely - from Benedict Anderson's 
frequently cited notion of "imagineci Communities". According to Anderson, any community large enough 
to make ongoing face-to-face interaction impossible m u s  be imagined in certain important senses, The 
question, for Anderson, is not whether a nation is tme or false, artif~cial or real, but rather the "style in 
which they are imagined'. As Anderson says, a nation is " ... imagined as a community, because, regardless 
of the actual inequality and exploitation that may prevail in each, the nation is always conceived as a deep, 
horizontal cornradeship." Trna~ined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationdism. 
&ondon: Verso, 1983) 7. 



nicely the parameters within which the embrace of diversity takes place in canada." The 

mosaic metaphor first emerged in Canada in the 1920s and 1930s, but, rather than survey 

the development of the metaphor since that period,33 I focus on one particular example of 

its usage - a book written in 193 8 by John Murray Gibbon entitled Canadian Mosaic: The 

Making of a Northern ~ a t i o n . ~ ~  

Like so many others, Gibbon believes that Canada is a diverse society and this 

diversity is reflected most obviously in the various peoples and cultures that make up the 

country. Gibbon writes that there are two routes that Canada can take in dealing with its 

diversity. There is the American route where the vanous peoples are ". . . merged as 

quickly as possible into one standard type" in order to ensure that every citizen becomes 

"a 100 per cent American." But there is also a second route that entails p r e s e ~ n g  "..-for 

the fùture Canadian race the most worthwhile qualities and traditions that each racial 

group has brought with km3' Gibbon clearly rejects the Amencan path and believes that 

Canada should instead choose the second path of p r e s e ~ n g  a space for diversity. With 

this in mind he presents the metaphor of the Canadian mosaic: 

32 There is a second familiar metaphor thal describes Canada as a beautifid fabnc of intenvoven 
multicoloured threads. For an esample of its usage, see Vincent Massey, On Beiner Canadian. (Toronto, J. 
M. Dent & Sons Canada Limited, 1948) which has a chapter entitled: "Threads in the Fabric of Unity". 
33 For a widely-cited hinorical treatment of the mosaic metaphor, s e  Allan Smith, "Metaphor and 
Nationaîity in North America" in The Canadian Historical Review. Vol. LI, No. 3, (1 970): 247-275, See 
a h ,  Richard Day, "Constmcting the Official Canadian: A Genealogy of the Mosaic Metaphor in State 
Policy Discourse" To~ia:  Canadian Journal of Cultural Studies. No. 2, (Spring, 1998) 42-56; and David 
Bell, Roots of Disunitv: A Snidv of Canadian Political Culture. (Toronto: Oflord University Press, 1992). 
34 Bell has also discussed Gibbon's book in terms simiIar to those I present here, Roots of Disunitv. 76; See 
a h ,  Allan Smith, "Metaphor and Nationality in North America". 
'' John Murray Gibbon. Canadian Mosaic: The Makine of a Nonhern Nation. (Toronto: McClelland & 
Stewart Lirnited, 193 8) vii. 



The Canadian people today present itself as a decorated surface, bnght with inlays 
of separate coloured pieces, not painted in colours blended  th bmsh or palette. 
The original background in which the inlays are set is still visible, but these inlays 
cover more space than that background, and so the ensemble may tmly be calted a 
r n ~ s a i c . ~ ~  

While Gibbon embraces the mosaic as an integrative mechanism, his understanding of 

the forms of diversity to be integrated is limited to a very narrow range. Thus, as Gibbon 

States, "For various reasons, it was decided to confine this survey to the European racial 

groups in Canada ..." Elsewhere, he says that these European racial groups, in creating a 

Canadian race, are "...being supenmposed on the original native Indian races.. . 3 9 3 7  lt 

should be clear, then, that Gibbon's idea of Canada as a mosaic is one in which only 

certain types of diversity can be properly integrated, showing that as usua! it is the 

exclusions that serve best to define the character of the whole. 

Still, Gibbon recognizes that even the encouragement of a very lirnited (Le. 

European) diversity generates an ongoing challenge: how will al1 the tiles of the mosaic 

stick together? Recall that the subtitle of Gibbon's book is The Makine of a Northem 

Nation and he is indeed preoccupied with the threat which political Fragmentation 

represents for this process of nation-building. Accordingly, in the concluding chapter, he 

writes: 

Whether Time, the anist, will ever design and create a masterpiece out of the 
Canadian scene remains for a rnythical judge in some remote hture to 
decide ... One contribution that we can deliberately make is to discover, anal se 
andperfect the cernent which may b e s ~  hold the colo~rred slabs in position. y, 

36 Gibbon, vii. 
3' Gibbon, xi. 
38 Gibbon, 4 13. Italics added. 



The logic of cernent drives the Canadian mosaic. Diversity (even of a very limited sort) 

threatens the unity of the whole, yet it is possible to work with this diversity not by 

suppressing or eliminating it but by finding mechanisms that bind the vanous 

manifestations of it together. Gibbon concludes by listing and discussing the various 

types of cernent that he beIieves serve to hold Canada's diverse groups together. He 

begins with the "political cements" including wars and the threat of invasion. He then 

discusses the various "social cements" such as the communities of interest that provide an 

opportunity for the rnixing of difTerent races: these include mernbership in church 

organisations and social clubs as well as factory employment, among others. Gibbon 

considers these sorts of groups, organisations, and institutions to be crucial in the process 

of "Canadianizing" immigrants from diverse (Le. European) cultural backgrounds. 

Indeed, Gibbon dedicated his book to the Home Missions Board of the United Church, 

the Y.W.C.A. and Y.M.C.A, and the "many other organisations heIping to cernent this 

Canadian ~ o s a i c "  .39 

To a considerable extent, the governing of diversity in Canada continues to be 

driven by the logic of the mosaic as outlined by Gibbon, and this logic has remained 

remarkably constant. There continues to be a preoccupation with generating knowledge 

about the vanous tiles of the mosaic, which I discuss at sorne length in Chapter ~ h r e e . ~ '  

39 Gibbon, Dedication page. 
40 This is especially evident amongst sociologists and scholars of "Ethnic Studies" who often use the 
rnosaic metaphor to direct their research; for esampie, Leo Driedger has drawn from the mosaic metaphor 
as follows: "1) how are the tiles in the rnosaic distributed? 2) do the tiles al1 contribute equally, or are sorne 



Furthemore, the search for the cement that will hold ali the diverse elements together is 

ongoing; indeed, this search is one of our gea t  collective preoccupations. Not 

everything has remained constant, of course. While there remain important exclusions - 

the Canadian mosaic has never been open to diversity ofjust any sort - the look of the 

Canadian mosaic has obviously been transformeci, most notably because it is no longer 

iimited to the ''European racial groups" but extends beyond culture, ethnicity, or religion 

to include identities grounded in sexuality, gender, age, (dis)ability, and ot her forms of 

diversity once considered beyond the possibility of integration. 

Stili, 1 think the most important difference in contemporary usages of the mosaic 

metaphor revolves around a preoccupation with the question of what the various tiles are 

to be integrated into. For Gibbon, the mosaic involves the integration of diverse peoples 

into what he calls the "Canadian racey' or "Canadian people", a process he labels 

"Canadianization". In the contemporary penod, the mosaic is still presented as an 

integrationist rnechanism since its major purpose is to make a space for diverse groups 

within a cohesive whole. Yet we virtually never hear the terni "Canadian raceyy now, and 

Canadians are rarely spoken of as a "people" in contrast, for example, with the 

"American people". So while it is generaily clear what the vanous European groups 

were being integrated into in Gibbon's time, it is less clear what the mosaic, as an 

overarching entity, rneans today. As a result, there is an ovemding anxiety surrounding 

dominant? And 3) what are the distinctive features of the ethnic tiles in the total design?" "Preface," in 
Canadian Mosaic: A Ouest for Identitv. Leo Driedger, ed., (Toronto: McClelIand and Stewart, 1978) 14. 



the question, Cohesion of what? What is it that is being unified? How might we describe 

the Canadian identity to which the various groups are being integrated? 

The mosaic vs. the meking pot 

Although Canadians are preoccupied with these sorts of meta-questions, their 

approach to them is rather paradoxical, and perhaps necessarily so. To demonstrate, it is 

usehl to compare the Canadian mosaic with its traditional antithesis, the so-caIled 

American meiting pot. Canadians ofien define themsehes in relation to Americans, 4 1 

and the mosaic/melting pot cornparison is a frequent point of reference. Whether or not 

the United States really is, in an empirical sense, a "melting pot" is not the issue here;42 

what is important is that Canadians commonly view Americans as having taken the route 

of the melting pot so that the mosaic can be presented as the Canadian alternative to the 

American, and thus as a defining aspect of the Canadian identity. 

41 According to Ian Angus: "Al1 concern with English Canadian identity. formulated absuactly, is engaged 
in maintaining a border between us  and the United States," The Border Within: National Identiw. Cultural 
Pluralitv. and Wilderness. (Montreal & Kingston: McGill-Queen's University Press, 1997) 47. 
42 Former Arnerican President Jimrny Carter has noted that America has ... . . become not a melting pot but a 
beautiful mosaic. Different people, different beliefs, different yearnings, different hopes, different dreamsn 
October 27, 1976, Pittsburgh. quoted in The CoIurnbia Dictionarv of Quotations (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1993. According to Alan Anderson and James Frideres, there is "relatively Iittle 
evidence" to support the Arnencan melting pot/Canadian mosaic distinction Ethnicitv in Canada: 
Theoretical Pers~ectives. (Toronto; Buttenvorths, 1981) 100. Still, when 1 speak in terms of the Amencan 
melting pot or Canadian mosaic, I am not suggesting that these terms are empirically descriptive. After dl,  
just as we can " see" the individual tiles of the Canadian mosaic, wve can see the sub-identities that make up 
the United States, So we are dealing with alternative narratives, each based in a dBerent mythology. 



In the US., the melting pot is presented (or, rather, was once presented43) as the 

Arnerican method of dealing with the problem of diversity, the idea being that the various 

groups in American society were expected to melt together in order to create a larger 

unity, an Amencan people. According to Arthur Schlesinger Jr., to facilitate this melting 

process, a "soIvent" is added to the mix - be  it in the form of American institutions, the 

U.S. constitution, the American drearn, etc. - resulting in the American peopIe or 

"ArnericaY'. The solvent is the main ingredient in the United States's ability to soIve (for 

this is the purpose of soivents) its problem of diversity. The various forms of diversity 

contribute to the construction of a strong and unified whole. Hence, "Epluribus unum" 

or, out of many, one. As Schlesinger says, 

The United States had a brilliant solution for the inherent fiagility, the inherent 
cornbustibility, of a multiethnic society: the creation of a brand-new national identity 
by individuais who, in forsaking old loyalties and joining to make new lives, melted 
away ethnic differences - a national identity that absorbs and transcends the diverse 
ethnicities that corne to our shore, ethnicities that enrich and reshape the cornmon 
culture in the very act of entenng into itV4' 

The American melting pot solves, or is intended to solve, the challenge of American 

diversity by integrating newcomers into an already existing national identity and, in this 

process, constantly reshaping this identitye4* 

43 The Amencan melting pot metaphor emerged rvi th the play of that name by Israel Zangwill. For an 
interesting discussion of Zangwill's play, and the Amencan rnelting pot metaphor in general, see Yasrneen 
Abu-Laban & Victoria Lamont, "Crossing Borders: interdis ci pli na ri^, Immigration and the Melting Pot in 
the Amencan Cultural Imaginary," Canadian Review of American Studies. Vol. 27, No. 2, (1997). 
44 Arthur M. Schlesinger. Jr., The Disunitinn of America: Reflections on a Multicultural Societv. Revïsed 
ed., (New York: W. W- Norton and Company, 1998) L7. 
45 For a theoretical discussions of this process, Leo Driedger, Multi-Ethnic Canada: Identities & 
Inequalities. (Toronto: O.dord University Press, 1996) Ch. 2. 



The Canadian mosaic is also directed towards solving the problem of diversity, but it 

involves quite a different logic. Diversity is not "melted away" but, instead, Canadians 

are encouraged to retain and express their culturaI heritage. This entails a rejection of an 

overriding national identity or culture to which al1 the various groups must conform. 

M e r  dl, if there is a strong Canadian identity or Canadian people into which the various 

groups become integrated, then this would have the effect of a solvent more akin to a 

melting pot than a mosaic. According to Alan Smith, "Canada does not possess this basic 

impulse [as in the U.S.] towards conformity because there has been nothing in Canada to 

which conformity could be urged. There is no overarching Canadian Way of Life, nor 

can there be an ideological ~anadianism."'~ 

Perhaps the most prominent illustration of this is the discourse surrounding the Royal 

Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism. The mandate of the Commission to 

examine biculturalism meant that uniculturalism had already been disregarded. 

Subsequently, biculturalism was itself famously rejected by so-called "other ethnic 

groups" in favour of multicuIturalisrn. In a weII-known speech to the House of 

Cornrnons, Prime Minister Trudeau responded to the recomrnendations for 

multiculturalism made by the ~ommiss ion ,~~  stating that, "For although there are two 

- -- 

46 Smith, "Metaphor and Nationality" in The Canadian Historical Review. Vol. LI, No 3.  (September 1970) 
272; see also, "Politics afier Nationalism, Culture afier 'Culture"' in Canadian Review of American 
Studies. Vol. 27, No. 3, (1997): 35-50. 41. 
47 Royai Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism, Book IV, The Cultural Contribution of the Other 
Ethnic Grou~s.  (Ottawa: Queen's Printer, 1970). 



official languages, there is no officia1 culture, nor does any ethnic group take precedence 

over any ~ther."~'  On another occasion in 1971, Trudeau elaborated by saying, 

Uniformity is neither desirable nor possible in a country the size of Canada. We 
should not even be able to agree upon the kind of Canadian to choose as a model, let 
alone persuade most people to emuIate it ... There is no such thing as a mode1 or ideal 
canadian. What could be more absurd than the concept of an 'dl-Canadian' boy or 

'49 

A common interpretation of Trudeau's pursuit of muIticuIturalism is that he viewed it as 

a way to combat a dualist understanding of Canada; since, for Trudeau, biculturalism 

represented a threat to Canadian unity, multicuIturaIism was the best alternative, aimed at 

dissolving the divide represented by the "two ~olitudes".'~ In this sense, Trudeau's 

embrace of multiculturalism was a unity strategy, and viewed as such in ~uebec.'' 

Although the embrace of the mosaic and the official rejection of uniculturalism 

has dways been a matter of vigorous contestation, a fiequent misunderstanding of it is 

that it entails a form of surrender on the rnatter of Canadian unity. This logic is reflected 

in the following statement by Gad Horowitz, 

The whole ideology of the mosaic came into being not so much to justifL culturd 
diversity as to jzrstfy the absence of a nazional communiv embracing t hat diversity. 

48 House of Commons Debates. October 8, 197 1, 8545-8. 
49 P. E. Trudeau, "Speech to Ukrainian-Canadian Congress, Winnipeg, 9 October, 197 1" Conversations 
with Canadians. (Toronto: University of Toronto, 1972) 32-33. 
50 According to Donald Smiley, multiculturalism meant that "...a new imtant has been introduced into 
these [i.e. EngiishErenchj relations. Outside Quebec, particuIarIy in the western provinces, 
multiculturalism can be and is used as a denial of the cultural duality of Canada by its implicit assertion that 
the French are no more than one of several ethnic groups." Donald Smiley, Canada in Ouestion: Federalisrn 
in the Seventies. Second ed,. (Toronto: McGraw-Hill Ryerson 1976. See, also, Ken McRoberts, 
Misconceivinn Canada: The Stmgnle for NationaI Unity. (Toronto: Ozcford University Press, 1997) ch. 5. 

Bloc Québécois MP Christiane Gagnon discusses this in "Bloc Québécois: Integration rather than 
Multiculturaiism," in The Battle Over Multiculturalism: Does it help or hinder Canadian Unitv? Vol. 1. 
Andrew Cordozo and Louis Musto, eds., (Ottawa: PSI Publishing, 1997). 4235. 



We have only the piuribus, no[ It7e zrnzim. The mosaic ideology is not needed to 
preseme the diversity; it is a weak and often insincere apology for the absence of 
unity. What differentiates us fiom the her icans  is not Our cultural diversity - they 
have it  too -but ourfailure to develop a national community That is the meaning of 
the 'mosaic' ." 

Certaidy, there is much of importance in Horowitz's argument. However, he 

misconstrues the motivation behind the embrace of the rnulticultural mosaic, writing as if 

the mosaic involves a rejection of unity (or national community) in favour of diversity: 

' W e  have only the phribus, not the unzm." Yet, the multicultural mosaic is very much 

directed towards ensunng unity and, in particular, dealing with the problem of diversity 

in the interests of unity. 

Of course, Horowitz is not alone in misunderstanding the imperative to unity 

underlying the mosaic. Writing from an altogether different perspective, Bissoondath has 

noted the following, 

... the historicaI centre and the sense of national self it offered are, for a11 intents 
and purposes, no more. A void remains, a lack of a new and definable centre. 
Multiculturalism, the agent of that change and the policy designed to be the face 
of the new Canada, has failed to acquire shape and shows no sign of doing so. 
Without a change in focus and practice, it is unlikely ever to coalesce into the 
centre - distinct and firm and recognizably Canadian - we so desperately need.s3 

Schlesinger presents his interpretation of the Canadian mosaic in sirnilar terms: 

One reason why Canada, despite al1 of its advantages, is so vulnerable to schism 
is that, as Canadians freely admit, their country iacks sirch a unique national 
identity. Attracted variously to Britain, France, and the United States, inclined fa r  
generous reasons to a policy of official multiculturalism, Canadians have never 
developed a strong sense of what it is to be a  anad di an.^^ 

'' uCreative Politics, Mosaics. and Identity" 26. 
" Neil Bissondath, SeIline. Illusions: The Cult of Multiculturalism in Canada. (Toronto: Penguin, 1994) 77. 
54 Schlesinger, 17. 



The presentation of this argument assumes that the rejection of a national identity or 

culture and the endorsement of diversity are pursued as ends in themselves so that unity 

simply disappears. Yet the drive for unity never disappears. The multicuitural mosaic is 

a rejection not of unity but rather a rejection of a particular route to unity requiring the 

construction of an "identity", "people", or "race". Thus, it operates on the assumption 

that unity can best be ensured by focusing on methods of binding cultures and identities 

together. 

The mosaic is al1 about cohesion. As Staniey Haidaszy former Minister of State 

for MulticuIturalism once noted, "MulticuIturalism is here to stay.. . because it is an 

essential elernent in the govemment determination to promote unity and protect national 

i d e r ~ t i t ~ . " ~ ~  The mosaic is a unity strategy - just like the melting pot. The character or  

identity of the whole can remain vague and without much explicit content - "no official 

culture" - as long as al1 of the various parts adhere. Even though both the mosaic and the 

melting pot are designed to deal with the challenge of diversity, they work on different 

pnnciples, as 1 i1Iustrate in TabIe 3.1 : 

'' The Toronto Star October, 1973. as quoted in AIan Anderson and James Frideres, Ethnici~, in Canada: 
Theoretical Pers~ectives. (Toronto; Buttenvonhs, 198 1 )  100. 



Table 3.1: Comparing the American melting pot with the Canadian mosaic 

United States Canada 

Preoccupation unity unity 

Threat/Fear diversity/hgmentation diversity/fiagmentation 

Resolution meking of diverse groups into one binding diverse groups together 

Mechanism dissolving with solvent cohesion wi th cernent 

Result American melting pot Canadian mosaic 

Defining Phrase E Pluribus Cinuni (out of many. one) unity in diversity 

Identity Amenca way or the "Amencan people" identity in non-identity 

In the United States, the concern is with the common character and identity of the nation, 

of the People into which new Arnericans are continually dissolved; collective anxiety 

centres on whether the solvent is strong enough. In Canada, the collective anxiety is 

directed at a search for binding rnechanisms, with finding the appropnate cernent. How 

c m  Canadians find a mechanism (procedural norms, citizenship, universal health care, 

national symbols, etc.) strong enough to keep us al1 together but not so strong that it will 

act like a solvent? If the American solvent dissolves the various groups that rnake up 

American society in order to create a single "Arnerican people", the  Canadian cernent 

keeps the parts intact yet together so that Canada becomes, in Joe Clark's words, "a 

cornmunity of c~rnrnunities".~~ Arnenca, then, is a singular entity - a unified people - 

while Canada is a unity of peoples and communities. 

Quoted in John Robert Colombo, The Dictionarv of Canadian Quotations. (Toronto: Stoddart, 1991) 196. 



If the Amerïcan melting pot operates by melting the vanous groups into a singular 

identity ("out of many, one '3, what is the Canadian equivaient? 1 have suggested that 

there is a perpetual search for the cernent that will hold ail the pieces of the Canadian 

mosaic together. But what (an identity? a nation?) are ail the pieces unified into? As 

much as Canadians are concerned with this question, the logic of the Canadian mosaic 

makes the identity of the whole elusive. As I have noted above, there can be no 

imposition of a strong or uniform national identity to which al1 Canadians must assirnilate 

since this would have the effect of dissolving the pieces of the mosaic into a melting pot, 

precisely the route that Canadians have rejected. Indeed, Canadians must reject it iftheir 

self-determined identity as Canadians is to mean anything. In an important sense, then, 

the path of not creating - or, at least, not imposing - an overarching identity is, to a 

considerable degree, the Canadia11 way. The Canadian identity is in its non-identity. Or, 

put another way, we could argue that the multicultural mosaic is itself Canada's "official 

culture", a culture that posits "no oficial culture". 

Again, the contrast with the American mosaic is helpfûl here. As with al1 identity 

construction, the Canadian identity is defined not according to any essential qualities but 

rather as a contrast, a difference (hence. the opposition: identity/difference). Where 

diversity is concemed, then, Canada = nor the U.S. (Le. not the melting pot). The non- 

identity (some might Say emptiness) central to the Canadian identity is filled with content 

and coherence mainly in its contrast to the U.S. Canadians need to conform to the mosaic 

(which rejects, in a certain sense, conformity) because it is one of the central 



characteristics that differentiates us fiom Amencans. As a result, if Canada is to have a 

singular identity, or adopt a particular ideology, this must remain (at least in appearance) 

relatively ernpty of content." Multiculturalisrn is the national ideology that rejects the 

idea of a national ideology. '* 
Of course, to make this case is not to suggest that al1 Canadians welcome this path 

to identity through n~n-identit~. '~ As Smith puts it, 

Circumstances have imposed the pluralist idea, and rnany nationalists have 
bitterly resented those circumstances. They have been made supremely unhappy 
by the fact that their nationalist conceptualizations, if they are to have meaning in 
ail of Canada, must be framed in tenns that take account, somehow, of its 
pluralism. 

Smith goes on to Say, "Only recently have Canadian nationalists shown themselves 

willing to accept, and sornetimes even celebrate, the paradox that lies at the heart of their 

nationa~isrn."~~ Still, it would be misleading to suggest that Canadians are disinterested 

in giving, or trying to give, more positive content to the Canadian identity. Indeed, we 

rnight Say that their perpetual preoccupation with these issues is itself taken to be a 

prototypicaliy Canadian preoccupation. Perhaps as much as any group of people, 

Canadians are preoccupied by meta-questions pertaining to their collective identity. This 

To reiterate, this idea of "no oficial culture" or a nation without content is itseif ideological, with 
mystifying eEects. One could argue that Canadian culture is more open, tolerant and flexible than most - 
yet it is a thoroughly capitalist and liberal democratic cuIture shaped by European, Christian, and 
heterosexual n o m s  and, as  such, it is far from an empty shell. 
" Kogila Mwdley argues that, "ln a country with a vague identity, in a society rich in  geography and short 
of history, rnulticuIturalism is propagated as the lowest cornrnon denominator on which al1 segments rnay 
agree." "Canadian multiculturalism as  ideology," 329. In addition. see Smith, "Metaphor and Nationaiity," 
274-275 
59 Note the subtitle of Richard Gwyn's Nationalism Without WaIls: The Unbarable L i~h tnes s  of Being 
Canadian. (Toronto: MeClelland & Stewart, 1995). 



preoccupation is especially apparent where the place of Quebec and First Nations peoples 

in the Canadian federation is concemed, as well as with questions of ethnicity and 

gender. Indeed, over the last several decades, Canadians have had many opportunities to 

discuss and debate some of these meta-questions of citizenship and identity, especially in 

the constitutional arena. As a result, the debates that take place on these questions are 

fairly weIl deveioped in Canadian political culture. 

Still, whitt Canadians may discuss these issues frequently, we do not seem to get 

very far in Our attempts to resolve them (hence, the impasse). The problem is that as 

soon as we find Our national identity (in strong terms), we cease to exist. As a result, the 

search for a national identity is one that must forever remain in process. To retum to the 

(perhaps too easily appropnated) language of Benedict Anderson, to the extent that 

Canada imagines itself as a mosaic, it is as a community of imaginers. This is at once the 

Canadian pastime, and the Canadian paradox. Having chosen the path of the 

multicultural mosaic, we are destined to be forever a community in process, failing 

necessarily to actualize with any finality our desire to be imagined, to be part of a single 

cohesive political community. David Cameron puts this nicely when he notes that, 

"[ulnderstanding Canada has about it the flavour of exploration and discovery, even 

invention, because it is not implausible to believe that the thing being studied is in part 

being created by the process of enquiry itself?"" We are successfûlIy imagined oniy to 

Smith, "Metaphor and NationaIity," 273. 
6' David Cameron, Takinn Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties. (Montrai: Association for Canadian 
Studies, 1996) 3. 



the extent that we view ourselves as engaged in a process of perpetualimagining- 

The common purumeters of the Cnnaninn cletare 

So far, it rnay seem that I have presented the Canadian rnulticultural mosaic - and 

its logic of cernent - as if it were a relatively uncontroversial space within Canadian 

political discourse. But this is far fiom the case. Still, one could argue that this is now an 

especially volatile political terrain, as illustrated by the increasingly vocal opposition to 

some of the programmes associated with the rnulticultural mosaic, especially "Official" 

Multiculturalism and Bilingualisrn. There is also growing tension surrounding other 

Canadian attempts to deal with diversity, such as Aboriginal land claims - especially as 

they relate to distinct fishing, hunting, and logging nghts - and Aboriginal self 

govemment generally, not to mention the apparently unshakeable opposition to 

recognizing Quebec as a distinct society and related proposals for some form of 

constitutionalized asymnetncal federalism. It seems obvious, despite my ponrayal, that 

when it cornes to the relationship between Canadian diversity and the Canadian state, 

there is only disagreemenr. 1 do not wish to dispute that there is considerable 

disagreement on a11 of these and reIated issues. Indeed, this study is directed towards 

understanding these disagreements and, in particular, towards understanding why it is 

that they so often take a polarized fonn (e.g. in favour of equal or differentiated 

treatment, symmetry or asymmetry). Still, the purpose of this chapter has been to argue 

that these disagreements take place wirhin a common logic charactenzed by the 



multicultural mosaic and the search for a binding mechanism. To a considerable extent, 

then, those taking part in these debates are in fact speaking the same language, driven by 

the sarne anxieties, preoccupied with the same challenges - al1 integral to the operating 

logic of the mosaic. 

Having said this, a growing number of Canadians seem to be calling for the basic 

terms of the multicultural mosaic to be rejected in favour of pursuing some form of 

authentic national identity to which all Canadians will integrate. Whereas previously 

these cails were usually marginalized, they are now increasingly prominent, arguing that 

the problem of diversity can only be solved with the development of a unified Canadian 

culture.62 Still, while such proposais for national authenticity are more comrnon, and 

while they certainly place the basic ideals of the multicultural mosaic in question, they 

usually fail to present any sort of coherent unicultural alternative* Although 1 strongly 

doubt that such a unicultural akernative is in fact possible in Canada or elsewhere - or 

desirable for that matter - it is clear that these commentators are far more successEu1 at 

expressing their fmstrations at the limitations of the rnulticultural mosaic than in giving 

content to their unicultural Canadian ideal. In any case, what is perhaps most remarkable 

is not that such alternatives are proposed in Canada, but rather that they are proposed so 

rarely . 

In sharp contrast, in the United States there is serious discussion as to whether 

there should be an umbrella Arnerican culture or identity into which the vanous groups 

" See, for example, William D. Gairdner's, The Trouble With Canada. 



would be expected to integrate. Some Americans insist on common symbols, noms, and 

practices to ensure Arnencan unity and to guard against fragmentation. Integrai to this is 

the idea of a comrnon understanding of "what being an Amencan is". In Canada, 

aIthough we may have similar discussions, the idea of constructing a Canadian melting 

pot, a "Canadian people", or a common "Canadian way" to which all would be expected 

to conform is simply not taken very senousIy in contemporary discourse. In contrast to 

the Arnerican case, then, the Canadian debates are more moderate since they take place 

wilhin the tenns of the multicultural mosaic itself, the general principles of which are not 

seriously challenged. Still, because there is a rejection of a singular Canadian 

overarching identity, there is an even greater fear of fragmentation and thus an especially 

determined search for the basis of Canadian cohesion - this is a crucial point that must be 

tiighlighted. 

To iIlustrate this fear, let us take as an example the ongoing debate over Official 

Multiculturalism. While the policy has obviously been heavily criticized on many fronts, 

an especially common cnticism is that it encourages division and fragmentation. Writers 

such as Reginald Bibby, Neil Bissoondath, and Richard Gwyn argue that 

multiculturalism "ghettoizes" groups of people, weakening the bonds that hold Canadians 

together. Instead of encouraging attachments to the Canadian political community, 

Officia1 MulticuIturalism encourages group membership in particularistic communities, 

resulting in the nse of a disruptive and divisive identity politics. According to 

Bissoondath, 



Multiculturalism, with al1 its festivals and its ceIebrations, has done - and can do 
- nothing to foster a factual and clear-rninded vision of Our neighbours. 
Depending on stereotype, ensuring that ethnic groups will preserve their 
distinctiveness in a gentle and insidious form of cultural apartheid, 
rnulticulturalism has done Little more than lead an already divided country down 
the path to fùrther social divisivene~s.~~ 

Bissoondath, the Reform Party, and others argue that the Canadian state should exit the 

arena of Officia1 Multiculturalism in favour of ensuring equal treatment for al1 

Canadians. In sharp contrast, supporters of Official Multiculturalism, such as WilI 

Kyrniicka, argue that the policy has an integrationist effect, thereby enhancing cohesion 

and ~ n i t y ~ ~  Rather than exacerbating tensions resulting from Canada's diversity, the 

policy manages tensions - and that is its purpose - by encouraging the integration of 

diverse communities in the social and political life of Canada. According to Cardozo and 

Musto, 

If the Federal govemment abandoned multiculturalism tomorrow, racial and 
cultural tensions remain. This reaIity is not the result of the policy. Indeed, the 
policy creates a context within which to address these issues. For al1 their fire and 
brimstone, the critics have yet to define a viable a~ternative.~' 

Thus, the critics and supporters of Official Multiculturalisrn present diametrically 

opposed interpretations of its effecrs. Yet what is most remarkable about these competing 

positions is their use of the same criterion ofjudgment, Does Multiculturalism 

appropriately manage the challenge of diversity and does it enhance or weaken Canadian 

" Bissoondath, SelIing Illusions 89-90: see also. Bibby. Mosaic Madness: Gwyn, Nationalisrn Without 
Walls. 

Findinp Our Wav. Pan 1. 
"Introduction" The Battle Over Multiculturalism: Does ii h e l ~  or hinder Canadian Unirv? (Ottawa: PSI, 

1997) 13. 



 nit^?^^ However much they may disagree, the critics and supporters take for granted 

that this should be the criterion of success or f a i ~ u r e . ~ ~  As polarized as the debate on 

Official Multiculturalism is in Canada, both sides are dnven by much the sarne cultural 

anxiety - a fear of fi-agmentation - and are thus directed towards finding the most 

appropnate vehicle to make a space for diversity while also managing and containing it 

for the good of unity. 

These are the terrns of the multicultural mosaic, with the real stmggle taking place 

over the character of the cement that will ensure that al1 the groups are appropriately held 

together. So even while Canadians cannot reaIly do without the multicultural mosaic or 

the notion of unity in diversity that has become central to Canadian self-understanding, 

the original fear of diversity and its fiagmenting potential remains. Indeed, far fiom 

being transcended, the fear of diversity is mereiy perpetuated. Diversity is at once the 

basis for Canadian identity (the multicultural mosaic) as well as the pre-erninent theat  to 

Canada as a single cohesive cornmunity and, as a result, the desperate search for a 

binding mechanism must take pIace within these paradoxical terms. In light of this 

tension, the rise of identity politics represents the break down of the cement, the 

reaIization of our worst fears of fragmentation of the rnulticultural mosaic. Although 

they operate according to a different logic, the American solvent and the Canadian 

cernent are designed to serve much the same purpose: each involves a marking out of the 

- - - -  

66 Hençe, the sub-utle of Cardozo and Musto's book, Does it help or hinder Canadian Unitv? 
" Ofcourse, they disagree on other things as we11, such as the cost of the programme. its support amongst 
minorities, etc., but these disagreements are not the central ones. 



appropriate limits of politics and of the spaces where the politics of diversity are to be 

played out. In both cases, then, the rise of identity politics arnounts to the failure to 

properly contain the reaIm of the political. The need to "manage diversity" is merely one 

manifestation of the characteristically liberal urge to neuter the realm of the political. 

Given the aim of ensuring hannonious, non-conflictual relations, the question revolves 

around the most appropriate merhod of keeping diversity in-Iine and under control. 

Con clusion 

It is no wonder that Canadians are fnistrated. To the extent that their identity, as 

Canadians, is always in process - always in a state of being imagined - the unimaginative 

character of this imagining is rather disconcerting. It is a stunted form of imagining 

because it is propelled by fear, fear of the sort of unruly politics that diversity is seen to 

generate. It is mediocre because it desires a fom of cohesive unity that can only be 

attained by the taming of diversity, the binding together of al1 of its manifestations into 

one harmonious whole. It is a repressed imagination because it is driven by the logic of 

cernent, the logic of holding in place, the logic of containment. 

There should be no misunderstanding that there is a profoundly conservative 

imagination at work in the Canadian mufticultural mosaic. Furthemore, it should be 

very clear that the sort of diversity that this imagination aims to tame does in fact involve 

tensions, antagonisms, and fragmentations. After all, the politics of diversity is really just 

a manifestation of deeper relations of power and domination. It dues threaten existing 



norms and niles - and it will always do so. The drive to guard against fragmentation, to 

ensure unity, amounts at a certain level to a defence of these relations - but it cannot 

imagine the antagonisms away. Instead, atternpts to contain them, to suppress them, 

generate precisely the kinds of political effects that so many commentators now point to 

as signs of political breakdown and crisis. For this reason, those who wish to pursue a 

transfomative politics should be wary of following the logic of the multicultural mosaic. 

For when we operate within this logic, we may find our political categories recog~zed in 

certain ways, but our energies are likely to be routed into static categories of identity in 

the process, where significant gains are dificult to achieve. 

This is the case that I shall make in the remaining chapters. In this chapter, 1 

depicted the mosaic metaphor to describe how Canadians think about diversity and the 

anxiety of fragmentation and disunity that it perpetuates. It is precisely the fear of 

diversity - and especially the efforts to suppress the antagonisms within which it is 

grounded - that generates the sorts of competing sub-unities that we now commonly 

speak of as identity politics. In the next two chapters, I examine two manifestations of 

the search for binding mechanisms and dernonsrrate rheir problematic political effects. In 

Chapter Three, 1 examine the differentiating gaze of the multicultural panopticon, where 

we are trained to act multiculturally by engaging in the mutual study and surveillance of 

our various identity categories. 1 explain how it is that the mosaic - based as it is on 

dzferentiation - can be a unity strategy. In Chapter Five, I proceed to examine the use of 

equal citizenship as a second type of binding mechanism. 



Chapter Three 

The Multicultural Panopticon: 

The Differentiatioil, Condensation, and Cohesion of Identities 

. . .the government will promote creative encounters and interchange among al1 
Canadian cultural groups in the interest of national unity, 

-Pierre   rude au' 

The ultimate goal, then, is a cohesive, effective society enlivened by cultural 
variety: reasonable divers@ within vigorous un@ We already have the first. 
Now we must seek the second, even if that would mean - as it must - a certain 
diminishment of the first. 

-Neil B issoondath2 

The multicultura1 has itself become a 'floating signifier' whose enigma lies Iess in 
itself than in the discursive uses of it to mark social processes where 
differentiation and condensation seem to hap en almost synchronically. P -Homi Bhabha 

Like many North h e r i c a n  cities, the city of Toronto is characterized by a large 

number of ethnic, racial and religious demarcations. Neighbourhoods are defined as, for 

example, Polish, Jewish, or Chinese. Although this is a farniliar pattern, the spatial 

categorization of people in Toronto is especially pervasive - and it is seen by many 

1 House of Commons Debates, October 8, 1971: 8545-8. Trudeau made this comment in the context of 
responding to the recomrnendations made by the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism. 
* Selline Illusions: The Cult of Multiculturalism in Canada. (Toronto: Penguin Books, 1994) 224. Italics 
added. 

"Culture's in between" in MulticuIturaI States: Rethinking Difference and Identitv, David Bennett, ed., 
(London: Routiedge, 1998) 3 1. 



Torontonians to be pervasive.4 Perhaps as much as any city, a large number of groups 

defined by ethnicity, race, culture, reIigion, and sexual orientation are concentrated in 

specific neighbourhoods. Thus, as we walk or drive through the city, we see areas 

marked out as Chinese, Ethiopian, Greelg Italian., Jamaican, Jewish, Korean, Polish, and 

Portuguese and other areas are defined as "alternative" and "gay"; when we look at the 

city, we ofien do so through a taxonomie lens. Torontonians take great pride in this 

pattem, often viewing the physical spaces of the city as a celebration of Toronto's 

abundant diversity. There is indeed much to celebrate in this diversity and M e  doubt of 

its contribution to making the city vibrant and alive. The spatial concentration of groups 

of people in Toronto suggests a considerable amount of group-based freedom. Reflecting 

the general emphasis of the multicultural mosaic descnbed in the previous chapter, 

various ethnic, cultural, or "lifestyle" groups are not forced to reject their assorted 

backgrounds but are instead given a space to practice the sorts of behaviours typical of 

their group. Torontonians tend to view the group-based demarcations of the city as 

reflecting a generous spirit that moves beyond mere tolerance, a spirit of mutuai respect 

and recognition. It is a spirit that we should not be too quick to dismiss. 

Of course, the spatial reality of Toronto is in fact far Iess clear-cut and far more 

vague, uneven, and shifting than most people realize. That certain groups are in fact 

concentrated geographically is often a matter of their being forced into particular spaces 

4 For a discussion of residential concentration in Canada's cities, see Edward N. Herberg, Ethnic Grou~s  in 
Canada: Adaptations and Transitions. (Toronto: Nelson Canada, 1989) Chapter 6; and Leo Dnedger, Multi- 
Ethnic Canada: Identities & Inequalities. (Toronto: O.dord University Press, 1996). 



for econornic or other reasons rooted more in relations of power and domination than in a 

generous spirit of multiculturalism. This exrremely important issue, although 1 will not 

focus on it here, is in large part the backdrop to this chapter. However, my focus is 

directed at another level altogether, for there is something rather peculiar and even 

troubling about Toronto's spinted display of cultural space. 1 am thinking especially of 

the way in which Toronto's neighbourhoods take on the character of exhibits, with 

multilingual Street signs and other cultural demarcations, as if they were Iiving 

multicultural rn~seums.~ Much the same is true of other Canadian cities, although 

perhaps to a lesser degree, where diverse cultures are not simply allowed to exist and 

express themselves in geographically concentrated configurations; they are encouraged 

and even expected to do so, to place themselves on permanent public display, where they 

may demand - and usually receive - recognition as important groups in Canadian society. 

There is what we might cal1 an epistemic régime6 in operation here, a preoccupation with 

the spatial generation and presentation of knowledge about the vanous identity groups 

that comprise Canada's urban spaces. This depiction of Toronto as a process of ethnic or 

cultural knowledge production is merely a spatial reflection of a more general epistemic 

régime central to the operation of the Canadian multicultural mosaic. The questions, 

then, are, Why is it that this type of knowledge production is so central to the practice of 

There is even a guide to this "museum". by Robert Kasher. Ethnic Toronto. (Toronto: NTC Publishing 
Group, 1996). 
This concept is examined by Lorraine Code in E~inemic Remnsibilitv. (Hanover, N.H.: University 

Press of New England, 1987) and in What Can She Know? (Ithaca: Corne11 University Press, 1991). 



Canadian multiculturalism? And what are the effects of this episternic preoccupation? 

In this chapter, my aim is to describe and analyze this epistemic régime in order to 

probe the manner in which it reinforces the multicultural mosaic's problematic logic of 

identity. Drawing fiom Michel Foucault's work on govemmentality and panopticism as 

well as fiom curent feminist theorizing on identity and difference, 1 argue that the 

multicultural mosaic is a form of liberal governmental rationality designed, at least partly, 

to manage Canada's diverse population. This management occurs by constmcting a 

taxonomie fiamework within which Canadian subjects are produced as rnzilticullural 

subjects and through which these subjects can take part in a process of mutual 

surveillance and display to monitor the boundaries of their identities. There is a form of 

violence in this governance, an epistemic violence,' because the play of differences is 

suppressed and the cornplexity of identities concealed, resulting in the condensation of 

multiple and overlapping identities into overly static units, each with a recognized space 

in the multicultural mosaic. 

1 argue further that, even as the panopticon acts to differentiate, it is also a bais  of 

cohesion since it produces normalized and universalized individuals who can separate 

themselves from their necessady shallow panicularities in order to take part in the 

collective process of mutual identity surveillance. Following Homi Bhabha's reflections 

above, the multicultural panopticon incorporates mutually reinforcing processes of 

7 For a discussion o f  this term, see Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, A critique of ~ o s t  colonial Reason: 
Toward a historv of the vanishine: present. (Cambride, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1999). 



condensation, differentiation, and cohesion. Condensation operates within the logic of 

identity, meaning condensation of free-flowing differences into concrete identity 

categones, thereby leaving them relatively untroubled and stable; differentiation means 

differences between specific identity categories; and cohesion involves the cementîng 

together of these differentiated identities of the mosaic through the atternpts to achieve a 

common interpretive fiamework that allows each to study the Other. 

A final point of clarification is riecessary. My aim in this chapter is to 

demonstrate how the governing of diversity in Canada centres on the production of 

taxonomic knowledge about Canadians, thereby condensing them into concrete identity 

categones to provide the basis for their differentiation and cohesion. However, in 

making this argument 1 do not wish to suggest that Canadians are ever fùlly contained 

within these identity categones or that the powerfùl taxonomic régime that 1 describe 

operates completely and without resistance. Instead, there is always a struggle between 

the increasingly refined strategies and techniques of this taxonomic régime and the 

disordered, overlapping, and fluctuating identities of Canadians. Still, I argue that certain 

forms of resistance to the multicultural panopticon actually reinforce its logic of identity 

- and this is especially so where struggles over recognition are concemed. To make this 

case, 1 examine Charles Taylor's defence of the politics of recognition, especially his 



well-known argument that the granting of recognition rnust oniy take place d e r  serious 

study of the 0there8 

Taylor, the potitics of recognition, and multicult~iral study 

One of the central arguments in Charles Taylor's essay 'The Politics of 

Recognitiony' is that the politics of difference often involves a demand for recognition on 

the part of a particular group of people. An obvious example is Quebec's demand to be 

recognized as a distinct society. According to Taylor, while they rnay ". . . plead oaher 

factors, like inequality, exploitation, and injustice, as their motives," Québécois leaders 

now make explicit demands for recognition. Taylor holds that these demands are rooted 

in the idea that Our identities are formed by recognition and, as a resuit, "..misrecognition 

has now graduated to the rank of har~n."~ For Taylor, the politics of difference is directed 

towards elirninating this harm by tuming misrecognition into recognition.10 

Of course, Taylor is doing far more here than simply explaining why the politics 

of difference often takes the fom of demands for recognition - his aim is to presemt a 

defence of these demands. Yet he wishes to distinguish between moderate demands for 

8 1 should note that 1 am dividing Taylor's approach to the politics of recognition into two secticwu, 
focusing in this chapter on its relationship to the rnulticultural panopticon and in Chapter Four crn its 
relationship to the equality/difference dichotomy. 
9 Multiculturaiism: Exarnining: the Politics of Recognition. Amy Gumann, e 4  (?rinceton: Princeton 
University Press, 1994) 64. Subsequent page references to this essay will be placed in parentheses in the 
text. For a discussion of the relationship between recognition and identity, see Reg Whitaker, "Sovereign 
Division: Quebec Nationalism Between Liberalism and Ethnicity" Clash of Identities: Essavs on Media, 
Mani~ulation, and Politics of the Self. (Toronto: Prentice Hail, 1996) 77-78, 
10 For Taylor, the politics of dflerence is sometimes motivated by other sorts of demands, such ars cultural 
SULVival, which 1 shall discuss in the next chapter. 



recognition in the fonn pursued by Quebec and First Nations groups and other more 

extrerne demands that he views to be unjustified. Although Taylor examines these more 

extreme demands in the context of debates over the role of multiculturaiism in American 

education - especiaily over the widening of the canon to include non-European cultural 

output - he does so in order to rnake a more general point about the politics of 

recognition, and it is in this general sense that I engage with hirn. Taylor argues that 

moderate demands for recognition take the fonn of a presumption that "al1 human 

cultures that have animated whole societies over sorne considerable stretch of time have 

something important to Say to al1 human beingsY'.[66] The problem with many defenders 

of the canon is that they seem to suggest, a priori, that the cultural output of non- 

European societies is likely to be inferior or unworthy. Taylor argues that this 

assessrnent can onIy be rooted in Eurocentnc prejudice and an intolerable sense of 

supenonty. This leads to his general willingness to operate within a moderate 

presumption of equal respect for al1 cultures. Or, perhaps more accurately, Taylor is 

willing to bracket the deficiencies of this moderate presurnption because he believes that 

it often takes a far more extreme form. In  this more extreme form, there is a fùrther 

demand that ". . .we a11 recognize the equal value of different cultures; that we not only let 

them suMve, but acknowledge their worth."[64] Taylor finds this fùrther demand 

inherently relativistic. It is one thing to demand equal respect, but it is quite another 

thing to demand "as a matter of right" that the final judgment of value will be favourable 

and equal to those of other cultures.[68-691 This can only lead to a patronizing Euro- 



centric stance since "the Iast thing one wants at this stage fiom Eurocentred intellectuals 

is positive judgments of the worth of cultures that they have not intensively studiedm.[70- 

7 11 

For Taylor, those demanding recognition "want respect, not condescension" and 

his alternative to sirnply granting positive judgments whenever they are sought is to 

actually undertake senous study of the other cultures.[70] In presenting this alternative, 

Taylor is well aware of the problems of interpretation that intercultural study involves; 

we bring to the study of another culture a range of particularistic interpretive 

assumptions, including those related to value and cultural worth, that may distort our 

judgrnent. To deal with this problem Taylor draws from Gadamer's notion of a "fùsion 

of horizons" so that, instead of simply importing criteria of value specific to Our own 

culture, we enter into a broader horizon where these cnteria can be p k e d  alongside other 

criteria, such as those specific to the culture being studied. The resulting "fùsion of 

horizons" transfonns us, Taylor believes, allowing us to develop more sensitive 

vocabularies of cornpanson and contrast so that we do not merely judge the Other using 

Our old unexarnined standards and criteria. As Taylor says, 

... if and when we ultimately find substantive support for our initial presumption 
[Le. of equal value], it is on the basis of an understanding of what constitutes 
worth that we couIdn7t possibly have had at the beginning. We have reached the 
judgment partly through transfoming Our standards.[67] 



Taylor realizes that some critics reject this type of approach, but he argues that "neo- 

Nietzschean" relativists can ody exacerbate and reinforce the problem by arguing that 

objectivity in intercuitural study is impossible: 

[They] hope to escape this whole nems of hypocrisy by turning the entire issue 
into one of power and counterpower. Then the question is no more one of 
respect, but of taking sides, of solidarity. But this is hardly a satisfactory solution, 
because in taking sides they miss the driving force of this kind of politics, which 
is precisely the search for recognition and respect.[70] 

Without some fom of multicultura1 study, the conferra1 of a positive judgment upon 

another culture must inevitably represent an act of extreme condescension. 

1 do not engage with Taylor on the question of whether it is in fact possible to 

make valid and accurate judgments of the worth of another culture since this question 

diverts attention from the central issue. Indeed, 1 would argue that this is where Taylor 

seriously distorts and mystifies the central issue and, furthemore, 1 think his distortions 

are rather telling. Before rnaking this case, 1 should be clear that 1 do not disagree with 

Taylor that our identities are formed in important respects by the process of recognition 

or that misrecognition constitutes a harrn. Furthemore, there are clearly some people 

who demand recognition of the value of their cultures or groups - as weiI as others who 

gant  it - in the manner Taylor describes. Indeed, 1 agree wholeheartedly with Taylor 

that the facile granting of this fom of recognition often involves an unbearably 

patronizing stance.'' Finally, ifjudgment of the Other is in fact necessury (and not 

simply inevitable) as Taylor suggests, then it seems to me that on a pragmatic level 



Gadamer's "fision of horizons" is a far better ideal than the various monological 

alternatives, even if it is veiy difncult or impossible to achieve in practice.12 

However, my disagreement with Taylor lies elsewhere, for it seerns to me that 

Taylor fails to take seriously the discursive effects of this process of (mis)recognition and 

knowledge production. Following Foucault, 1 am fâr Iess interested in the value of a 

given cultural output, or even whether it is possible to determine this value, and more 

interested in Taylor's overarching prernise, the Other is m 6e studied. If Taylor requires 

that dernands for recognition be treated with appropnate respect, they must be followed 

by a process of cuitural knowledge production. In this sense, the type of Canadian 

mutticultural study that 1 depict in this chapter wouId seem to take us in the general 

direction of Taylor's proposal. In important respects, the preoccupation of Canadian 

multiculturalism with identity-related knowledge production represents the partial 

realization of Taylor's quest for a Gadamerian "fusion of horizons" - partial in that the 

necessary study of the other is sometimes passed over in favour of, in Taylor's tenns, a 

premature recognition of the equal cultural value and worth of the other. Taylor is, of 

course, troubled by this tendency since it reflects a patronizing Euro-centric stance. Yet 

multicultural study is troubling for additiona1 reasons and this is especially the case 

11 Slavoj ZiZek has made much the same point in "Multicuituralism, Or, the Cultural Logic of Multinational 
Capitalism" in New Left Review, No. 225. (Septernber/October 1997) pp 28-51. 
l2 For a sornewhat sympathetic critique of Taylor on this question, see Ian Angus, A Border Within: 
National Tdentitv. Cultural PIuralitv. and Wil demess. (Montreal & Kingston; McGin-Queen's University 
Press, 1997) 15 1-154. While Code draws on Gadamer to some degree, she suggests that " . . .the potentiaily 
engulfing, merging potentiai of a fusion of horizons is not unequivocalIy desirable, and Gadamer does not 
take power into account, either as a given or as a goal," What Can She Know? 201. She goes on to draw 
h m  Foucault as  a corrective to these flaws. 



where its disciplining effects are concerned; multicuItura1 study is directed towards 

defining and constructing identity categories. Taylor believes that this is a good thing, 

that this is precisely what is required, since these identities provide a "horizon of 

meaning" within which multicultural subjects can pursue their chosen life plans.13 

However, in taking this position, he refises to take senously the political implications of 

th is  logic of identity so central to multicultural study, which is dnven by a requirement 

for clear and stable identities rather than any desire to ensure that recognition be 

distnbuted in an appropnate manner. By defending the politics of recognition wîth a 

proposai for multicultural study Taylor merely reinforces some of these problematic 

political effects, an aspect 1 retum to in the conclusion of this chapter. At this point it is 

necessary to take a detour through some of Michel Foucault's work on governrnentality, 

within which I situate the multicultural panopticon. 

Foucault on governmentaIity 

Michel Foucault's theonzing on the subject of power'4 has had a profound effect 

on conternporary social and political thought over the last two decades, no doubt because 

l3 See, for example, b'Atomism", Philoso~hv and the Human Sciences: Philoso~hical Papen 2. (Cambridge; 
Cambridge University Press, 1985)- This has become a cornmon theme in recent Iiberal work on this topic, 
pursued most vigorously by Will Kymlicka, Liberalism. Communitv and Culture. (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1989) and MuIticultural Citizenship: A Liberal Theorv of Minoritv Rinhts. (Odord: 
Clarendon Press, 1995). See, ako, Joseph Raz, "Multiculmralism: A Liberal Perspective" in Dissent, 
(Winter, 1994) 67-79. 
l4 In particuiar, sa Disci~line & Punish: The Binh of the Prison. Alan Shefidan, Trans-, (New York: 
Vitage Books, 1977); The Historv of Sexualitv: Volume 1: An Introduction. (New York: Vintage Books, 
1978); Power/Knowledere: Selected InteMews & Other Writings 1972-1977. Colin Gordon, ed., (New 
York: Pantheon, 1980). 



it departs so radicdly frorn earlier understandings. Instead of thinking of power at a 

macro-level, Foucault descnbes it as acting at a micro or "capillary" level; instead of 

seeing power as concentrated, Foucault descnbes it as dispersed and in constant flux; 

instead of understanding power as being primarily negative or repressive, Foucault 

describes it as fiequently productive, as constmcting subjects. These have become very 

M l i a r  Foucaultian themes, and they have generated sirniIarly farniliar criticisms. One 

criticism is that that Foucault's micro techniques of power are ornnipresent and are thus 

of questionable interpretive, or indeed political, use. Another criticism is that Foucault's 

understanding of power is politicaIly dubious given its uncIear relationship to macro level 

structures of domination. Still another is that Foucault's understanding of fieedom and 

resistance is doubthl, suggesting that resistance would be impossible given his 

discursively constmcted politicai subject~.'~ These sorts of criticisms are themselves too 

frequently criticized and debatedL6 to ment discussion here, except for noting that critics 

ofken reIy on a fairly limited range of Foucault's work. Foucault did, however, embark 

upon a somewhat different, or perhaps supplementary, course in a series of lectures 

deiïvered in 1978 and 1979 by examining the "art of government", involving a more 

'' A few examples of these and other criticisms include: Nancy Hartsock. "Foucault on Power: A Theory 
for Womenn in Feminism/Postmodernism, Linda Nicholson, ed., (New York; Routiedge, 1990); Terry 
Eagleton, Ideolom: An Introduction. (London: Verso, 199 1) Charles Taylor, "Foucauit on Freedom and 
Tmthn in Political Theorv. Vo1.12, No.2. (May, 1984) L52-183. Nancy Fraser, Unrulv Practices: Power, 
Discourse and Gender in Contemuorarv Social Theow. (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1989) 
chs 1-3. 
l6 For examples of those who defend a Foucauitian approach, see: Michele Barrett, The Politics of Truth: 
From Marx to Foucault- (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1991) ch. 6; Jon Simons, Foucault & the 
Political. (London: Routiedge, 1995); Mitchell Dean, Critical and effective histories: Foucault's methods 
and historical sociologv. (London: Routledge, 1994). 



general analysis of the way in which populations are govemed.17 Although scholarship in 

this area of Foucault's work is less developed than others, it has received considerable 

attention latelyl* and I wish to draw from it in what follcws. 

Govementality operates somewhere between Foucauit's earlier notion of power 

and the more traditional concept of domination. Foucault describes its operation as 

We must distinguish the relationship of power a s  strategic games between 
liberties - strategic games that result in the fact that some people try to determine 
the conduct of others - and the states of dominaicion, which are what we ordinarily 
cal1 power. And, between the two, between the games of power and the states of 
domination, you have govemmental technologies. .. 19 

If one assumes that domination is a stable or fixed systern where one person or group 

exerts extreme control over another, then Foucault's notrion of power is different in that it 

works through the freedom of others, and is thus a contingent process characterized by 

fluctuation and fiequent disruptions. Foucault's concept of governmentality, then, 

occupies the complex space between power and domination. Govementality involves 

the "conduct of conduct" or the rational application of techniques designed to regulate 

" Perhaps the moa important of these is b'Governmentality" which. along with several other essays on the 
topic by Foucault and his students, is included in G. Burchell, C. Gordon, P. Miller (eds). The Foucault 
effect: studies in governmentality. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 199 1). 
18 For exampIe, see Andrew Barry. Thomas Osborne and Nikolas Xose, Foucault and Political Reason. 
(Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1996); Kirstie M. McClure, "Taking Liùerties in Foucault's 
Triangle; Sovereignty, Discipline, Governmentality, and the Subject of Rights" in Identities. Politics. and 

Austin Sarat and Thomas R Kearns, eds., (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1997). 
For a case study on governmental practices in India, see Dipesh Chakraparry, "Modernity and Ethnicity in 
India" in Multicultural States: Rethinkinn Difference and Identiw. David Bennett, ed., 9 1-1 10. For a 
critique of FoucauIt's Iater work, see Ronald Beiner, "Foucault's Hyper-Liberalism" in Critical 
Review.Vo1. 9, No. 3 (Surnmer, 1995). 
'' As quoted in Bany Hindess, Discounes of Power: From Hobbes -IO Foucault. (Oxfbrd, Blackwell 
Publishers, 1996) 99. 



people and their actions: it involves directing individuals, groups, and populations to 

regulate their own behaviour and the behaviour of others. 

Foucault believes that in modem times government has become less preoccupied 

with maintaining sovereignty and more preoccupied with the conduct of populations. As 

he says, "...population cornes to appear above a11 else as the ultimate end of government. 

In contrast to sovereignty, govemment has as its purpose not the act of government itself, 

1720 but the weIfare of the population, the improvement of its condition ... However, 

Foucault does not present governmentality as limited to the regulating actions of 

govenunents or ~tates;~ '  instead, the term should be considered in the widest possible 

sense to include al1 institutions, practices, and techniques which operate upon a 

population. In presenting his notion of governmentality, Foucault does not privilege the 

typical distinction between state and non-state institutions and practices. His theory of 

governmentality contrasts sharply with those traditions of political theory that emphasize 

questions of consent, legitimacy, and the sovereignty of the  tat te.^^ 

Foucault differentiates between a number of diFerent manifestations of 

governrnentality, and 1 am especially interested in his understanding of the liberal form. 

Liberal govemment ensures the functioning of, for example, the domestic sphere, 

'O Foucault, "Governmentality", in The Foucault Effect. 100. 
'l While she understands his lectures on govemmentality to be something of an exception, Wendy Brown 
criticizes Foucault for not focusing enough attention on the bureaucratie state itself, as well as capitalist 
modes of production, in producing subjects. States of Iniurv: Power and Freedom in Late Modernitv. 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995). 
" Foucault does not reject questions of sovereignty but instead attempts to understand the relationship 
between sovereignty, disciplinary society, and government, which he describes as a triangle, Foucault, 
"Governmentality", 102. See also, McClure, "Taking Liberties in Foucault's Triangle". 



capitdist markets, and other liberal institutional forms by directing individuals to express 

themselves %thin certain parameters. It is important to emphasize the kind of fteedorn 

involved in this form of governmental power, given that some scholars have cast doubt 

on the ~ossibility of agency in Foucault's theorizing. Yet Foucault theorizes power as 

operating fhrough the behaviour of fiee subjects. As Gordon puts it, Foucault believes 

that, c'power is defined as actions on others' actions': that is, it presupposes rather than 

annuls their capacity as agents; it acts upon, and through, an open set of practical and 

ethical po~sibilities."~~ If subjects are not fiee in important respects, then we are 

speaking of a situation of domination rather than govemance. 

Foucault believes liberal govemment inevitably rests on a serious tension. On the 

one han& liberal govemance emphasizes certain types of fieedorn for liberal subjects and 

so it must itself be a restrained form of government; Iiberalisrn involves a critique of 

Power and so it must be a reflective forrn of government. On the other hand, the 

governent must have enough power to ensure that the fieedom of its subjects is 

properly secured. As a result of this tension, Foucault believes that fieedom itself 

becornes the focus of management. In particular, it is necessary to secure the sons of 

conditions [ h l y  to induce liberal subjects to express their fieedom in certain ways and 

this involves a training or regulation of these subjects. Liberal govemance rnust 

operate on and through the freedom of individuals since, as Barry Hindess puts it, 

Y Gordon, "Governmental raiionality: an introduction" in The Foucault Effect. S. 
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"...members of the relevant population cannot aiways be expected to have developed the 

thought and behaviour habits of '£teep and 'independent' persons."24 

This tension within liberal governmentality parallels that which 1 outlined in the 

previous chapter with the multicultural mosaic. I noted that the conduct of the Canadian 

population - as a diwrse population - is the object of pervasive govemmental scrutiny, 

because diversity generates considerable cultural anxiety, and thus represents a problem 

that must be acted upon so as to ensure cohesion. This process of acting upon a diverse 

population is a govemmental process central to the purpose of the multicultural mosaic. 

Yet, as a distinctly liberal govemrnental strategy, it is subject to important limitations 

since it must take senously the freedom of the multicultural subject. Rather than 

eliminate diversity, then, the multicultural rnosaic acts through the multicultural subject, 

to facilitate the playing out of diversity dong certain less threatening paths. Diversity is 

not simply ailowed to thrive; it is encouraged to do so - taught to do so. But how does 

this occur? 

Taxonomic discourse and panopticism 

If the object of liberal govemmentality is the construction of the normalized 

liberal subject, then multicultural govemance has the purpose of constructing normalized 

mulficuliural subjects within a taxonomie régime of identity and diversity. Taxonomic 

discourse is epistemic in character in that it is directed towards the production of 

-- - - 

'' Hindess, Discourses of Power. 130. See also Gordon, "Governmentai rationality : an introduction'' 47. 



knowledge through the sorting and categorizing of information. While there are 

innumerable manifestations of taxonornic discourse with varying degrees of political 

relevance, the taxonornic character of multicultural governance contains a number of 

interesting facets that 1 examine here. Most notably, it rests on an assumption crucial to 

the theorizing of Taylor, arnong others, that the multicultural subject develops and exists 

within specific identities and these identities are the basic units of categorization and 

knowledge production. Diversity amounts to a collection of identity categones 

dzerentiated From one another according to such attnbutes as language, culture, race, 

ethnicity, gender, sexuality, religion, region, and so on. To emphasize Canada's 

diversity, then, is to reinforce the idea that it is composed of a large nurnber of groupings 

thus categorized, which Vary widely in political importance. 

So how does this taxonornic logic of identity operate in the context of the 

Canadian multicultural mosaic? While the megories of identity are taken as given, they 

are in fact construcred, at least panly, through a wide range of discursive interactions. 

MulticulturaI govemance does far more than protect the spaces within which diversity 

can flourish - it helps create these spaces. While multiculturalism may seem to illustrate 

the fùnctioning of a kind of negative cultural fieedom (Le., fi-eedom from state intrusion), 

multicultural govemance actuatly constmcts the framework within which this freedom 

may play out, operating on the population so that the spaces of diversity are in fact 

occupied, and ensuring that cultural fieedom is expressed in an appropriate manner. The 

liberal subject cannot know apriori how to express himself or herself as a multicultural 



subject, but must instead be trained as such; the taxonomie discourse of multiculturaiism 

must be instilled in Canadian subjects so that they can understand, and operate within, the 

categorization process involved. With training, multicultural subjects wilI leam to  

understand and express their et hnic, cultural, gender, o r  O t her identities within the 

principIe of  diversity refiected in the muIticultural mosaic. 

This process of  multicultural subject construction operates through a range of  

disciplinary practices and techniques. For Foucault, disciplinary power is just one of  a 

range of overlapping rationalities through which governmentaIity operates: 

... discipline was never more important or  more valorized than at the moment 
when it became important to manage a population; the managing of  a population 
not only concerns the collective mass of phenornena, the level of  its aggregate 
effects, it also implies the management of  a population in its depths and its 
detaik2' 

Although the relationship between disciplinary power and govemmentality may be 

understood in a number of different ways,26 I locate their interaction within the context of 

Foucault's concept of  panopticism. 

The panopticon itself originated not with Foucault but in the late eighteenth 

century with the utilitarian reformer Jeremy Bentham. In Discipline and Punish, Foucault 

presents Bentham's panopticon as a central technique in what was at the time an 

25 Foucault, LLG~~emmentalicy'y, 102. 
" According to Hindess, "Displinaxy techniques were now regarded, in other words, as generalizable 
instruments of what, in his Iater writings, he would cal1 'govemment'." Discourses of Power, 114. 



emerging forrn of discipiinary power.27 Bentham designed the panopticon as a prison 

with a very peculiar architecture: the building was circular - Iike a ring - surrounding a 

central guard tower; the prison celIs were Iocated around the ring and were completely 

open to the view of the disciphnary gaze of the guards, putting the prisoners under 

constant surveillance; fiirthermore, the guard tower was designed so the prisoners could 

not see inside and, as a result, would never know when the guard was actually watching. 

Eventually the gaze of the guard, which the prisoners know can be upon them at any 

tirne, is internalized. As the gaze tums inward, the prisoners begin to discipline 

themselves. Thus, for Foucault (as for B ent harn, who was preoccupied wit h efficiency), 

the panopticon involves a remarkably efficient and detailed fom of disciptinary power. 

As Foucault says, "Thanks to its mechanisms of observation, it gains in efficiency and in 

n28 the ability to penetrate into men's behaviour ... The disciplinary gaze is not only 

efficient, it produces and constructs as it analyses, categonses, and differentiates the 

characteristics and behaviours of t he prisoners. 

It is important to emphasize that, while Bentham designed the panopticon as a 

prison, Foucault argues that its techniques - panopticisrn - fùnction as a more general 

process of society. Indeed, he says that, "The panoptic schema, wi-thout disappearing as 

such or losing any of its properties, was destined to spread throughout the social body; its 

'' Discipline and Punish. See, in panicular, Pan III, Chapter 3. Foucault elaboraied on his use of the 
panopticon in an interview with Jean-Pierre Barou and MichelIe Perrot, "The Eye of Powei' in 
Power/Knowled~e. 
Foucault, Disci~line and Punish, 204. 



vocation was to become a generalised func t i~n . "~~  It is in this sense that 1 wish to present 

Foucault's understanding of panopticism as a generalized disciplinary technique of 

govemrnent in the context of what 1 cal1 the mul~ictrl~ura~~ano~ticon,'0 a peculiarly 

Canadian form of liberal govemmental rationa~it~.'' 

The Canadian mosaic a s  multicultura1 panopticon 

As noted above, multicultural govemance involves more than ensunng a space for 

cultural freedom - it also attempts to make certain that this space is properly filled with 

multicultural subjects. Yet what does the process of constructing multicultural subjects 

actually involve? It is a complex and variable process and, sketched here in an idealized 

manner, it will be impossible to provide appropnate attention to its specificities and 

particularities, its failures and excesses. 

The multicuItural panopticon centres on the construction of knowledge about the 

various identity groups that comprise the Canadian mosaic. Certainly, this practice is far 

fiom novel as is demonstrated by the depiction of the Canadian mosaic put forward in 

1938 by John Murray Gibbon and discussed in Chapter Two. The bulk of Gibbon's book 

- -- -- - - -  

2g Discipline and Punish, 207. 
The concept of panopticism and the phrase "multicultural panopticon" have also been used in a 

sornewhat difFerent context b y  Reg Whitaker. His usage centres on the relationship between new 
information technologies and consumer capitalism and the ways in which certain identities are 
digerentiated and fragmented even as they are unified into global capitalism. The End of Privacv: how 
total surveillance is becominn a reality. (New York: The New Press, L 999) Chapter 6. 
" While I am setting up the mnilticultural panopticon as a specifically Canadian form of liberai goverrance, 
1 will bracket the question of whether we can generalize what follows to fit the Amencan, Australian, or  
other "multicultural" cases. Having said that, 1 do think we can leani much by cornparhg the different 
ways in which diversisr is managed in these societies, 



centres on descnbing in great detail the character of each of the cultures (or, "coloured 

pieces") that constitute the mosaic. Indeed, there are eighteen culîures (one chapter for 

each) that are nation-based (France, England, Poland), regional (Scandinavia, the Eastern 

Baltic, Itaiy and the Spanish Peninsula) or religious (the Hebrews). In each chapter, 

Gibbon discusses such topics as the histoncal background of the group, the reason why it 

Iefi the Mother country, the timing of its migration, its rituals and customs, art, music, 

handicrafts and so on. Gibbon argues that this type of ethnographic project is cmcial for 

the constmction of a cohesive polity; indeed, he says that "a11 we can do today is to 

collect and separate andperhnps orrrselves fabricale the tesserae or IittIe slabs of colour 

required for what the artist seems to have in mind as a rn~sa i c . "~~  In describing each of 

Canada's cultural groups in such detail, Gibbon depicts the Canadian rnosaic. 

The Canadian mosaic is an even more significant object of study today. Indeed, 

the concept of the rnosaic is itself a heuristic device, a containing fiamework that 

facilitates the study of each of its component pans. Certainly, the techniques of 

multicultural study have developed significantly since Gibbon's time; then, multicuItural 

knowledge was produced by a few govemment bureaucracies, academics, joumalists, 

independent wnters, church groups and charities and the groups thernsel~es.~~ Since 

then, multicultural study has become much more elaborate with the wide-scale 

developmem of institutions and practices geared towards categorizing Canadians and 

32 Gibbon, Canadian Mosaic: The Makine of a Northern Nation. 4 13 italics added. 
33 For a discussion, see Herzberg, Ethnic Groups in Canada: Adamalions and Transitions. (Scarborough, 
Ontario, Nelson Canada, 1989) 303. 



generating detailed howledge about these categones. Indeed, it is impossible to depict 

the full range and scope of these practices, since they operate in so many overlapping 

spheres of activity. As a result, what follows is merely an overview, a sampling really, of 

some of the diverse institutional foms and practices that multicultural snidy assumes in 

the contemporary Canadian context. 

In the last few decades, there has been an expiosion of information generated by 

various branches of the Canadian government on specific segments of the Canadian 

population. Much of this takes a taxonomie form, the most obvious example being the 

Canadian census." But there have also been several large-scale commissions directed 

towards studying particular groups of Canadians, including several important Royal 

~ommissions~' dong with numerous smaller commissions of enquiry, each generating 

massive amounts of information about the groups in question and their relationship to the 

larger society and the state. Dunng the same period of time, a number of federai and 

provincial departments and programmes have emerged with the purpose of facilitating 

and studying various facets of Canada's diversity. These include bureaucratic 

apparatuses associated with the Official Multiculturalism and Bilingualism prograrnrnes 

as well as initiatives related to the status of wornen, youth, and the dis-abled, arnong 

34 Among others, John Porter has discussed the moulding potential of the Canadian census, suggesting that 
"...in Canada ethnicity may be a statistical artefact arising fiom census definitions and procedures.' 
"Canada: DiIemmas and Contradictions of a Multiethnic society" in Ethnicitv and Ethnic Relations in 
Canada: A Book of Readinm. Jay E. Goldstein and Ria M. Bienvenue, eds., (Toronto: Buttenvorths, 1980) 
333. 
35 Most notably, the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism, The Cultural Contribution of 
the Other Ethnic Groups. (Ottawa: Queen's Printer, 1970); the Royal Commission on the Status of Women. 



others. Each department or programme has generated large bodies of knowledge on their 

particular populations as well as cornmissioned studies and reports analyzing their 

populations' characteristics, behaviours, problems, and d i ~ a d v a n t a ~ e s . ~ ~  One has ody to 

pemse the government documents sections in any Canadian government or  academic 

library to expenence the massive amount of information generated about vanous groups 

in Canadian society. 

The Department of Indian AEairs and Nocthern Development (DIAND) deserves 

special mention here. It has long been preoccupied with generating information about 

Abonginal peoples within what are widely understood to be artificial ~ a t e ~ o r i e s . ~ '  Given 

the astonishingly detailed information availabIe o n  the cultural traits and habits o f  every 

Aboriginal community, one could easily rnake t h e  argument that these represent the most 

thoroughly studied and analyzed groups of people in It is possible to examine 

statistics on every conceivable dernographic indi~ator . )~  interestingly, even though 

AboriginaIs are under federaI jurîsdicrion, the infixmation and statistics produced by 

(Ottawa: Ministry of SuppIy and Services, 1971) and most recen~ly the Re~ort  of the Roval Commision on 
Abor i~na l  Peoples. (Ottawa: Canada Communications Graup. 1996). 
36 Some of this data is discussed in "Postscnpt on Ethnic Methodology" in The Canadian Mosaic: A Ouest 

ldentitv. Leo Driedger. ed. (Toronto: McClelland and Stewart Limited. 1978). 
The separation of Canada's diverse Abonginal communrities into the artificial categories of "Indian" 

(status and non-status), Inuit, and Métis has been widely dZscussed. For a discussion, see Aian Cairns, 
"The past and fiiture of the Canadian Administrative State," Reconfiaurations: Canadian Citizenshi~ & 
Constitutional Channe. Douglas E. Williams, ed., (Toronto: McClelland & Stewart Inc, 1995) 89. 
38 As an indication of this, see Thomas S. Abler and SalIy Eul. Weaver, A Canadian Indian Bibliomuhv 
1960-1 970. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1974) which contains over twelve hundred sources for 
one decade aione. many of them produced by governent  bureaucraties. 
39 The Statistics Division at DIAND has published thousan;ds of statistical tables, with titles like, "Progress 
of registered Indian students enroIIed in federal and provincial schools in grades 9-13 by region, 1965/1966 
to 1972/1973 school years," (Ottawa: DIAND, Department of Statistics Division, Febniary 23, 1972) 1630. 



DIAND is usually regionalied andor  provincialized in a variety of ways. One example 

is a senes of booklets produced by the Indian Affars Branch that describes the history 

and demographics of the "Indians of  the Prairie Provinces" or "Indians of  0ntarion4' 

directed presumably at the general public. 

Another DIAND publication from the late 1 9 6 0 ~ ~  entitled Indian Surnrner, offers 

flowery prose and pretty pictures of  generic "Indians". The book begins, 

Summer in Canada comes quickly, 
It comes when winter is newly gone, 
and it comes pushing, hot and strong, 

It comes with light and life and laughter. 
It comes with blazing suns and hazy afternoons 
And long soft evenings. 

Indian people in Canada have known 
the happiness of a Canadian surnrner 
for many hundreds of years. 
For them it has a special meaning, 
a special way of being enjoyed. 
To them it is a special tirne. 
'Indian Sumrner' is the story of  that t in~e.~ '  

The reader is then treated to assorted images of typical-looking "Indians" taking part in 

traditional-looking dances; the building of teepees, the preparation of food; men fishing; 

chiidren playing in the fields - al1 of which are accompanied by explanatory text. For 

See a h ,  Indian Affairs Facts and Figures, (Ottawa: DIAND, 1970) which provides sîatistical information 
on dozens of indicators "liquor PriviIeges for Indians by Province", "Education", and "Income of Indians". 

(Ottawa: Indian M a i n  Branch, 1966). 
41 (Ottawa: Queen's Printer, 1969). Interestingly, the publication was "Issued Under the Authority of the 
Honourable Jean Chrétien" the same year he presented his "White Paper" which 1 discuss in considerable 
detail in Chapter Four. 



example, next to pictures which portray children playing, swirnming and fishing, the text 

reads, 

An Indian childhood may not be rich in physical comforts, but it is rich in another 
way unknown to a city child. Here the strong bonds of the Indian cornrnunity 
have their roots. Here the Indian child learns what it is to be an Indian in the 
golden summer ~ u n . ~ ~  

At no point is there any indication of which First Nations cornmunity is being discussed, 

or where it is located, nor are the names of those photographed given. Instead, the 

(presurnably non-Aboriginal) reader is provided with generic images and text defining 

the essential qualities of the Canadian "Indian": "Indian dancing is more than just 

keeping old ways alive, because it bnngs out the meaning of what it is to be an ~ n d i a n . " ~ ~  

Three decades later, DIAND has shifted away from the totalizing images of 

Indian Summer, but there continues to be an emphasis on the production and distribution 

of detailed knowiedge about Aboriginal communities. In particular, there is now a 

greater tendency for DIAND to differentiate Aboriginal communities and, perhaps not 

surpnsingly, its knowledge régime has now moved into the information age. 

Remarkably, DIAND now has a "Community Profileyy web site where it is possible to 

enter the name of a panicular First Nation community and be presented with detailed 

information about its demographics (drawn from census statistics), band number, Official 

name, reserves and settlements, governance, Tribal Council Contact Information, and the 

size of the registered population. According to the introduction to the web site, 

42 Indian Summer. (Ottawa: Queen's Pnnter, 1969). 
43 Indian Summer. (Ottawa: Queen's Printer, 1969). 



The Community Profile Site is a user fnendly site which allows quick and easy 
access to current national First Nation community profiles. The site extracts 
idonnation fiom a number of databases at the Department of Indian Aff'airs and 
Nort hem Development (DIAND). Profiles include information of general interest 
about the First Nation, as well as specific information on the First Nation's 
govenunent and reserves.. .The Department collects a great deal of information 
about First Nation Communities; this site is a means of making most often 
requested information readily available." 

The Canadian government - or DIAND in particular - is not unique in the sense 

of generating particularized knowledge about the population it govems.45 Nor is this 

process limited to government operations; instead, it is an increasingly widespread 

process that pervades virtually every arena of public (and often private) life. Within 

academe, traditional fields such as "folkfore studies" have existed for some tirne, but we 

have seen recently the rapid emergence of interdisciplinary fields such as ethnic studies, 

native studies, and women's studies. In addition, there are numerous academic 

associations related to each, such as the Canadian Ethnic Studies Association, Folklore 

Studies Association of Canada, the Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, and the 

Canadian Women's Studies Association, to narne just a f e ~ . ~ ~  While these academic 

fields and associations undertake many forms of enquiry, of'ten with very progressive and 

even emancipatory scholarIy and political agendas, one of their combined effects is the 

44 Downloaded April 30, 1999 from i~~~v.inac.gc.ca~fnprofiles/FNProfiles~In~oduction~hm 

It would be interesting to underake comparative study of this marter, to detemine how prevaient this 
process is in other fiberal democracies. 
4 6  For a comprehensive list, see the Directow to Canadian Studies in Canada. Fourth ed. Joanne McNair, 
ed., (Montréal: Association for Canadian Studies, 1993) which, in addition to associations with regional 
and provincial foci, Iists associations under headings such as "Ethnic and Multicultural Studies". "Folklore 
Studies" "Native Studies", "Urban Studies" and "Women's Studies". 



intensive study of specific identity ~ate~or ies .~ '  Much of this academic research is 

fûnded by related state bureaucracies, such as the Canadian Ethnic Studies Programme of 

Multiculturalism and Citizenship canada4' or Status of Women canadas4' 

The accumulated knowledge prodoced by state bureaucracies, academics, and 

other researchers is directed at multiple audiences. Primary and secondary school 

students are a common target, especiaily given the dramatic pedagogical shifi towards 

incorporating questions of diversity and identity into classrooms. Textbooks in fields 

such as Canadian social studies now routinely include sections on various ethnic or 

religious groups. Furtherrnore, there are a large number of books catering to school 

chiidren wrinen on specific ethnic groups, usuaIly with titles such as "The [ethnic groupl 

 anad di ans"''; books on Aboriginals are by far the most numerous of these." There are 

47 This focus on specifïc categories such as "women" or "Abonginals" or "Ethnic groups" has itselfbeen a 
matter of considerable contestation within these fields because, some argue, it takes these categories as 
given. For this reason, we are starting to witness a shift towards fields with relational focuses, such as 
Jymder" or "sexuality" studies. 

For an annotatecl list of al1 of the research projet% fimded, see Research Proiects Su~ported bv the 
Canadian Ethnic Studies Promm, 1973-1992. (Ottawa: Minister of Supply and Services Canada, 1993). 
Interestingly, the guide also includes an index listing al1 of the projects by ethnocultural group, listing nfty- 
nine in total, thus illustrating the e.xtent to which specific projects tend to focus on specifÏc groups. ifpage 
citations are any indication, there has been extensive study of "Italians", "Japanese" and "Jewish" 
Canadians while, in contras, the "English" or "Britishn Canadians are amongst the least studied groups in 
this programme. 
49 A list of research projects is available on the Status of Women intemet website. 

A few of the many examples include, Lawrence RH, Trials and Tnum~hs:  The Storv of African- 
Canadians. (Toronto: UmbreHa Press, 1993) which is part of Urnbrella Press' "Peoples of Canada Series"; 
Veùna Carter and Levero (Lee) Carter, The Black Canadians: Their Historv and Contributions. (Edmonton: 
Reidmore Books Inc., 1989) which is part of Reidmore's "Multiculturai Canada Series" and was funded, 
partially, by the Multiculturalism Program of the Secretary of State; Heather Hams and Mary Sun 
Chinese Canadians. (Scarborough, Ont.: Nelson Canada, 1982) which is part of Nelson's "Multicultural 
Canada Series"; Nancy Wartik, The French Canadians. (New York: Chelsea, 1989). Interestingly, since 
Chelsea is a U. S. publisher, this is part of its "The Peoples of North America" series. 
'' One of the "classics" is Eileen J ~ M ~ S S '  The Indian Tnbes of Canada. (Toronto: Ryenon Press, 1933); 
more recent books include David F. Pelly, Inuit of the North. (Toronto: Grolier Limited, 1988) wtiich is 



also books that incorporate isolated descriptions of each of  Canada's ethnocultural 

groups, essentially updated versions of Gibbon's Canadian Mosaic, discussed above. A 

notable example is The Canadian Family Tree: Canada's Peoples, the third edition of a 

series produced by the Multiculturalism ~irectorate. '~ This book includes detailed 

descriptions of seventy-eight ethnic, religious, and racial groups, comprising country of 

origin, timing of immigration to Canada, dernographic information, geographic 

concentration, development of political associations, degree of community organization, 

type of social clubs, relationship to country of origin, and so on. 

Of course, there is also considerable efforr on the part of many ethnocultural 

groups to generate information about their own traditions, ntuals, and histories, which 

can then be passed down to fiiture generations. This effort is not surpnsing, especially 

given the enthusiastic support of Canada's multiculturalisrn policy for cultural 

preservation. Ethnocultural communities have developed sophisticated resources and 

institutions that allow them, in effect, to study themselves and then to place this 

knowledge on public display.53 Thus, according to Anderson and Frideres, 

One doesn't have to look very far to find ample evidence of multiculturalisrn in 
Canada. Each year hundreds of thousands of Canadians attend ethnic gatherings 
across Canada, including Scottish Highland Games in most provinces, Canbana 
and Caravan in Toronto, Mosaic in Regina, Folklorama in Winnipeg, "Our 

part of Grolier's "Native Peoples Series"; Hope MacLean, Indians, Inuit. and Métis of Canada. (Toronto: 
Gage miblishing Limited, 1982); and Palmer Fatterson, Indian Peoples of Canada. (Toronto: Grolier 
Limited, 1982) which is part of Grolier's "Focus on Canadian History Senes". 
52 @on Mills, Ontario: Corpus Information SeMces Limited, 1979). The first edition was published in 
1960 and the second in 1967. 
53 The extent of this is evident from the wide-ranging study, commissioned by Multiculturaiism Canada, 
entitied "Preliminary Listing of Ethnic Libraries, Museums, Archives and Research Centres'' Elizabeth 
Boghossian, compiler, (Ottawa: Multiculturalisrn Canada, September 1984). 



Heritage" - a muIticultural festival in Saskatoon, a Greek Street festival in 
Vancouver, an annual Icelandic celebration in Manitoba - not to forget the "Frog 
Follies" in a French cornmunity in Manitoba, to mention but a few." 

Often these activities are covered in the media, which constantly disseminates 

information about religious and cultural holidays and events central to the histones of 

particular groups. Typical of this is an article fi-om The Toronto starSS that introduced an 

upcoming First Nations' event as follows: 

When the early settlers arrived on Turtle Island, as some First Nations people 
calIed North Amenca, they were invited to great gathenngs. The settlers 
witnessed these spectacular shows of singing, drumming and dancing, and called 
them pow wows. They assumed the term meant gathering because that's what 
they heard used so often at these events; it actually referred to medicine man, who 
was greeted by just about everyone there. But pow wow it was, and pow wow it 
remains. This vibrant native tradition can still be witnessed in al1 its glory at 
Skydome this weekend at the sixth annual Canadian Aboriginal Festival. The 
Toronto International Pow Wow, the centrepiece of what is Canada's largest 
aboriginal festival, is ex ected to attract more than 1,000 dancers as well as 
drummers and singers. si'' 

The invitation here is to the larger (i.e. non-Abonginal) community to attend the event 

and leam about Aboriginal culture, irnplying that there is a "culture" (in the singular 

sense) to be studied. 

Another newspaper article announces a hndraising event in Mississauga designed 

to celebrate Canadian diversity and "help newcomers leam about Canada". The theme of 

the event was a multicultural fashion show with models dressed in attire typical of 

" Alan Anderson and James Frideres. Ethnicity in Canada: Theoretical Perspectives. (Toronto; 
Buttenvorths, 198 1) 100. 
55 This nevnpaper even has a "diversity reponer"; see for esample. Maureen Murray, Diversiry Reporter. 
"Roots" The Toronto Star. December 26, 1999, JI. 
56 "POW wow in the here and now", The Toronto Star. December 4. 1999, B2. 



cultures fkom around the world. In the finale of the show, ". . .three 'brides' in East 

Indian, Jamaican and MiddIe Eastern gowns will join their 'grooms' on stage." The 

organizer of the event is quoted as saying, "The 'mamage' symbolizes the union of al1 

cultures in this country and that's what we hope to see as Canada enters the next 

millemium." Furthemore, the article notes that organizer had "pored through books and 

cultural references in the library for ideas to choreograph the fashion show."" 

Beyond the pnnt media, there are now many programmes and even speciality 

television and radio channels directed at explonng the cultures of specific groups of 

 anad di ans.'^ One exarnple that encapsulates rather nicely the flavour of the multicultural 

panopticon is the CBC Newsworld programme "Culture Shock described on its web 

page as folIows: 

This show is about discovery. 
Discovenng the tnie personality of a neighbour you barely know after 200 years. 

This show is about exploration. 
Explorkg the Iifestyle and the  values that make up Canada's cultural divenity. 

A group of bilingual young Canadians, from al1 regions of Canada, trade places 
and experience the reality of living in a different milieu, using a different 
language.. . 

As they explore each other's .culture and Iifestyle, they discover the differences 
that make each part of Canada unique. They share their feelings and their 
emotions with us on a very personal level. 
Tune-in to Culture Shock and discover a cultural reality you knew little about.59 

57 "Ethnic diversity to be celebrated at 'wedding': couples ernbody coming together of many cultures," The 
Toronto Star. December 10, 1999. B2, 
58 In Toronto, there is a muIticultura1 statien, CFMT. 
59 Downloaded on Decernber 18. 1999 frorrn: www.cbc.ca 



The "Culture Shock" web site also includes a number of "episode" descriptions, such as 

the foiiowing: 

Who are the real indians? A new immigrant fiom India, Sachin Deshpande 
travels to Manitoulin Island in Ontario where he attends an aboriginal pow-wow. 
Sachin tries to figure out who are the real Indians ..He compares native customs 
with the spintuai beliefs of his own country.6o 

Gay World: Nicolas Desrosiers explores the reality of living in the gay world. 
Now that the gay Iifestyle is widely acknowledged by marketing firms and the 
political apparatus, Nicolas wondered if everything was rosy in the gay world? 

A true culture shock: A young reporter of South Asian origin, Shachi Kurl leaves 
her multicultural Vancouver to imrnerse herself in the francophone culture of the 
Saguenay-Lac-Saint Jean. For the first time in her life she is exposed to a society 
that is culturally and linguistically h ~ m o ~ e n e o u s . ~ ~  

Interestingly, one "episode" that 1 saw depicts a "Culture Shock" reporter wondering 

whether ". . .sometirnes cultural accommodation can go too far?" She proceeds to 

hvestigate an arrangement for her local pool to be rented out on a regular basis by a 

group of Muslim women, who insist that al1 the windows looking onto the pool area be 

covered and the doors locked so that men camot see them with their bodies 

inappropriately uncovered. m e r  having outlined the religious justification for the 

behaviour, the reporter asks the lifeguard at the pool what she things of the matter and 

she responds that she had not problem with it since, after all, everyone has a religion 

(mdeed, she herself has a religion) - even if this one is more "e~trerne".~~ 

60 

61 
CBC "Culture Shock", November 20, 1999. 
CBC "Culture Shock", November 27, 1999. 
CBC "Culture Shock", October 23, 1999. 
CBC "Culture Shock", December 18, 1999. 



Often operating through the media as well as through new information 

technologies, new forms of consumer capitdism, directed not at mass markets but rather 

at "niche markets", are also emerging as capital attempts to identifi and cultivate specific 

ethnic or "life style" (Le. gay and lesbian) markets. For example, Reg Whitaker has 

discussed the rnaruier in which a "consumer" panopticon targets specific populations, 

focusing its gaze on any group with disposable income: 

The consumer Panopticon can legitimize previously marginalized groups by 
linking them and their disposable dollars to consumer capitalism, not as mass 
consumers whose specific identity is lost or hidden, but specifically in terms of 
what differentiates them fiom other groups and the mainstream. In addressing 
gays asgay, not as mass consumers who happen to be gay in their off-hours, as it 
were, the panoptic gaze recognizes and validates their differences? 

We are seeing the commercialization of the multicultural panopticon as well as the 

production of multicultural  consumer^.^^ 

Given multinational capital's interest in diversity, a number of commentators 

have begun presenting Canada's knowledge in this area as a national asset, as a valuable 

commodity in itself. For example, Victor Ujimoto argues that Canada's experience with 

and knowledge of diverse cultures in conjunction with advances in new information 

technology should make Canada a world leader: 

Through information technology, linkages between diverse cultures can be 
facilitated so that other cultures will become farniliar in our daily lives. This will 

The End of Privacv. 149. 
" My anaiysis m e r s  frorn Whitaker's in important respects, especiaily where he suggests Wtt the panoptic 
gaze ".. . does not create these constituencies, of course, but by encouraging and rewarding d~erentiation 
and individuaIization, it deepens tendencies to fragmentation already present." The End of Privacy. 148. In 
contrast, 1 emphasize the manner in which identity categories are actually constructeci in important ways by 
the panoptic gaze- 



decrease barriers between various ethnocultural groups and, idedly, prevent open 
confiicts regardless of the specific issues. Understanding and respect for diversity 
must be the basic building blocks of the multicultural global ~ o c i e t ~ . ~ ~  

In other words, the Canadian experience with multicultural study will mean that 

Canadians will be able to understand manifestations of these cultures elsewhere in the 

world thus giving Canadians a cultural advantage. 

In al1 of these different ways, the techniques and practices of multicuItura1 study 

are developing quickly and becoming increasingly refined and pervasive as Canadians 

are categorized and ~tudied.~' Certainly, the form of the knowledge production differs 

considerably across these institutions and practices. There is no single technique or lens, 

and the political motives behind multicultural study Vary widely. A large portion of the 

"multicultural" activity that 1 have been depicting is driven by state bureaucracies, the 

media, academics, group eIites, or muItinationa1 capital. As Kogila Moodley notes: 

Both at the level of political and social reality, Canadian rnulticulturalism greatly 

66 Ujimoto, Victor K., "Multiculturalism and the Global Information Society," in Deconstnicting a Nation: 
Immigration. MulticulturaIisrn & Racism in '90s Canada. Vic Satzewich, ed., (Halifax: Fernwood 
Publishing, 1992) 357. Richard Gwyn has made a similar point, The Toronto Star, Jmwq 1,2000_ For a 
critical discussion of the commodification of multiculturaiism, see Moodley. "Canadian rnulticuituralisrn as 
ideology," 328. 
67 Although he takes a rather different approach than the one 1 have outlined here, Alan Cairns also 
examines these sorts of ta.xonomic discourses. Thus, according to Cairns, 

We approach the state through a rnultiplicity of classificatoxy systerns (derived from state policies, 
state agencies, and the discretion of administrators) that define us by gender, age, ethnicity, region, 
and producer or consumer status and whether we are French-speaking or English-speaking. We 
are politicized and fragmented simultaneously. Some of our traits are privileged; others are 
ignored. We approach the state as fragrnented selves, calculating the advantages of stressing our 
ethnicity, our age, Our gender, our region, our language, our sexual preferences, our doctorates, or 
our disabilities. 

"The Embedded State" in Reconfimirations: Canadian Citizenshi~ & Constitutional Change. Douglas E, 
Williams, ed., (Toronto: McClelland & Stewart Inc., 1995) 54. Although it is not rny project here, a 
cornparison of Cairns' neo-institutionaiism and Foucault's concept of governmentality would produce 
interesting and usehl insights into the study of Canadian politics. 



resembles the emperor's new clothes. Only unlike the emperor's audience, 
Canadian professional ethnics, cultural entrepreneurs and a coterie of academics 
are more directly and amply rewarded for their fantasies. It is they who benefit 
most fiom multiculturalism and the big business of culture.68 

Stili, while some f o m s  of multicultural study rnay be politically dubious, it would be 

misguided to present al1 or even most of the activities constituting multicultural study as 

folkloric. There are many feminist, anti-racist, gay and lesbian, and other equality- 

seeking groups that have also generated large amounts of information to facilitate their 

struggles to achieve social, political, and economic justice. For example, umbrella 

organizations such as the National Action Comrnittee on the Status of Women ( N a )  

fiequently commission different types of studies, with the airn of understanding various 

foms  of discrimination and disadvantages for women. Sorne of this activity is fiinded 

directly by state agencies,69 motivated by the anomalous (Le. given liberal principles of 

equality) rnanner in which the various groups in question have been discrirninated against 

in Canadian politics and society. The assumption is that in order to understand and 

eliminate these disadvantages we need to study the behaviours and characteristics of 

these groups.70 Furthermore, there is no question that many of the forms of multicultural 

study that 1 have depicted have the purpose of increasing toleration through awareness of 

Tanadian multidturalism as ideology," 321 
" Leslie Pal examines the relationship between the state and the feminin movement in Interests of State: 
The Poiitics of Lanmage. Multiculturalism, and Feminism in Canada. (Montreal & Kinston: McGiI1- 
Queen's University Press, 1993) Chapter Nine; and Sylvia Bashevkin, True Patriot Love: The Politics of 
Canadian Nationalism. (Toronto: Odord University Press, 1991). 
'O For a discussion of feminist Iegal activism, the Charter, and the construction of certain forms of 
knowledge, see Sherene Razack, Canadian Feminism and the Law: The Wornen's Legai Education and 
Action Fund and the Pursuit of Eouality. (Toronto: Second Story Press, 1991). 



other cu~tures.'~ It is indisputable that muiticulturai study can have many positive, even 

emancipatory, political effects. Still, it also creates some very serious political dilemmas 

that 1 discuss below. 

Despite the wide range of motivations, assumptions, and techniques behind 

multicultural study, it is still possible to delineate some of its general features. In 

particular, the study of diversity takes place through a multicultural gaze, and the 

taxonomic objects of this gaze are specific identity categories. The multicultural gaze 

constantly monitors and patrols these identity categories, producing knowIedge of a 

taxonomic character: as it studies identities, it attempts to fix them into categones, to 

compare and contrast them- In categorizing identities and creating knowledge about 

them, the multicuItura1 gaze carries with it the crucial assumption that the identities that 

make up the Canadian mosaic are more or less stable and thus categorizable. Indeed, the 

process attempts to construct these identities as srch, to contain them in their stable 

categones. In setting out the parameters and the charactenstics of each identity, then, the 

multicultural gaze endeavours to produce safe culturally docile (because they are 

categorizable and knowabIe) rnulticultural subjects. Aithough identities are always 

cornplex, interwoven, and overlapping, the rnutticuIturai gaze struggles against disorder 

by placing each individual and group into particular identity categones. As the gaze 

monitors the borderlines of each identity, it marks signs of deviation and disciplines 

" The widespread assumption is that people are more tolerant of that of which they have knowledge. See, 
for example, Michael Ignatieff, "The Narcissism of Minor Differencey' in Clash of Identities: Essavs on 
Media Manipulation. and Politics of the Self. (Toronto: Prentice Hall, 1996) 41-54. 



hybridity. Instead of seeing a teeming m h  of overlapping identities, the multicultural 

gaze sees a mosaic, made up of tiles with sharp boundarïes and clearly discernible 

characteristics. EspeciaiIy important, the multicultural gaze constmcts what it sees; it 

creates order out of the mix since each identity - each tile of the mosaic - is premised on 

a sub-unity, the essence of which is given and remains relatively unproblematic. 

This process of knowledge production may seern counterintuitive since, when one 

thinks of multiculturaIism, one thinks of the valorization of certain identities considered 

different, mysterious, exotic, and foreign. Paradoxically, as enticing as "mystery" may 

be, the practices of multicultural govemance attempt to make the mysteries wither and 

dissolve. The exotic is valorized, but only when it becomes transparent. Multicultural 

governance fails to the extent that the characteristics of a particular group remain 

unknown, its borders uncharted, its customs and habits Ieft unexamined. It is, d e r  dl, 

dficult to build a mosaic with identities that are unstable, overlapping, and constantly 

shifting in unpredictable ways. The multicultural panopticon attempts to provide such 

stable, recognisable, clear-cut identities, and it monitors these identities for signs of 

deviance and fragmentation, patrolling the boundary between the kinds of diversity that 

are to be celebrated within the Canadian mosaic and the fonns of difference that threaten 

the character of the wh01e.'~ 

'* While 1 have been examining the consmction of identities h t  are included in the multinilhiral mosaic, 
there are aiways identity categories that are excluded altogether. UntiI recently, gays and lesbians were 
treated as such, yet other categories of exclusion still remain. 



The logic of identity 

The process of constructing unified and internally simplified identities has been 

an ongoing focus of recent scholarship in social and political thought. 1 will follow Iris 

Marion Young in calling this t he  "logic of identity", which ". . . consists of an unrelenting 

urge to think things together, in a unity, to formulate a representation of the whole, a 

totality.. . Through the notion of an essence, thought brings concrete particulars into a 

unitynn Elsewhere, Young argues that 

Rational totalizing thought reduces heterogeneity to unity by bringing the 
particulars under comprehensive categories. Beneath these linguistic categories, 
totaiizing thought posits more real substances, self-same entities underiying the 
apparent flux of experience. These substances firmly fix what does and does not 
belong within the category, what the thing is and is 

This logic of identity is grounded in a refiisal of altenty, a denial of complexity, in favour 

of reified and simplified identity categories. Each identity category is, by definition, 

rnutuaily exclusive, that is, "different" fiom every other identity category. It is in this 

sense that the diversity of the multicu1tural mosaic involves a collection of different self- 

contained identities, so that each tile is diferentiated fiom al1 the other tiles. The 

complexities and interna! differences of the categories, their overlapping and intertwined 

73 Throwing Like a Girl and Other Essays in Ferninist Philosophv and Social Theorv (Indiana: Indiana 
University Press, 1990) 95-96. Here, Young follows Adorno and Derrida. For a discussion of the 
clifferences between Adorno's Negauve Dialectics and Demda's deconstmction with regard to the logic of 
identity. See Peter Dews, "Adomo, Post-Structuralism and the Critique of Identity" in Maminn IdeoIow, 
(London: Verso, 1994). 46-65 
74 Together in Difference: Transfonning the Logic of Group Political Confiict" in Will Kymiicka, ed. 
Rights of Minontv Cultures. (Oxford: O.dord University Press, 1995) 159. For a thoughtfid discussion, see 
Janet R Jakobsen, Working Alliances and the PoIitics of Difference: di ver si^ and Feminist Ethics. 
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1998) 1 1. 



character, are sirnplifïed out of existence. This logic of identity is typical of multicutturai 

discourses; according to Bonnie Honig, these discourses 

... tend to dornesticate or conceal this sort of difference by taking group identities 
and affiliations as their starting point. Treating difference as simply a different 
identity enables thern to affirm a diversity that is potentially unxuly but that is also 
reassuring insofar as it does not threaten to be ungovernable.. .and yet 
ungovemablity is precisely what difference threatens us with.'* 

The logic of identity reflects an attempt to contain difference, to reduce its fluctuations 

and fragmentations. 

MuIticulturaI pedagogy 

As noted above, the challenge for multicultural governance is to provide certain 

conditions of liberal fieedom for groups without at the same time underrnining these 

conditions. Thus, Canadians must be trained (in a broad sense) to think and act 

multiculturally - to be good multicultural citizens. Canadians must be taught to do three 

things in particular: 

Firsi, they must be taught to place themselves within the taxonomie logic of 

identity central to the multicultural mosaic. Here, the multicultural gaze is directed at an 

individual and says, in effect, "this is who you are" (Le. Ukrainian, Korean, Jarnaican, 

Gay, disabled). Canadians are "hailed" or called into specific identity categories," as if 

- 

" "Difference, Dilemmas and the Politics of Home' in Seyla Benhabib. ed.. Dernocracv and Difference: 
Contestinn the Boundaries of the PoIiticaI. (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996) 258. 
" The process of interpellation was originally theorized by Louis Althusser, "Ideology and Ideologid 
State Apparatuses (Notes Towards an Investigation)" in Lenin and Philsosop hv and Other Essavs Ben 



to Say, you are this and she is that, and this is how we differentiate between people. 

Canadians are taught to appreciate and understand the general principles of the mosaic, 

its taxonornic processes, categories, and dynamics. Certainly, not al1 Canadians are 

"hded" in the sarne manner or to the sarne extent: the primary purpose of the 

multicultural gaze is to categorize the margins - not the mainstream. Furthermore, while 

TayIor fiames this process in tems of a demand for recognition of an individual as a 

member of a particular identity category, 1 am speaking of what is really a prior process 

of constmcting the identity categories themselves, which Taylor takes as given. 1 discuss 

this process fbrther below. 

Second, multicultural Canadians rnust leam to place their own identity groups on 

permanent public display. So, in contrast to the prisoners of Discipline and Punish, who 

do not enter the prison voluntariIy, multicultural Canadians must be taught and 

encouraged to offer themselves for perpetual inspection. It is here that the process of 

recognition becomes especially important. Canadians must learn how to demand 

recognition: rhis is who we are, and we wish to be understood and recognized as such. 

Moodley puts this nicely, when she notes that, with multiculturalism, "[tlhe fear that 

ethnic groups in sustaining their respective cultures will undermine national unity is 

mitigated by a meek plea to share these cultures with the rest of Canadian society, 

thereby enriching the w h o ~ e . " ~ ~  To retum to rny earlier example of Toronto's 

Brewster, trans., (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1971). It has recently been elabotated upon by Judith 
Butler, among others. The Psvchic Life of Power. (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1997) chs. 3 &4. 
77 Moodley, "Canadian rnulticulturalism as ideoIogy," 320. 



neighbourhoods, there are nurnerous ways in which particular groups engage in self- 

display. Thus, there are multilingual street signs, ethnic restaurants, and grocery stores 

supplemented by f&s or parades. In each case, there is an invitation to the larger 

comrnunity, as if to Say: corne and see us. study us. zrndersfand us as we undertake 

aciiviries typical of our comrnuniiy; we may Iook and behave dzflerently, but we are 

civilized and we are no1 a r h rea~ .~ *  

In this sense of self-display, the multicultural panopticon rnay be distinguished 

from Bentham's panopticon as understood by Foucault. With Bentham, the panopticon is 

a prison, meaning that its inhabitants are forced to be there - yet, as a distinctly Iiberal 

f o m  of governmentality, it is incorrect to think of multicultural subjects as unfree but 

rather as encouraged and conditioned to express their fi-eedom within the taxonornic 

terms of the mosaic. In important respects, the panopticon operates in an episternic sense 

by producing the containers for the vanous identity categones, within which they develop 

and flourish. So while people are very much "free" to express their identities, they are 

conditioned to express them in cenain ways and, as such, they are disciplined. 

îïzÏrd, in addition to learning the importance of self-display, individual citizens 

are expected to thernselves become muIticultural taxonornists, to take part in the 

disciplining surveillance of the population. Thus, the rnulticultural panopticon involves a 

'* A well known ilhstration of this in the Toronto context is the annuaï event caIled "Caravan", a festivaI of 
multicuituraiism where each ethnic or cultural group sets up an "embassy" where various facets of the 
particuiar culture (food, dance, costumes, history, etc.) are on display. A purchase o f  a common "passport" 
entities Torontonians (or tourists) to visit al1 the embassies located throughout the city. Neil Bisswndath 
discusses this as well, Sellinn Illusions. 82-83, Other exampIes include the "Gay Pride" parade or other 



generalized mutuai surveillance. While there is no doubt a considerable degree of large- 

scale institutional monitoring of the population and its diversity - whether fiom the 

perspective of state bureaucraties, academe, the media, and the corporate seaor - the 

monitoring itself is ubiquitous. While some institutions, organisations, and groups of 

people are clearly far better situated to undertake this monitoring, it would be misleading 

to think of the surveillance as derived fiom any single source. Here, the multicultural 

panopticon differs once again from Bentham's panopticon, where it was always clear 

who was doing the gazing (Le., the guard in the centra1 t o ~ e r ) . ' ~  In the prison, even 

when the gaze tums inward, the prisoners remain the focal point of observation. The 

multiculturaI gaze differs because it is rarely clear exactly who is observing, and so it is 

more accurate to think of it in a generalized sense. There is no guard tower, and everyone 

is encouraged to take part in the process of surveillance as both observer and, to some 

extent, observed. 

It should by now be clear that the generalized character of multicultural 

surveillance is premised on a form of epistemic universality, but one that differs from the 

traditional notion of the impartiaI and undifferentiated Ideal Observer who is presumed to 

be able to attain a position of detached n e ~ t r a l i t ~ . ~ ~  According to Bhabha, "Liberal 

discourses on multiculturalism.. . anxiously acknowledge the attenuation in the authonty 

-- 

gmupspecific parades. 
9 Foucault does note the possibility, however, that citizens from the town rnay observe the prisoners as 

well and that these ci tizens will themselves be observed while observing. Discipline and Punish. 
'O Iris Young has critiqued this idea of impaniality in, "The I d d  of Impartiality and the Cïvic Public" 
Justice and the PoIitics of Difference. (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990) Chapter 4. 



of the Ideal Observer, an authonty that oversees the ethicai nghts (and insights) of the 

liberai perspective from the top deck of the Clapham ~mnibus."~' Yet multiculturalism 

replaces this impartial Ideal Observer with a somewhat parallel Ideal MuZticuZturai 

Observer. Here, the Observer is differentiated - yet notwithstanding a specific group 

identity, as well as the relations of power and domination within which this group has 

been formed, there is an assumption that individuals should be able to attain the sort of 

universdistic multicultural perspective that aIlows thern to "study" and monitor the 

particularities of al1 the other identity gro~ps.82 Members of each group should be able to 

take part in the process of group knowIedge production and so it is necessary that each 

dmerentiated individual be able to attain the perspective of detached neutrality so as to 

understand, appreciate, and respect members of other cultures. Instead of the normalized 

impartial universal individual, we now have normalized impartial groups of people able 

to examine other groups with appropriate detachment. 

In a sense, this process necessarily assumes something of a split self with a 

dominant universal moment as well as a disciplined particularistic moment. While the 

multicultural gaze particularizes us into our various categones, it does so from the 

universal yet differentiated perspective of the taxonomie process that we are al1 supposed 

to be able to operate within. Thus, as universalized "Canadians", we monitor Our 

*' Bhabha, "Culture's in between", 30. 
Ian Angus diseuses, in a sympathetic manner, a similar concept.that he calls the uuniversality of 

particularism," in A Border Within: National Identitv. Cultural Pluralitv. and Wilderness. (Montreal & 
Kingston: McGill-Queen's University Press, 1997) 155. 



particularistic Italian, Muslim, or Gay identities. Another way of thinking about this is in 

the familiar terms of the public/private divide. Here, the autonomousIy reasoning 

individual takes part in the public process of surveillance and monitoring of the 

particularistic private self What is notable here, however, is that the pnvate self must, in 

eEect, be put on public display for it is this pnvate seifthat is potentially threatening, 

representing that which is unknown. So while the rhetorical emphasis of 

multicuIturalism is on group identities, the multicultural gaze has a universalizing as weIl 

as a particularizing effect. The universality of the multicultural gaze itself provides an 

important basis of commonality for the individual Canadians whose groups make up the 

Canadian mosaic. The common act of placing one's group on display, as well as the 

universal perspective of identity surveillance, constmcts and reinforces a more general 

basis for cohesion and unity. In terms of the mosaic, the particulanstic selves are 

compartmentalized into tiles that are simplified and made transparent. These tiles are 

bound together by the universal moment of detachment and distance that is presumed to 

exist at the foundation of each particulansm. As members of a particular group, we place 

ourselves on display in the mosaic; as Canadians, we distance ourselves fiom Our 

particulanstic identity in order to monitor the other particularisms. 

The problematic implications of the logic of identity 

It may seem at this point that 1 have presented the Canadian multicultural mosaic 

as a closed system, a sinister prison that offers Iittle room for fieedom and resistance. To 



pre-empt this objection, 1 must reiterate that the muIticultural panopticon is not a 

technique of domination (although it may be appropriated by forces o f  domination) since 

it operates with and through what most people would consider "free" conduct. It dlows 

for certain types of actions of indiuiduals, groups, and populations by providing the 

categories and differences within which these groups can negotiate their behaviour. In 

this sense, multicultural behaviour plays out within what 1 have been calling the logic of 

identity, and this has some very problematic implications, which 1 will describe here- 

T o  begin with, although 1 have emphasized that the multicultural gaze does not 

emanate fiom any particular place, it is directed at minority and/or marginalized identity 

categories for the most part.83 The rnulticultural gaze is lirnited or partial in that it 

dserentiates the margins of society; at  the same tirne, while the mainstream generates 

the muIticultura1 gaze, it is only rarely on In a sense, however, the mainstream 

is always on display, but only rarely in the form of particuIanstic identity categories. To 

illustrate this, consider the treatment of religious rituals in the mainstream media. The 

print and television media provide numerous "studies" of Muslim, Jewish, Hindu, and 

Sikh religious ntuals especially on the eve of a given religious holiday when a brief 

description of the ritual and its religious and/or historical significance usually appears. 

For example, The Toronto Star recently introduced Ramadan in the following manner, 

8%everal examples conceming the ans in Canada are discussed in Carol Tator, Frances Henry, and 
Winston Mattis, Challengin~ Racism in the Arts: Case Studies of Controversv and Confiict. (Toronto: 
University of Toronto Press, 1998). 
" Atternpts to resia and reverse this process are discussed in Hirnani Bannerji, ed., Returnine the Gaze: 
Essavs on racisrn. ferninisrn. and ~olitics. (Toronto: Sister Vision Press, 1993); and Sherene H. Razack, 



Muslims around the  world, including 350,000 in the Toronto area, will rise before 
dawn tomorrow to welcome the holy month of Ramadan - a time to fast, pray, 
repent and express compassion. From dawn to dusk for 30 days, they will abstain 
fiom food and water. Evenings are filled with family gatherings and prayers in 
mosques. Muslims are urged to avoid gossip, unkind thoughts and actions and to 
practice self-control. Sexual activity and smoking are also forbidden during the 
daylight heurs.*' 

SirniIar descriptions are provided for other reIigious rituals; yet only rarely are there 

equivalent studies of Christmas (or other major Christian holidays) - since its practice 

i f i s e s  virtually every aspect of public ~ife. '~ The point is that the display and study of 

the Other is for the benefit of the mainstream (the universal moment) and so there is no 

similar need to monitor the practices of ~ h r i s t i a n i t ~ . ~  

The multicultural gaze then may be characterized by its partiality. Yet it has other 

somewhat elusive characteristics that are deserving of attention. In particular, whiIe 

Lookinn White People in the Eve: Gender. Race, and Culture in Counrooms and CIassrooms. (Toronto: 
University of Toronto Press, 1998). 
*' Leslie Scrivener, "Holy month dawning for Muslirns: Ramadan a time to fast, pray, repent, express 
compassion," The Toronto Star, December 8, 1999 Cl.  Scrivener is Iisted as The Star's "Faith and Ethics" 
Reporter. " The exception to this is particulanzed minonty Christian rituals. See, for example. "Mesican Christmas 
a hit with the kids," Karen Palmer, The Toronto Star. December 11, 1999, C2. which describes a Party at 
Toronto's Harbourfront Centre celebrating "Posoda Navidena, the Mexican Christmas Tradition"; the 
article quotes one of the organizers who says that visitors "wiI1 see something different than what they're 
used to ... This is a city with so many different cultures, and this is one of them," 
87 Joanne St. Lewis illustrates a somewhat different yet paralle1 situation where race is concerned. She 
notes that, 

In order to define black consciousness in a rnanner relevant to my e.xperience, 1 have had to 
examine white consciousness and how it operates in my life. My first discovery was the absence 
of awareness of white consciousness, in spite of the endless white fascination with "How do you 
idenrifi/ yourself- are you African-Canadian, black or just Canadian? Where are you from?" 
This confidence, this centeredness, the presumption of belonging within white consciousness 
fascinates me?' 

"Identity and Black Conciousness in Nonh Amenca" in Clash of Identities: Essavs on Media, 
Mani~ulation. and Politics of the Self. (Toronto: Prentice HaIl, 1996) 21-30. In the same collection, Judy 
Rebick makes a somewhat similar point, "Bridging Identity: A Creative Response to Identity Politics" 3 1- 
30. 



taxonornic discourse occasionally presents its categories as being of human invention, 

they are far more commonly perceived as naturd, etemd, and ahistoricd. While political 

relations are seen to exist between these categories, or between these categories and the 

political community as a whole, the categones themselves are usually treated as if they 

ernerged fiom a pre-poIitical environment, as if natural or even biological in origin, and 

therefore not themselves appropriate objects of scrutiny. Thus, the artificiality of the 

categories is ofien masked or even invisible. As Joan Scott says, 

'Diversity' refers to a plurality of identities, and it is seen as a condition of human 
existence rather than as the effect of an enunciation of diference that constitutes 
hierarchies and asymmetnes of power. When diversity is seen as a condition of 
existence, the questions become whether and how much of it is usefiil to 
recognize; but the stakes people have in the answers to those questions are 
obscured, as are the history and politics of difference and identity itself 

In tems of the Canadian mosaic, it is as if Canada has simply been dealt a certain mix of 

identity categories with which it must deal - Québecois, First Nations, a large number of 

ethnic, racial, and cultural groups, regional identities, gays and lesbians, etc. - and these 

categories are the building blocks of the muIticuItural mosaic. 

The problem is that, since the taxonornic process infuses each category with a 

natural unchanging quality, it discourages us fiom thinking of these categones as 

hiaoncally and politically constituted. It makes us less likely to pay attention to the 

relations of power and domination within which they have been fonned. By presenting 

these categories as etemal, substantive, authentic, and whole, we often mystify the social 

" Scott, uMulticulturalism and the Politics of Identity," October. Vol. 61 (1992) 14. 



relations within which they are formed: rather than thinking of these categones as 

historically contingent, we examine them as if they were the actualkation of some 

authentic, even teleological, process. In shunting aside these concems, then, the 

taxonomic process manages to obscure much of the politics involved. These groups 

simply "exist" and so we need to categorize and recognize them in order to "deai" with 

them. As a result, the taxonomic process tends to reproduce and reaffirm the relations of 

power of which these groups are a product. 

Thus far, 1 have described the governance of diversity in Canada in the panoptic 

form of rnulticultural study and 1 have begun to outline sorne of the problematic effects of 

this form of governance. Still, I do not wish to suggest that the categorisation process is 

always and necessarily neat and tidy (Le-, ccsuccess£ùl") because the construction of 

identities is a contingent and unpredictable process. Identity always presumes differences 

in that there are always differences that fall beyond the grasp of identity, beyond 

identity's attempt at closure. As much as identity may appear full, complete, and unified, 

it is always troubled and jarred by difference - even as it atternpts to expel difference.*' 

Still, to the extent that the operation of the multicultural panopticon is "successful" in 

actualizing the logic of identity and suppressing complexity and hybridity, it is wonh 

enquiring as to whether there are certain conditions that strengthen and intemi@ this 

panoptic process. In panicular. 1 would like to retum to Charles Taylor's proposa1 for 

For a discussion of this, see Bonnie Honig. "Dinerence, Dilemmas and the Politics of Home." 258. 



multicultural study, to show how his treatment of the politics of recognition reinforces 

and exacerbates some of the troubling effects of the logic of identity. 

Taylor's politics of recognition: reinforcing the logic of identity 

To begin with, compare the Ideal Multiculturai Observer depicted above with 

Taylor's proposa1 for multicultural study outlined at the beginning of the chapter. Taylor 

argues that what the presumption of equal worth 

. . .requires of us is not peremptory and inauthentic judgments of equal value, but a 
willingness to be open to comparative cultural study of the kind that must displace 
our horizons in the resulting fùsions. What it requires above al1 is an admission 
that we are very far away fiom that ultimate horizon fiom which the relative 
worth of different cultures might be e~ident.~' 

While Taylor accepts that we cannot completely detach ourselves corn our particular 

interpretive biases, he believes that it is possible and necessary to distance ourselves from 

them to some degree and if we can al1 do this then we will be ready for a form of 

rnulticultural study. This study will allow each of us to determine the characteristics and 

behaviours of other groups and thus whether they are of value. As a result, we will be 

able to advance a respecthl and appropriate f o m  of mutual recognition. 

Taylor's main premise is that groups demanding recognition have an authentic 

basis, inhabit a definable cultural space, within which they may be studied and judged. 

m e r  all, for a judgment of worth to be possible, these cultures or identity categones 

must be more or less complete and intact, much like museum pieces ready for study. The 

T h e  Politia of Recognition," 73. 



demand for recognition and the subsequent study of the Other presupposes and reinforces 

the logic ofidentity that 1 have argued is problernatic. We demand (or grant) recognition 

in the context of categories of identity presented as whole and authentic, thus reinforcing 

the solidity of these categories. Even though Taylor emphasizes that identities are 

fomed dialogically, he understands this formation in terms of one coherent identity 

group's constructing itself in relation to another, thereby taking their solidity and unified 

character for granted. 

What is most notable is that Taylor excludes from the politics of recognition those 

identity categones that are riot unified, solid, and coherent. This exclusion is illustrated 

by the manner in which Taylor places limits on the sorts of groups worthy of taking part 

in the politics of recognition. He says that, 

. . .the daim is that al1 human cultures that have a~mated  whole societies over 
some considerable stretch oflime have something important to Say to al1 human 
beings. 1 have worded it in this way to excZzïdeparriaZcuituralmiZieux within a 
society, as well as short phases of a major culture. There is no reason to believe 
that, for instance, the different art forrns of a given culture should all be of equal, 
or even considerable, value; and every culture can go through phases of 
de~adence.~' 

Here, Taylor explicitly exchdes, by definition, many minority cultures as well as 

"hybrid" identities from his politics of recognition.gz He thus brackets complexity in 

favour of an overly superficial and totalizing understanding of identity and difference. 

TayIor's politics of recognition is Iimited to the dialogical relations between distinct, 

'' "The Politics of Recognition," 66, italics added; see also, 72. 
92 HOM Bhabha has also critiqued Taylor on similar terms for writing margins and minorities out of this 
process. "Culture's in benveen," 32-3 3. 



longstanding, and unified groups of people and, as such, it parallels the logic of the 

multicultural mosaic with its distinct tiles, each representing a major culture or group that 

undertakes relations with others. 

Recognition as a form of  resistance? 

1 have emphasized throughout this chapter that the rnulticultural panopticon never 

operates filly in constmcting Canadians into their distinct categories, that there is aIways 

resistance to this process. In recent years there has been a rather vigorous movement 

amongst scholars and activists away fiom understanding identities as static and stable 

towards more complex notions that emphasize the contingency of identity construction. 

Rather than viewing identities as unified and coherent, we are now more likely to think in 

ternis of hybridity and the intewoven and overlapping play of identities and 

differen~es.'~ 

Still, it would be premature to suggest that Taylor's understanding of identity has 

somehow been ectipsed, at least in the Canadian context. hdeed, 1 would argue that, to 

the extent that the politics of recognition does in fact play out in Canada in the manner 

that Taylor suggests, the logic of identity that 1 have been describing is perpetuated. 

Consider Taylor's understanding of misrecognition: the Other is hailed as in some 

respects idenor, as an example of a less developed cultural fom. Taylor rightly 

93 This work has been undertaken by theonsts such as Judith Butler, Gender Trouble: Feminism and the 
Subversion of Identiw. (New York: Routledge, 1990) and Witliam Connolly, Identi~ülifference: 
Democratic Ne~otiations of Political Parados. (Ithaca: Comell, 199 1)- 



understands this to be a type of harm and so he defends and justifies the subsequent 

demand for recognition. Yet this demand for recognition - as an attempt to resist the 

process of misrecognition - has rather paradoxical results. The dialogue of 

(mis)recognition takes the following form: We are not how you describe us [Le. infenor, 

iess civilized, criminals, etc.] - quite the contrary, we are [an important and contributing 

group in society with such and such characteristics and values] and we wish to be 

recognized as such. The dialogue of misrecognition and recognition consequently has 

the eEect of defining the group, displaying its characteristics and essential qualities. 

Whether a group is recognized or misrecognized, it is always defined. Even resistance to 

misrecognition reinforces the logic of identity upon which the original misrecognition 

was itself based; the gaze may take on a positive shine, but the gaze rernains. 1 would 

take this even fùrther: recognition can be freely granted at least partly because the truth 

value of the judgrnent is rareIy the only issue under contestation; when a marginalized 

group sees a demeaning image of itself depicted by the dominant culture, it tries to 

become empowered by replacing that image - but the process of categorization and 

knowledge construction proceeds apace. Even if identities are never totalistic but instead 

fluid, overlapping, and intemally diverse, they are in important respects constantly 

constructed and reconstructed as whole through the demand for recognition and the 

process of multicultural study. 

Furthermore, as Taylor notes, misrecognition is the result of relations of power 

and domination. It is usually the misrecognized group that reinforces its "groupness" in 



the attempt to gain recognition - a variant of what in feMnist theory has been called the 

"dilemma of differenceflg4. A group marked out as infenor or of lower status attempts to 

achieve equality by resisting this marking out and presenting a more positive marking. 

Yet, in either case, the group is marked and the process of resistance serves to reinforce 

the marking, to reinforce the group as a totality. '' Dominant groups are not, by 

definition, misrecognized in this way, and thus do  not need to have the lens of 

multicultural study focused on them: they are far less Iikely to be marked out in totalizing 

categones and thus they have greater freedom to pursue overlapping and hybxid 

identities. 

If Canadian multicuIturalism is centred on the sort of politics of recognition that 

Taylor descnbes, is it fair to say that the governing of diversity in Canada entails the 

conditioning of Canadians to play the politics of recognition, to engage in multicultural 

study in Taylor's sense? Probably, at least to the extent that multiculturalism involves 

conditioning groups who feel that they have been misrecognized to attempt to achieve 

recognition. (Mis)recognition is dispensed in an arbitrary manner, but the main issue is 

not whether a particular group deserves or does not deserve the recognition. The main 

issue is that the group actually seeks recognition, for, in order to seek recognition, a 

group must become integrated into the taxonomie terrain of multiculturaiism~ 1 am 

sbplifjiing this process considerably; stmggles over recognition are often very important 

"Martha Minow, Makine: AI1 the Difference: Inclusion. Exclusion. and American Law. (Ithaca: Corne11 
University Press, 1990) Ch, 1. 
95 1 would like to thank Karen Zivi for helping me work through this point. 



in their own right, with wide-ranging effects, and 1 do not wish to dismiss them 

compietely as potentiai acts of resistance. 1 merely wish to accent one of the results of 

this entire process - the continued categorization of marginalized groups. 

There is a fùrther aspect that 1 have not dealt with in this chapter: while 1 have 

discussed the politics of recognition and the rnanner in which it encourages a form of 

multicultural study, the issue gets more complicated when we start speaking of 

differential recognition, recognition as "equal" or "differentiated". Where the Canadian 

impasse is concerned, the problem is not sirnply that Quebec desires recognition but that, 

with the Distinct Society Clause, Quebec insists that this recognition itself be 

differentiated. To examine this complex issue, 1 turn in the next chapter to the 

equality/difference dichotomy . 



Chapter Four 

Deconstructine EqualitdDifference in Canada: 

The Imperative to Uniw and the Faiiure of Displacement 

1 think that this [Calgary Declaration] statement makes it clear that citizens are 
equal in Canada, provinces are equal in Canada, but there is diversity in our 
society that has been the trademark for Canada, this ability to have diversity but 
unity at the same time. 

-Prime Minister Jean chretienl 

... in a sense, there is nothing unique about Quebec's uniqueness. Nor is there 
anything unique about the Quebec government's responsibilities toward its 
uniqueness. 

-Governent of saskatchewan2 

But we are unique, they say, by the language of our majority, by Our culture and 
our civil-code tradition.. . So what? What will it give us? What will it change? 
Nothing! What a stroke of inspiration. Quebecers are unique. We could be 
tempted to add; 'Like everyone else! ' . . . 'unique' like SQDome, Cape Breton, 
Labatt Blue or Wayne GretzIcy. This expression would render us both socially 
unique and a political eunuch. 

-Premier Lucien ~ o u c h a r d ~  

1 began this study by descnbing the most familiar and apparent manifestation of 

the Canadian impasse in ternis of a debate over divergent conceptions of equality: while 

some believe that diversity should be expressed within a framework of equality, in which 

aii citizens are treated equally (Le., the same), others argue that divenity can ody be 

properly accommodated within a fiamework of differentiated citizenship, in which 

' The Toronto Star. September 16, 1997, A10. 
Govemment of Saskatchewan, intemet web site, November, 1997. 

3 As quoted in Rhéa1 Séguin, "Bouchard reviles unity proposal" The Toronto Star. September 17, 1997, Al. 



equality is achieved through differential treatment. I argued that the debate takes a 

dichotomous equality or difference form. 1 suggested fkther that, to a considerable 

degree, the impasse of Canadian unity revolves around the seerningly endless struggle 

between these two competing discourses, whether on the topic of  the place of Quebec or  

First Nations in the Canadian Federation, the meaning of OEciaI Multiculturalism, or the 

importance of gender, semality, and race in Canadian political institutions. Findly, 1 

argued that rather than focusing on the dichotomy itself, it was first necessary to examine 

the cultural logic within which these dichotomous debates take place. Now that 1 have 

completed this examination, it is appropriate to return to the equality/difference 

dichotorny itself. 

In the first section of this chapter, 1 deconstmct the equaIity or difference £taming 

of the Canadian impasse. This process is organized into three steps: the first involves 

recognizing the hierarchical interdependence of equality and difference; the second 

entails reversing these terms so that difference is emphasized and valued instead of equal 

treatment; finalIy, the third involves dispIacing the dichotomy altogether so that the two 

terms are no longer opposed, allowing us to pursue equality and difference as mutually 

reinforcing. 1 argue that the Canadian impasse is the result of a failure to take this third 

step of displacement, leaving us with a never-ending stniggle between competing unities 

and sub-unities. 

To illustrate this pattern, in the second and third sections of this chapter 1 

undertake two case studies. In the first case, I examine the 1969 Indian White Paper, as 



weii as its precursor, the Hawthorn Report, and the Aboriginal response that the White 

Paper generated, and build on this analysis with a review of the provisions for Aboriginal 

self government contained in the 1992 Charlottetown Accord. The second case study 

focuses on the struggle between equal provinces and asymmetncal federalism in the 

Meech Lake and Charlottetown Accords and, in particular, the recent Calgary 

Declaration. Taken together, these two case studies illustrate the dynamics of the 

equdity/difference dichotomy as well as the problematic implications of the failure to 

displace its dichotornous terms. 

The equality/difference dichotomy in contemporary feminist theory 

The equality/difference dichotomy has been a focus of analysis in several streams 

of contemporary social and political thought, especially within recent feminist 

theorizing4 and for this reason it is appropriate that 1 contextualize my discussion with a 

bnef examination of this theorizing. Ferninist theonsts have long debated whether to 

strive to achieve equality with men, where this means equal citizenship, or whether to 

reject this form of equality as inevitably imbued with masculine noms, and instead 

struggle to ensure that women's differences are acknowledged and valued. Much 

For discussions of the role of the equality/difference dichotomy in ferninist theorizing, see Ioan W. Scott, 
"Deconstmcting Equality-Versus-Difference: Or the Uses of Postsuucturalist Theory for Feminism," and 
Ann Snitnow, "A Gender Diaryn, in Confiicts in Feminism. Marianne Hirsch & Evelyn Fox Keller, eds., 
(New York: Routledge, 1990); Gisela Bock and Susan James, eds., Bevond Eeualitv and Difference: 
Citizenship. feminist wlitics and fernale subiectivitv. (London: Routiedge, 1992), especialIy the essay by 
Carde Pateman, "Equality, merence, subordination: the politics of motherhood and women's 
citizenship". 



feminist theorizing has taken place wit hin, and thus reinforced, this eithedor framework. 

For example, just as Charles Taylor has provided a philosophical and political history of 

discourses of equdity and difference in his essay, "The Politics of Recognition", Nancy 

Fraser has depicted U.S. ferninist debates as structured around the equality/difference 

dichotomy, recently undertaking a genealogy of these debates by tracing the manner in 

which the equality and different positions have each evolved- While she believes that 

these dichotomous positions have rnoved feminist theory fonvard in a generally positive 

dire~tion,~ she also argues that the failure to resolve these debates have left U.S. 

feminisrn "with a truncated problematic." However, Fraser's alternative is not to dismiss 

the dichotomous character of these debates but rather to "-. xonstruct a new 

equality/difference debate, one oriented to multiple intersecting difference~."~ This 

would allow for a reconstniction of struggles for cultural recognition that, because they 

tend to emphasize difference, contradict equally important struggles for socio-economic 

justice, which emphasize equality. Fraser's refrarning of the equality/difference 

dichotomy in the terms of an economic (or redistribution) vs. culture (or recognition) 

distinction has been the subject of widespread criticism, and nghtfùlly so.' Interestingly, 

Rita Felslci views this feminist trajectory in far less positive terms, since she believes that it has led 
towards increasingly hgrnented and multiple differences; her alternative is to "dislodge at least partiaily 
this narrative of feminisrn's evolution from identity to difference." "The Doxa of Difference," in S i m .  
Vol. 23, No. 1 (Autumn, 1997) 2. 
6 Justice Interuutus: CriticaI Reflections on the "Postsocialist" Condition, (New York: Routledge, 1997) 
186-187. 
7 See, in particular, Iris Marion Young, "Unruly Categories; A Critique of Nancy Fraser's Dual Systems 
Theoxy" in New Left Review. No. 222. (MarcWApnI 1997), 147-160 with a response from Fraser, "A 
Rejoinder to Ins Young" in New Left Review. No. 223. ( May/June 1997); and Judith Butler, "Merely 
Cultural" in New Lefi Review. No. 227. (.January/Febniary 1998), 33-44 also with a response from Fraser, 



Fraser foIlows Taylor in making this distinction, although Taylor's focus is on the 

dinerence, culture, and recognition sides of the dichotomy. Zn contrat, Fraser argues 

that the main task is to reject taking one side or the other and instead to develop a 

mutually reinforcing relationship between the cultural and economic spheres, which 

would involve taking more radical approaches in each. WhiIe there is much to cornrnend 

in Fraser's approach, it is crucially flawed in its attempt to build emancipatory strategies 

upon dichotomies such as economy/culture, redistributionhecognition, or equality/ 

Some ferninist theorists reject Fraser's attempt to operate within the terms of the 

equality/difference dichotomy, pursuing instead a deconstructive approach that 

problematizes the dichotomy itself. In what follows, 1 will draw tiom this deconstructive 

approach, especially as presented by Joan W. Scott. According to Scott, 

When equality and difference are paired dichotomously, they structure an 
impossible choice. If one opts for equality, one is forced to accept the notion that 
difference is antithetical to it. If one opts for difference, one admits that equality 
is unattainable.. .Feminists cannot give up 'difference'; it has been our most 
creative analytic tool. We cannot give up equality, at least as long as we want to 
speak to the principIes and values of a democratic political system. But it makes 
no sense for the feminist movement to let its arguments be forced into pre- 
existing categories, its political disputes be characterized by a dichotomy we did 
not invent.* 

Scott argues that the tendency to read ferninist history in the terms of equalityldifference 

''Heterosexism, Misrecognition and Capitalisrn; A Response to Judith Butler," in New Left Review. No. 
228, (March/Apnl 1998), 140-149. 

Scott, "The Sean Case," Gender and the Politics of Histotv. (New York: Columbia University Press, 
1988) 172- 



(as Fraser and many others do) actually reinforces the play of the dichotomy. 

Conversely, by deconstnicting the equality/dZîerence dichotomy altogether, we can re- 

orient these concepts so that they are no longer opposed but mutually r e in fo r~ in~ .~  

Accordiig to Scott, "Znstead of fi-arning analyses and strategies as if such binary pairs 

were timeless and tme, we need to ask how the dichotomous pairing of equaiity and 

difference itseif work~."'~ 

In exarnining the Canadian manifestation of the equalityldifference dichotomyll - 
and the impasse that it generates - it will be clear that 1 have been deeply influenced by 

feminist theorizing on the subject, especially Scott's deconstnictive approach. At the 

same tirne, 1 recognize that there are important differences between the play of the 

dichotomy in the context of  feminist theory and the Canadian impasse. Most obviously, 

to the extent that the dichotomy has in fact structured debate amongst feminist theonsts 

and activists, it is at least a debate between people who, presumably, a11 have 

ernancipatory intentions. Yet this is far from true in Canada, where it is easy enough to 

depict the debate as taking place between an oppressive use of equality and a progressive 

use of difEerence. While there is certainly some truth to this depiction, especially where 

Feminist theonsts who have pumed this deconstnictive project include, among others, Drucilla Cornell, 
The Imapinarv Domain: Aborùon. Pornomyhv and Sema1 Harassment. (New York: Routiedge, 1995); 
Jane Flax, "Beyond Equality and Difference: gender, justice and difference," in Gisela Bock and Susan 
James, eds., Bevond Eaualitv and Difference. See also the exchange between Judith Butler and Ernesto 
Laclau, "The Uses of Equality" diacntics. 27, 1:3 (1997) 12. 
'O Scott., The Sears Case,'' 168. se or an anaiysis of a quite different manifesfation in the Canadian context, see Margaret Hobbs, "Equality 
and Diffierence: Feminism and the Defense of Women Workers During the Great Depression," Labour/Le 
Travail. (Faii, 1993), 201-223. 



the equdity discourse is concerned, it does not get us very far. Instead, we need to 

analyze the f o m  of the dichotomy itself. In undertaking this analysis, I shall argue that 

the LLdifference" position, however progressive its motives, has its own problematic 

tendencies when stuck within the lems of the dichotomy. 

Deconstructing eguality/difference in Canada 

What is meant by dichotomous thinking? Dichotomies posit binary oppositions, 

presenting two terms as if mutually exclusive; dichotomous oppositions are 

cornmonplace: goodhad, light/dark, subjedobject, mindhody, man/woman. Each 

presents a static either/or scenario, without rniddte ground. Lorraine Code explains this 

as follows, 

Dichotomies are especially problematic in that they posit exclusionary constructs, 
not complementary or interdependent ones that could shade into one another or 
fiinction as 'rnixed modes' rather than absolutes. In dichotomous thinking the 
opposed terms are like Aristotelian contradictories, which must conform to the 
principle of the excluded rniddle. Everything has to be eiiher A or Not-A, for A 
and Not-A exhaust al1 possibilities. Continuity between the tems is a logical 
impossibility. l2 

With equdity and difference, the two terms are cornrnonly presented as binary opposites 

in political discourse, as representing two mutually exclusive choices for structuring the 

relationship between Canadians citizens. Either Canadian citizens are treated equally or 

they are differentiated; equal treatment or Abonginal self government; equ J provinces or 

I2 What Can She Know? (Ithaca and London: Comeli University Press. 1991) 29. 



a s p e t r i c a l  federalisrn. Since there is no middle ground in these dichotomous 

presentations, Canadians must necessarily choose one route or the other. Or, at Ieast, this 

is how the equalityldifference dichotomy, and dichotomies in general, appear to operate. 

Yet this simplicity becomes suspect when we deconstruct the equalityldifference 

dichotomy; indeed, we begin to see opportunities otherwise mystified by the dichotomy's 

dogmatic either/or terrns. 

As presented by Jacques ~ e m d a , ' ~  deconstmction is a notoriously difficult and 

complex process arid it is beyond the scope of this project to descnbe it in any detail.14 In 

what follows, 1 am Iess concerned with remaining "tnie" to the practice of deconstruction 

(this would be, in any event, rather at odds with this practice15) and more focused on 

harnessing some of its conceptual insights to better understand the problem at hand. 1 

will simplie my argument considerably by arranging the deconstmction of the 

equality/difference dichotomy into three steps:16 first, the recognition of the two ternis in 

13 See, for e.uample, Of Grammatologv. Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, tram- (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins 
University Press, 1976); ''Structure, Sign, and Play in the Discourses of the Human Sciences," Writina and 
Difference. Alan Bass, tram. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978). 
14 The secondary literature on Defida is enormous. Two recent studies are Rodolphe Gasché, Inventions of 
DiBFerence: On Jacaues Derrida. (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Hamard University Press, 1994); and Richard 
Beardsworth, Denida & the ~01itical. (London: Routledge, 1996). 
l5 See, for example, Richard Beardnvorth, Demda & the oolitical. 4. 
' I n  following this path, I have been influenced by a number of scholm who have applied deconstruction to 
the study of history and politics, particularly Joan W. Scott. See "Deconstmcting Equality-Versus- 
Difference: Or, the Uses of Poststructuralist Theory for Ferninism," in Conflicts in Feminism. Marianne 
Hirsch and EveZyn Fox Keller, eds., (New York: Routiedge, 1990) and Gender and the Politics of Historv. 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1988). 



the dichotomy as existing in a rnutually dependent hierarchical relationship; second, the 

reversal of the two terms; and, third, the displacement of the opposition." 

Step One: recognizing hierarchical interdependence 

In deconstructing a dichotomy, it is first necessary to recognize the hierarchical 

interdependence of the two ternis. Aithough it is the tendency of a dichotomy to 

accentuate their distinctiveness so as to emphasize their mutual exclusivity, each term in 

fact exists in a relationship with the other. Thus, while equality and difference appear to 

be polar opposites, they are mutuaily reliant upon one another. The dominant term - 

equality - actually derives its force from a suppression of the other term - difference. 

Consequently, the suppressed term is demonstrated to be the condition of possibility for 

the dominant tenn; equality suppresses difference - even while difference is what makes 

equality possible. Scott puts this rather well, showing that equality has the purpose of 

negating its own condition of existence, difference, 

Fquality]. . . presumes a social agreement to consider obviously different people 
as equivalent (not identical) for a stated purpose.. .The political notion of equality 
thus includes, indeed depends on, an acknowledgment of the existence of 
difference. Demands for equality have rested on implicit and usually 
unrecognized arguments tiom difference; if ail individuals or groups were 
identical or the same there would be no need to ask for equality. Equality rnight 
well be defined as deliberate indifference to specified difference.18 

17 1 am using the term %tepsn as a heunstic device, to assist in the presentation of my analysis, rather than 
to suggest a strict sequentiai or chronological process. For a somewhat different, although not contrary, 
organization of deconstmction as a practice of reading histoncal texts, see Shannon Bell, Reading. Writing 
& Rewriting the Prostitute Bodv. (Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1994) Ch. 1. 
'* "Deconstructing Equality-Verrus-Dinerence", 142. 



important to point out here that, while it always operates to suppress certain 

there is no inherent political problem with equality; afler all, in so many 

contexts equality has emancipatory effects by eliminating differential treatment that has a 

racist (or other discriminatory) basis. An obvious exarnple is the granting of the 

h c h i s e  to women and Aboriginal peopIes in Canada, where the previous "difference" 

was rooted in relations of domination. To help us distinguish between using equal 

treatment to undermine an oppressive hierarchy and using equality ta impose dominant - 

yet particulanstic (e.g. Anglo-centric or Euro-centric, etc.) - noms on every rnember of a 

society, it is essential that we determine the power relations involved. 

So what does this hierarchical mutual reliance between equality and difference 

tell us about the contemporary Canadian case? In its current dominant manifestations - 

as expressed, for example, by the Reform Party - the equdity discourse is hardly rooted 

in a progressive desire to emancipate those who have been "differentiated". The 

resentment and anger that pervade Refom's frarning of the language of equal treatment 

demonstrate that it is instead grounded in a mixture of fear (of difference) and a desire to 

achieve national cohesion by diminishing or even denying the aspirations of Québécois 

(as well as those of Abonginal Peoples, ethnic minorities, wornen, gays and lesbians, 

etc.). The equality discourse has the purpose of suppressing certain differences in order 

to create a common basis of Canadian citizenship. Still, the vigour with which the 

equality discourse is pursued demonstrates the wide-ranging play of difference in Canada 

- otherwise, there would be no need for the equality discourse in the first place. 



However, some peculiarities in the Canadian case complicate the argument 

wnsiderably. In particular, what are we to make of the demand for equality in 

conjunction with p r e s e ~ n g  and even celebrating diversity? If the equality discourse has 

the purpose of nrppressig difference, how is it that equality and diversity are usually 

presented together as if mutudly reinforcing, even (or especially) by the Reform Party? 

The answer, a crucial one, lies in the distinction between diversity and difference. In 

order to illustrate and explain this distinction, it is necessary to retum to the relationship 

between unity and diversity described in Chapter Two. There 1 argued that underlying 

much of Canadian political discourse is the threat that diversity - as an endless source of 

fiagmentation and division - represents for Canadian unity; the unity imperative is 

directed towards dealing with this threat. However, instead of attempting to eliminate 

diversity through assirnilationist policies, 1 argued that the dominant Canadian approach 

is to pursue unity by managing and controlling diversity. The threat of diversity is 

reduced through certain mechanisms designed to tame diversity, by making diversity 

worthy of celebration, by directing it towards the ends of unity. This is the strategy of the 

multicultural mosaic, described in Chapter Two, and in Chapter Three I described another 

mechanism that takes the forrn of the multicultural panopticon. 

Despite these strategies, the threat of diversity remains and it should now be clear 

that "difference" or differentiation represents the realization of this threat, Difference is 

diversity no longer under control, no longer properly tamed. Where diversity can be 

directed towards unity, difference is seen to leave the multicultural mosaic fiagmented, 



the community uneven and splintered. Equality as equal treatment is a second binding 

mechanism, one designed to ensure that diversity is directed towards unity and cohesion 

by suppressing difference. Equality operates in conjunction with diversity because it has 

the purpose of keeping diversity in line, of making sure it does not become an u m l y  

form of difference. The idea of equality - "we are al1 equal" - represents a space within 

which diversity can play out without overfiowing its boundaries. This explains why the 

Reform Party must place its support for diversity within a framework of equal treatment: 

ifCanada must follow the path of diversity, then equality is ali the more necessary in 

guarding against fragmentation. 

Let me dari& fùrther how equality is designed to work in the context of the 

multicultural mosaic. Equality standardizes certain aspects of how we a11 belong, as 

citizens, to  the Canadian politicaI community; it constructs a Iayer of uniformity in the 

way citizens relate to Canada, a layer which applies to al1 of us no matter how "diverse" 

we are; it unites us because it represents a uniforrn basis of belonging. As a result, 

Canadians are fiee to celebrate their diversity in a general sense. But the Canadian state 

must not recognize, endorse, or give sustenance to any one instance or  form of diversity 

as compared with any other, for this is when diversity turns into difference (or "special 

treatment"), thereby jeopardizing the basis for national unity. Diversity can and should 

play itself out - but only within the confines of the layer of uniformity represented by 

equal treatment. Only by making sure that we are al1 treated in the same way by the 



Canadian state can we prevent the much-feared transformation of diversity into 

differential treatment, and thus fragmentation and disunity. 

Step Two: reversa1 

As 1 outlined above, even as difference is suppressed by the equality discourse, it 

provides its condition of existence; equality presumes difference. Given this, the second 

step of deconstruction involves a reversal of the two terms in the dichotomy, as well as 

the hierarchical value attached to each. Thus, we now pnoritize and value difference in a 

manner that breaks the hold exerted by equality as a layer of uniforrnity. In opposition to 

the uniforrn basis of belonging enforced by equal treatment, we now acknowledge and 

even encourage differences in the relationship between citizens and the Canadian 

political community. This approach has dr iva  much recent political strategizing on the 

part of many activists, new social movements, group leaders, and politicians. In practice, 

demands for difference, or differentiation, take many different forms and are directed 

towards diferent goals, and so it is impossible to fiame them within any one mode1 or 

theory. They include processes, practices, and institutional forms as varied as the distinct 

society clause, group-based Charter rights, asyrnmetrical federalism, Abonginal self 

governrnent, affirmative action, and group-based representation. Furthemore, they have 

been defended in a number of distinct Canadian theones of differentiated citizenship, 



including Will Kymlicka's theory of multicultural citizenshÏp,lg James Tuliy's idea of the 

recognition of cultural diversityYz0 and, finally, Charles Taylor's notion of  "deep 

diver~ity"~' (which 1 examine at length in Chapter Five). 

However, despite these varied practices and theories of differentiated citizenship, 

they share at least one cornrnonality: an opposition to uniforrnity or equal treatment. To 

be clear, when we speak of difference in this way, we are not speaking of a shallow 

diversity in the mode of liberal pluralism. Instead, as Taylor puts it, "To build a country 

for everyone, Canada would have to allow for second-level or 'deep' diversity, in which a 

plurality of ways of belonging would also be acknowledged and a ~ c e ~ t e d . " ~ ~  Taylor 

believes that while some Canadians Mght decide to maintain a common relationship with 

the Canadian political community in the form of the multicultural mosaic, others might 

choose to see their way of belonging pass through their membership in sub-national 

communities (Cree, Quebec, etc.). However one chooses to belong to the Canadian 

political comrnunity, one would respect the choices of others; differentiated treatment, in 

a multiplicity of forms, would prevail over equal treatment. Similar discourses of 

difference have always been present in Canadian political discourse, and they are 

especially apparent in current debates. In their opposition to the perpetual attempts to 

Will Kyrnlicka, Multicultural Citizenship: A Libeial Theon) of Minority Rights. (Odord: Oxford 
University Press, 1995). 
20 James Tully, S tran~e Mu1 ti~licitv: Constitutionalism in an ape of diversim. (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1995). 
21 Charles Taylor, "Shared and Divergent Values" Reconciline. the Solitudes: Essavs on Canadian 
Federalism and Nationalism. (Montreal & Kingston: McGilI-Queen's University Press, 1993). 

'Shared and Divergent Values", 183. 



achieve some form of  unity through uniformity, they represent an important and 

necessary reversal o f  the equality/difference dichotomy. As such, with the help of  

scholars such as Taylor, Kymlicka, and Tully, we are now firmly on the road to a politics 

of difference - but we are not quite there yet, 

Step Three: displacement 

Instead, we must take a crucial third step, which involves the displacement of the 

dichotorny altogether. The newly-vdued term must be displaced fiorn its binary opposite 

so that it is no longer set within an oppositional role. Thus, while we now value 

difference in numerous ways, we must refuse to  do so in opposition to  equality. We need 

to displace the dichotomy itself not by theorizing difference in opposition to equality but, 

as Scott says, by viewing ". . . differences as the very meaning of  equality i t~e l f ' .~ )  Rather 

than eliminate either of the terms, we need to rework them in order to dissolve their 

opposition." 

Unfortunately, but perhaps not surprisingly, this third step is especially difficult in 

practice and there is oeen a failure of  displacement, with rather troubling results. What 

seems to happen is that, even where there is a successful reversa1 o f  the two terms and the 

values attached to each, there is often a failure to  displace "difference" beyond its 

t3 u Deconstmcting Equality-Versus-D ifference", 142. 

24~ccording to Code, "...the dissolution of a dichotomy does not render i t s  terms meaninglw. Rather, it 
denies both terms the absolute force that the oppositionaI structure of the dichotomy confers." What Can 
She Know? 30. 



oppositional role. Far fiom being Eeed fiom the dichotomy, Our struggles around 

difference are fed back into the same logic, leaving Canadians with political choices that 

continue to  be rigidly polarized. Because the necessary displacement of the dichotomy 

does not occur - indeed, the dichotomy is perpetuated - there is a continued opposition of 

difference to equality. The consequences of this opposition are great. When difference 

remains opposed to equality, then equality as unifomity becomes the condition of 

difference's operation; the movement within the dichotomy merely switches directions, 

feeding the tension rather than dissolving it. 

The effects of this switch in directions are ofien both disturbing and paradoxicd. 

In opposition to the totaIizing uniformity of equality, the drive for a politics of difference 

becomes transformed into a problematic form of identity politics. "Difference" itself 

often becomes totalizing and uniform in its oppositional stance toward equaIity. A 

category of difference - for example, Quebec or Aboriginal peoples - becomes 

essentialized and standardized in the form of an "identity" in opposition to attempts to 

impose a more general uniformity in the name of the whole (Le. Canada). As a result, we 

speak of "The Québécois Nation" or "The Abonginal People" or "Women" o r  "Gays" in 

totalizing and exclusive, as opposed to intemally cornplex and pluralistic, terrns. Instead 

of the displacement of the dichotomy, its continued existence seems to lead to the 

displacement of uniformity to another level, within difference. As a resuIt, in response to 

the Gndamentalist flavour of the equality discourse, the difference discourse - now as a 



competing identity discourse - begins to take on its own fündamentalist flavour, in the 

form of a dogmatic identity politics. 

Finaily, with the failure of the displacement of the equality/difference dichotomy, 

we reach the Canadian impasse. To summarize, on the one hand, the unity imperative, 

and the attempt to achieve unity through equality, inevitably implies difference, and 

generates a response from difference. The imposition of equality, of a layer of 

uniformity, necessarily and by design suppresses heterogeneity and complexity. Even 

though a space is made for a degree of diversity, the Canadian attempt at unity inevitably 

fails. According to Bonnie Honig, difference, 

. . .resists or exceeds the closure of identity. It signals not a differencefiom others 
but a difference that troubles identity fiom within its would-be economy of the 
same. Difference is what identity perpetually seeks (and fails) to expunge, fix, or 
hold in place. In short, difference is a problem for identity, not one of its 
adjectives., . 25 

Yet, on the other hand, the pursuit of difference in opposition to the imposition of unity 

through equality generates distinct categories of difference - or units of difference - 

through which this opposition is expressed. It is not long before the search begins for the 

authentic identity of each unit of difference, a search that generates yet another set of 

exclusions, and suppresses the interna1 heterogeneity and complexity of each category of 

difference. In Our opposition to a uniform basis of belonging, in Our quest for a politics 

of difference that breaks free of the shallow diversity found in the muIticultural mosaic, 

tS "Difîerence, Dilemmas and the Politics of Home' in Democracs and DifFerence: Contesting the 
Boundaries of the Political. Seyla Benhabib, ed., (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996) 258. 



we find ourselves seeking yet another ba is  of unity, another identity, another layer of 

uniformity. The unity imperative, the fear of diversity and fragmentation, and the attempt 

to impose uniformity instead generate multiple and competing unities and sub-unities. 

This is the Canadian impasse, this is where the unity strategies of the multicultural 

mosaic lead us, not to  unity but to disunities. 

I have presented something of a worst-case scenano where the failure to displace 

the equality/difEerence dichotomy is concemed. While Canadian politics has reached this 

point in many respects, 1 do not rnean to suggest that the equality/difference dichotomy 

a2wuy.s leads to this result. Within feminist theory, as well as in the political practices of 

some radical social movements, attention has long been focused on this need to displace 

the dichotomy, although it is not necessarily expressed in these terrns. At the same time, 

there are fa-. too many cases where we are not able to move in this more positive 

direction. Certainly, the relationship between Quebec and the Canadian federation is one 

of them - and there are other periodic examples involving some First Nations, feminist 

groups, and others. The question is why does this happen? Why does the poIitics of 

difFerence often fail to displace the dichotomy and instead become congealed in the form 

of an essentialist and totalizing identity politics? I will take two approaches to this 

extremely complex question. First, in the balance of this chapter, 1 will examine two 

cases where we seem to get caught, in varying degrees, in this failure of displacement. 

Second, in Chapter Five, 1 will examine two of Charles Taylor's attempts to resolve this 



impasse as weI1 an alternative attempt developed by Will Kymlicka, and 1 will ilIustrate 

the manner in which each attempt fails to displace the dichotomy. 

Thus far, I have deconst~cted the equality/difference dichotomy at a high level of 

abstraction. Perhaps this is unavoidable - yet, in doing so, 1 have obviously simplified 

what is an extremely cornplex process. For this reason, to highlight the historical 

variability of Canadian stniggles over equality and difference, 1 will present case studies 

concerning the 1969 White Paper on "Indian PoIicy" and the 1997 Premiers' Calgary 

Declaration. While these two documents are drawn fiom different historical periods, 

each proposes a version of equal citizenship. Thus, it is usefil to examine both their 

premises as well as the political responses that they have triggered in order to provide a 

sense of the hazards of strategizing around difference and equality on the liberal terrain of 

the multicultural mosaic. 

Case study k deconstructing Whitemed 

Canadian scholars typically present the late 1960s as a period when the 

impoverished situation of Aboriginals in Canada first rose to public consciousness. At 

this tirne, the media began presenting dramatic images of poverty and despair amongst 

Canadian Aboriginals, and charitable groups geared towards aiding Aboriginals told 

Canadians about the appalling conditions on reserves and amongst Aboriginals living in 

the cities. Given the apparently anomalous character of this situation in the context of 



Canada's increasingly weatthy liberal-democratic society, the so-called "Indian problem" 

became a major concem of Canadian politicians, bureaucrats, and the general public. 

In 1969, the Liberal government of Pierre Trudeau responded to this nsing 

concem with its "Statement of the Governrnent of Canada on Indian Policy", known as 

the White Paper. The reaction amongst Aboriginal peoples that the White Paper 

generated has been examined in great detail by many scholars; literally dozens of articles 

and several books touch upon it in a substantive rnannermZ6 This attention is not 

surprishg given that most scholarship on the topic regards the release of the White Paper 

- especially the ensuing rejection of its "assirnilationist" policy proposals - as a pivotal 

moment in CanadiadFirst Nations relations. It is seen as pivota1 because Trudeau's 

vision of equal or undifferentiated citizenship was decisively rejected by Aboriginal 

groups in favour of "special status" or differentiated citizenship. The mobilization 

against the White Paper led to a degree of Abonginal political organization that had not 

previously existed in Canada. One could even argue that the response to the White Paper 

represents the birth of the modem Aboriginal rights rnovement and thus a crucial turning 

point in the history of AboriginaVnon-Abonginal relations in canada." 

" Mon notable here is Saliy M. Weaver, Making Canadian Indian Poli-: The Hidden Agenda 1968-1970. 
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 198 1); see also Loretta Czernis, Weaving a Canadian A1lee;orv: 
Anonvmous Writin~,  Persona1 Reading. (Waterloo, Ontario: Wiffrid Laurier University Press, 1994); J. R 
Miller, Skyscrapers hide the heavens: A Historv of Indian-White Relations in Canada. (Toronto: University 
of Toronto Press, 1989) Ch. 12 and 13; Jererny Webber, Reirnaninin~ Canada: Lanma~e .  Culhire, 
Communitv, and the Canadian Constitution. (Montreal & Kingston: McGill-Queen7s University Press, 
1994) 6749. 
2 7 ~  Ellen Turpel argues that "lt was this [White1 paper, and the Aboriginal outrage that it unleashed, 
that led to the formation of national Aboriginal political organizations. So Trudeau can only take credit for 
shocking Aboriginal peoples into action years ago - not for finding answers." "The Charlottetown Discord 



The focal point of this section is the White Paper and the debates that took place 

foiiowing its release in June of 1969 and withdrawd a year Iater. In what follows, 1 

analyze the discursive terrain upon which the White Paper, and the debates surrounding 

it, played out. However, we cannot properly understand the White Paper without paying 

close attention to another document, "A Survey of the Contemporary Indians of Canada7', 

known as the Hawthom Report and released three years earlier. The White Paper does 

not mention the Hawthom Report and its proposals appear to reject al1 of the Hawthorn 

Report's recornrnendations for differentiated citizenship. Still, 1 will emphasize the way 

in which each text is in certain important respects implied in the other. The strategy of 

the Hawthom Report, contained in its famous slogan suggesting that Aboriginals should 

be considered 'citizens plus', involves supplementing equal citizenship with a Iimited 

form of Abonginal differentiation (hence, the 'plus') with the purpose not of separating 

Abonginais but of integrating them into the noms of Canadian citizenship. In contrast, 

the White Paper - dnven by a fear that Aboriginal expressions of difference might 

fiagrnent the Canadian poIitical community - opts for an alternative strategy of taming 

this fragmenthg potential by forcing Aboriginals to develop their cultures within a 

comrnon Canadian fiamework defined by equal citizenship. Abonginal peoples rejected 

this proposal for a common fiamework, prefemng to adopt the Hawthom Report's 

"citizens plus" terminology. As a result. the equality/difference logic of the debate was 

and Aboriginal PeopIes' Struggles for Fundamental Political Change," in Kenneth McRoberts & Patrick 
Monahan, eds., The Charlottetown Accord. the Referendum. and the Future of Canada, (Toronto: 
University of Toronto Press, 1993) 137; see also I- R Miller, Skvscra~ers hide the heavens. 232. 



reinfiorceci in a manner that continues to manifest itself three decades later, To illustrate 

this point, I conclude this section by discussing the self-government provisions of the 

Charlottetown Accord. 

The Hawthorn Report 

The Hawthom Report represents the findings of a group of Canadian academics 

centred at the University of British Columbia. Cornrnissioned in 1963 by the federal 

government, the research was directed by H. B. Hawthorn and M. A. Tremblay, with the 

main author of the political sections being political scientist Alan Cairns. The very wide 

mandate which Hawthom and his colleagues were given resulted in a two-volume report 

which covers considerable ground. The first volume dealt mostly with economic and 

political concems and the second focused on education. While the tone of t he  Report is 

rather measured and analytical, it is easy enough to discem the moral outrage felt by the 

authors over the poverty and despair pervasive amongst Aboriginals in Canada, and 

evident throughout is the desire to construct a realistic set of solutions to this situation. 

Although the final report makes 15 1 recommendations in dl, the rnost important 

theme of the Report, at least for my purposes, revolves around its notion that Aboriginals 

should be considered "citizens plus" - a slogan which became the signature of the 

Hawthom Report. The stated goal of the report as outlined in the introduction is "to 

review the arguments establishing the right of Indians to be citizens plus, and t a  spell out 



some of the ways in which this status c m  be given practical meaning."" The actual 

meaning of the phrase is defined in the seventh recommendation, which notes that "...in 

addition to the normal rights and duties of citizenship, Indians possess certain additional 

rights as charter rnembers of the Canadian c o r n m ~ n i t ~ . " ~ ~  

It is worih analyzing this intriguing phrase - 'citizens plus' - in some detail. The 

defence of the phrase is central to the Report's introduction, which suggests that its 

authors were preoccupied with the political reaction they expected the phrase to generate. 

The authors stress the historical relationship beîween Aboriginals and non-Abonginals in 

Canada, noting that "the nght [to be regarded as 'citizens plus'] denves fkom promises 

made to them, fiom expectations they were encouraged to hold, and fiom the simple fact 

that they once occupied and used a country to which others came to gain enormous 

wedth in which the Indians have shared little."30 While the Report acknowledges that, 

for many, the word 'plus' is in tension with the 'egalitarian' character of Canadian 

society, it says that ". . .the reverse status Indians have held, as citizens minus' which is 

equally repugnant to a strongly egalitarian society, has been tolerated for a long time.. . ~~3 i 

Elsewhere, the Report says that "[bly every calculation they have been disprivileged and 

H. B. Bwthorn and M. A. Tremblay, A Survev of the Conternporaq Indians of Canada: A Report on 
Economic. Political, Educational Needs and Policies. (Hawthorn Report) Vol. 1, October. (Ottawa: Queen's 
Printers, 1966) 6. 

Hkwthorn Report, 13. 
30 Hawthorn Report, 6. 
31 Hawthorn Report, 6. Italics added. 



low-cost citizens up to the present time and many senrices will need to be increased for 

them before they catch up."32 

As is evident in the phrase 'catch up', the defence of the 'plus' centres on an 

appeai for a kind of equality- The 'plus' is designed to reverse the histoncai 

disadvantages of Aboriginals, much like a typical affirmative action programme. Stil1, 

the 'plus' cames only Iimited play: where its effects may be deleterious to the interests of 

the Aboriginals, it must be bracketed in favour of equal treatment. This flexible and 

pragmatic mixing of differential and equal treatment in the Hawthorn Report is set out in 

recommendation seventy-one: "It is not incumbent on Indians to give up their special 

comrnunity status for the sake of equal treatment in areas in which that status is 

irre~evant."~~ In other words, differential treatment in certain areas and equal treatment in 

others need not conflict; instead, both avenues should be pursued in moving Abonginals 

towards equality with other Canadian citizens. As the Report says, "We assumed that the 

justification for any continuing differential in the seMces provided for the Indian must be 

that they are better, not worse, and that they make greater contributions to his well-being 

than could be made by the services available to orher ~itizens."~' 

In institutional terms, the 'plus' is reflected most strongly in the recommendation 

for retaining the Indian Act and the Indian Affairs  ranch.^^ The Report notes that "For 

32 Hawthorn Report, 7. 
33 Hawthorn Report, 18. 

Hawthom Report, 7. 
35 Hawthorn Report, 8, recommendation 69; see aiso 18, 72. 



quite a long tirne the speciai needs of the Indians and the special status they should 

maintain will require the sponsorship and backing of the Indian Mai r s    ranch-"^^ 

Furthemore, according to  Recornmendation 6, the Indian M a k s  Branch should assume 

the role of "national conscience" so as to facilitate the socio-economic equality "between 

Indians and  hit tes"." This insistence on maintaining the Indian Mairs Branch and 

other institutions of Abonginal govemance such as the Indian Act itself was controversial 

since these institutions were widely viewed as paternalistic and backward in their 

treatment of ~ b o r i ~ i n a l s . ' ~  However, the Hawthom Report justified retaining the Indian 

Mairs  Branch on the ba i s  that the Aboriginals were not yet competent to initiate on 

their own the sorts ofeconomic and social improvements required. According to the 

Report, "[tlhey [the Indians] cal1 for independence from the special controls of the federal 

govemment but the management skills required to replace the sponsorship and support of 

the Indian Affairs Branch are at this time not often enough in e~idence."'~ 

The point, then, is that the 'plus' - the 'special treatment' - is to be designed and 

directed more by federal bureaucrats than by Abonginals themselves. For the most part, 

the 'plus' kicks in for those areas where Aboriginals are seen as inexpenenced or 

incapable ofpursuing their own needs, in the manner considered typical of other 

Canadian citizens. For exarnple, according to Recommendation 49, "The Indian Affairs 

36 Hawthorn Report, 12. The eighth recommendation goes on to say that ''The Indian Affairs Branch has a 
special responsibility to see that the 'plus' aspects of Indian citizenship are respecteci. .." 13. 

Hawthom Repo- 13. 
38 See, for example, R W. Dunning, "The Hawthorn Report" in The Canadian Forum. (June, 1967) 52-53. " Hawîhom Report, 5. 



Branch has, and should assert, a legitimate right to represent Indians and advocate their 

needs at policy-making levels of govemment. This is necessary to counterbaiance the 

political underepresentation of Indians in the oven political ~ ~ s t e r n . " ~ ~  While the 'plus' 

is presented as an Aboriginal right, in reality it legitimates the paternalistic efforts of 

federai bureaucrats to help improve the situation of the Aboriginâls. 

The notion of 'plus' is designed as an alternative route to Canadian citizenship, 

not as a means for maintaining or facilitating "separate" Abonginal cultures or 

communities. The 'plus' onIy relates to separateness in the sense that it assumes the 

need, in certain areas, for separate institutions that would raise the socio-economîc 

condition of Aboriginals to approximately that of other Canadian citizens. Only when 

substantial socio-econornic improvements have been achieved wiIl Aboriginals be in a 

position to make meaningfbI choices about whether, or to what degree, they would like to 

live a cultural existence that is different fiom that of other Canadian citizens. This 

understanding of the work that the 'plus' is intended to do is important because, at first 

glance, it could be viewed as an endorsement of differentiation for its own sake, as 

making the case for a more far-reaching and permanent differentiated citizenship. 

This potential rnisinterpretation of the 'plus' as encouraging differentiation would 

appear to be consistent with the Hawthorn Report's attempt to comrnunicate a strong 

anti-assimilationist position, expressed as foIIows: 

40 Hawthom Report, 17. 



Because the issue is a burning one, and at certain junctures in the analysis it is a 
complex one, it is worth reiterating clearly and simply that the research group do 
not think that the Indians should be required to assirnilate, neither in order to 
receive what he now needs nor at any fûture time.. .Airnost certainly some Indians 
will choose not to accept what we regard as the benefits of our society and will 
choose instead what they regard as the benefits of theirs4' 

In opposition to assimilation, the Report emphasizes choice, "The whole direction of the 

Report argues towards increasing the scope for decision by Indians and this includes a 

decision either to reside in separate culturaI comrnunities or to Ieave them temporarily or 

 permanent^^."^^ But it is not simply the right to make such choices that is at issue; rather, 

the abiZity to make meaningfiil choices, so central to liberal citizenship, is the main 

preoccupation here. As the Report notes, "No choice by Indians, neither to accept nor to 

reject Canadian values and opportunities, can have a sequel of purposehl action and 

successful result unless they have certain capacities to sustain it".43 

It is important to emphasize that what the Hawthorn Report is opposing is forced 

assimilation - it is not opposing a milder f o m  of assimilation or integration into iiberal 

citizenship per se. It would be misleading to interpret the Repon as indifferent to the 

sons of choices Aboriginals may decide to make. Instead, the Report goes to 

considerable lengths to argue why, in a range of areas, it is actually in the best interests of 

Aboriginals to pursue paths more in line with Canadian noms. To some degree, this is 

merely a matter of political realism, since, as far as the Report is concemed, the realities 

4' Hawthom Report, 6. 
42 Hawthorn Report, 10. 
43 Hawthorn Report, 6. 



of living in the context of a modem society inevitably Iimit the degree of separateness 

which Aboriginals could possibly achieve. Thus, the Report says that, ". . . quite apart 

nom their intention, the effect of irnplementing the recornmendations in the Report, like 

the effect of the govemental programs now in question, is not neutral towards the 

maintenance of autonomous indian societies within the Canadian nation."" The reality is 

that a host of modem influences and pressures such as the judicial sphere, the dominant 

languages of Canada, and the costs and benefits of waged work, al1 have a profound 

effect on AboriginaIs so that even to the extent that "separate Indian cultural forces 

continue to operate, they can only do so while accepting and adjusting to these 

influences."45 Three important areas where the Report recommends the integration of 

Aboriginals into Canadian noms as being in their own best interests are waged 

employment,46 Canada's system of democratic plura1isrn,47 and the provincial 

administration of social 

Once again, the Report's anti-(forced) assimilation position does not amount to an 

endorsement of separatisrn or even some form of deep differentiation. Instead, this 

44 ffiwthorn Report, IO. 
45 Hawthorn Report, 10. 
46 cc . . .we have found that such prïrnary resource-based modes of livelihood as trapping, fishing and 
fanning exert a negative influence on Indian prosperity. This influence is contrasted to the great 
contribution to prosperity made by steady rvage and saiaried employment off the reserve. W e  consider the 
support offered by such fmdings for vocational training and job placement services on a massive scale, for 
special assistance to those who choose to seek work off the reserve, and for creation of opportunities for 
industrial and other urban ernployment." Harvthorn Report, 7. 
47 Hawthom Report, 12, 

The Hawthorn Report argues that Abonginals should be entitled to the same quaiity of seMces as other 
citizens in their provinces, and this wilI only occur if these services are provided through the same 



position leads the Report to adopt measures that involve differentiai treatment for 

Abonginals as it believed such treatment would help Aboriginds achieve conditions that 

other Canadian citizens enjoy. The point, then, is that the emphasis of the Report is on 

liberal citizenship. The emphasis is not 'citizens plus ' but instead: "citizens plus". Even 

though the word 'plus' is the inevitable focus of attention in the Report, and the debate 

surrounding it, it is the word 'citizens' that propels the Report foward. Because they are 

citizens, the disadvantaged position of Aboriginals can no longer be tolerated; because 

they are cirizens, Aboriginals have a nght to something li ke an equality of (cultural) 

opportunity. The word 'plus' kicks in at the level of implementation; if the word 

'citizens' defines the goal, the word 'plus' is merely a means to achieve that goal, 

through state-directed differential treatment in certain limited areas. The poverty and 

despair amongst Aboriginals is considered anomalous enough within a liberal society 

(because Abonginals are citirens) that it is necessary to keep this group separate for 

administrative purposes (the 'plus ') so that politicians and bureaucrats can provide the 

necessary support, resources, and monitoring. 

The citizenship that the Report speaks of is precisely Iiberal citizenship in the 

sense that it is designed to provide Aboriginals with the freedom to make certain kinds of 

choices. However, the fiamework within which these choices are made is far fiom 

neutral. In particular, Canadian citizenship is explicitly racialized in the Report. The 

provincial chame1s. See Recommendations 32-35, 73; see also Chapter XI of VoIume 1, entitled "The 
Canadian Federal System". 



Report takes what it calls "White ~ o r r n s ' ' ~ ~  as an unproblernatic given, and these norms 

define Canadian citizenship. "Indians" are presented as an undifferentiated t ~ t a l i t ~ , ~ ~  as 

the Other to the White basis of citizenship. The Report rests on a preoccupation with this 

Other- Achieving citizenship for Abonginals means more than the eiirnination of socio- 

economic differences, more than irnproving the standards of Abonginal life so that they 

are in line with White standards; it also means encouraging the adoption by Abonginals 

of liberal norms - economic and political. Although the 'plus' is a form of 

daerentiation, it is d.ferentiation as a vehicle of assimilation to racialized liberal norms. 

This route is justified on the grounds that only h m  within this liberal framework can 

Abonginals make real decisions about the cuftural path they wish to follow. 

Upon its release, the Hawthom Report was effectively shelved. However, it 

would be inaccurate to suggest that the Hawthom was somehow forgotten. Even though 

it was not mentioned in the subsequent White Paper, its presence was everywhere and, 

fürthermore, the Abonginal rejection of the White Paper was frarned using the "citizens 

plus" terrninology of the Hawthorn Report. 

The White Paper 

The White Paper was unveiIed by Jean Chretien, then Minister of Indian Mairs 

and Northem Development, in June 1969. Although the Liberal government had been 

49 Hawthorn Report, 14. " Only in a vexy few exceptions is the Native totality dinerentiated in the Hawthorn Report, as with 
recommendation 16. 



promising to place Aboriginal issues on its policy agenda, and although it had undertaken 

a series of consultations with Abonginal bands throughout Canada, the release of the 

White Paper - and especially its contents - was a shock to AboriginaI leaders. 

Apparently, the consultations had little comection with the development of the policy, 

which was constructed with secrecy behind cIosed doors. SalIy M. Weaver has described 

the process of developing the White Paper in great detail. According to Weaver, the 

undemocratic process was driven by a network of long-time bureaucrats in the 

Department of Indian Affairs and Northem Development working with Chretien and 

 rudea au.'' The aggressive and heavy-handed attempt by Chretien to impose the policy 

on Abonginals represents the backdrop for the textual analysis that follows. 

The text of the White Paper, just thirteen pages long, centres on the following £ive 

principles proposed by the government: 

I .  that the Iegslative and constitutional bases of discrimination be removed; 
2. thot there be positive recognition by everyone of the unique contriburion of Indian 

culture 20 Canadian lqe; 
3. thol services corne through the same channels a n d m  the same government 

agencies for al1 Canadians; 
4. that those who are furrhest behind be helped most; 
5. that control of Indian lands be îransferred to the Indian people. 

Furthemore, the White Paper announces that the government will take a number of steps 

to create such a framework, setting out four measures for implementation. It will: 

I .  Propose to Parliament that the Indian Act be repealed and take such 1egisZutive steps 
as rnay be necessary to enable Indians to control Indian lands and to acquire title to 
thern. 

SaUy M. Weaver, Makine. of Canadian Indian Policv: The Hidden Apenda. 1968-1970. (Toronto: 
University of Toronto Press, 198 1). 



Propose to the govemments of the provinces that they take over the s m e  
re.pllslllSlbiIity for Indians thaf they have for other citirens in their provinces B e  ta& 
+ver would be accompmied by the fransfer to the provinces of federuZfun& 
normal& provided for Indm progrms, augmented as may be necessary. 
Make subsîantiaIfunds avaihble for Indian economic development as an in terim 
measure. 
Wind up tthPfpart of the Department of Indian Affairs and N o r t h  Development 
which deals with Indan Affairs. The resichral resp~mibiZities of the Federal 
Government for programs in the field of lndiun @airs would be tr(MSferred to other 
appropriate federal departments. 

The central thmst of the White Paper revolves around the first principle - 

eiiminating legai and constitutional discrimination - that amounts to the termination of 

the legal distinction between Abonginais and non-Aboriginais in Canada. Instead, the 

federal government proposes a version of undifferentiated citizenship grounded in the 

legai and constitutional equality of ail citizens, making equal treatment the constant focal 

point of the White Paper: 

SeMces ought not to 80w fiom separate agencies established to serve particular 
groups, especiatly not to groups that are identified ethnically. Separate but equal 
services do not provide tmly equal treatment. Treatment has not been equal in the 
case of Indians and their cornrnunitie~.~~ 

According to the White Paper, the application of the pnnciple of equal treatment 

requires a dramatic shift in the govemance of Aboriginal peoples in Canada. The treaties 

need to be eliminated as weIl as the Indian Act and a11 the specialized federal agencies 

that deal with Abonginals, especially the Indian Affairs Branch. Reserve lands would no 

longer be held in trust by the Crown for Abonginals, as is required by the treaties and the 

'' Staternent of the Government of Canada on Indian Policv (White Paper), (Ottawa, Ministry of Indian 
Anairs and Northern Devetopment, 1969) 9. 



Indian Act, but would instead be dealt with by individual bands as each saw fit. 

Furthermore, for the first time Aboriginals would be integrated into the federal system in 

that ali social and educational programmes would be administered to Abonginais by the 

provinces, as they are to  other Canadian citizens. 

In institutional terrns, with the exception of the provincial administration of social 

programmes, the White Paper's demand for the termination of 'special' Aboriginal 

institutions contrasts sharply with the Hawthorn Report, which recommends the 

maintenance of separate 1egaI and political structures as a vehicle for the differential 

resources and services which Abonginafs were to receive. The White Paper argues that 

these sorts of separate legal stnictures have led to a situation of dependency and were the 

cause not the solution to the problem. As the White Paper says, "The policies proposed 

recognize the simple reality that the separate legal status of Indians and the policies 

which have flowed fiom it have kept the Xndian people apart from and behind other 

 anad di ans."^^ This justification is presented in rather strong terms throughout: the legal 

distinction between Indians and non-Indians has acted to disadvantage Abonginais in a 

variety of ways. Justice demands that this legal distinction be eliminated; however, 

rather than actually demonstrating this point, the government relies on a fairly 

cornmonsensical connection. On the one hand, it points out that Aboriginals are 

disadvantaged according to virtually every social, econornic, or political indicator. On 

the other hand, it notes, Aboriginals have always been legally differentiated from other 



Canadians, most notably through the treaties, the Indian Act, and the role of the Indian 

AfFairs Branch. Social, economic and political disparities follo w logically - as cause and 

effect - h m  the iongstanding legaVconstitutiona1 distinction. As the White Papa puts 

it, "Canada cannot seek the just society and keep discriminatory legislation on its statute 

books. The Government believes this to be self-e~ident."~ There is only one route to 

justice and equality, and this involves equal treatment. 

As adamant as the White Paper is about the elimination of al legal distinctions, it 

does make Wted  space for differential treatment based on its fourth principle, that 

%ose who are furthest behind be helped mostn. In the text of the White Paper, this 

principle làlh under the heading "enriched servicesn, where it is acknowledged that 

"[e]quality before the Law and in programs and seMces does not necessarily result in 

equality in social and economic  condition^."^ Special treatment may thus be necessary 

in certain lirnited cases. However, the White Paper notes that many economic problems 

faced by Aboriginals are in fact regional in nature so that "[iln many situations, the 

problems of Indians are similar to those faced by their non-Indian neighbour~."~ 

Presumably, to the extent that 'special treatrnent' rnay be necessary, its administration 

would be regionalized - as opposed to racialized - wherever possible. 

s3 White Paper, 5. 
White Paper, 8. 

'5 White Paper, 10 addition, and as an interirn measure, the Govemment proposes to make substantial 
additional fun& available for investment in the economic progress of the Indian people."lO. 
56 White Paper, IO. 



In examining the relationship between the White Paper and the earlier Hawthom 

Report, it is easy enough to understand it in terms of a dichotomy between equality and 

difEerencp. Whereas one document proposes a version of citizenship that dows  for 

differentiated treatment, the other insists on equal treatment. This much is obvious and 

these are the terms typically used when comparing the two documents. Stili, how do we 

get fiom the Hawthorn Report to the White Paper, fkom 'citizens plus' to citizens equai, 

nom difference to equality? 1s the White Paper assimilationist in the straightforward 

manner presumed, and how does it contrast with the Hawthorn Report in this respect? 

Furthennore, does the distinction between the 'plus' and the 'equal', or differentiated and 

equal citizenship, correspond to different positions on assimilation? 

Having aiready examined the position of the Hawthorn Report on assimilation, 1 

will focus now on the White Paper, which was rejected precisely because it was seen as 

assimilationist, as an attempt to elirninate Aboriginal cultures and practices, and thus as a 

form of cultural genocide. At the time, this was the dominant understanding of the White 

Paper, and three decades later sirnilar terrns are still used to describe it. For example, 

according to Alan Cairns: 

. ..the White Paper espoused a straightforward assimilationist strategy/philosophy. 
Its underiying thesis was that separate status contnbuted to econornic 
backwardness, social isolation, and retrogressive cultural enclaves. The White 
Paper, in fact, was a late twentieth-century version of the Durham Report of the 
previous century, with Indians substituted for the backward, unprogressive 
Quebec peasantry.57 

57 Alan C. Cairns, "Aboriginal Canadians, Cititenship, and the Constitution," in Douglas E. Ulilliarns, ed., 
Recunfigurations: Canadian Citizenshb & Constitutional Change. (Toronto: McClelland & Stewart, 1995) 
244. 



James Tuiiy also uses the language of assimilation, saying, ''In 1969 the Pnme Muiister 

of Canada, Pierre Trudeau, announced his plan to abolish the treaty systern and assimilate 

aU Aboriginal people into the modem Canadian society for the sake of their 

impr~vement."'~ The White Paper now bas become - Oce the Durham Report more than 

a century earlier - an unproblematic shon form for assimilationist policy, to be dended 

and rejected as the politicai option Canadians decided not to take (as 1 discussed in 

Chapter Two). Because this interpretation Ieaves out many of the nuances of the White 

Paper we need to  develop a deeper understanding of its assimilationist logic. 

Let us take the White Paper, and Chretien's defence of it, at face value; if it were 

a straightforward assimilationist document, what are we to make of Chretien's (and 

Trudeau's) atternpts to justi@ it on the grounds of Aboriginal culturalpresevation? 

Notice how Chretien responds to his  White Paper critics: "Some have gone so far as to 

say that integration is equivalent to cultural genocide. Al1 these doubts must be put to 

rest through discussion and consultation, for they are the antithesis of what is being 

proposed." Chretien goes on to say: "Assimilation is a word which should be abolished 

fiom Canadian usage. Canada is a country with many different peoples; this is Our 

strength. Canadians, however, do not have to have a separate status to have a different 

" James Tully, Suange multi~l ici~>: Constit-utionalism in an ape of divenitx. (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1995) 208. 



identity and to have a pnde in their own particular cultures and  tradition^."'^ What are 

we to make of this response? 

To begin with, Chretien is, in effect, inviting Aboriginals to  join the Canadian 

multicultural mosaic and believes that their inclusion will make for a more hteresting 

Canadian cultural landscape. Accordingly, the White Paper notes: 

The Indian contribution to North American society is ofien overlooked, even by 
the Indian people thernselves.. .Too often, the art forms which express the past are 
preserved, but are inaccessible to most Indian people. n>is richness can be 
shmed by all CQllClLiim. Indm people must be helped to become mare of their 
hisfory d h e r i t a g e  in aZZ ils fonns. and fhis heritage must be broughr before al1 
Canadiam in aZI its rich di~ersity.~' 

Wïthout the display of Aboriginal culture in Canada, Canadians would be depnved of the 

opportunity to admire and appreciate it. Chretien's invitation is an exarnple of the 

panoptic qualities of multicultural govemance described in Chapter ~ h r e e . ~ '  Here, 

Canada is to be a living multicultural museum that can only operate as long as al1 the 

various cultures are willing to place themselves on display. 

Chretien's logic proceeds as follows: you (Indians) must have faith in our 

(Canadian) garne - the game of liberal equality - because it is designed to provide you 

with the space to play your game (the game of being "Indian"). Notice Chretien's 

language, "The Indian people are . . .entitled to an equality which preserves and enriches 

Indian identity and distinction; an equality which stresses Indian participation in its 

'' Globe and Mail. Jdy 8, 1969, 7. 
60 White Paper, 9. 

In th* conte* the DIAND publication, Indian Summer, put out in the same year as the White Paper and 
diçcussed in the previous chapter, takes on added meaning. (Ottawa: The Queen's Printer, 1969). 



creation and which manifests itself in al1 aspects of Indian life."62 Certainly, by 

manifesting 'itself in al1 aspects of Tndian life', equality (as a conunonality) would seem 

to be in tension with the expression of 'Indian identity and distinction'. However, as 

Chretien would apparently have it, diversity best flourishes within a fiamework of 

equality considered as a Iayer of commonality. Therefore, far from directing itself 

towards assimilation, the equaiity that the White Paper proposes is defended as the best 

hope for the continued vitality of Aboriginal culture. As Chretien says, "The goals of the 

Indian people cannot be set by others; they must spring from the Indian community itseif 

- but governrnent can create aframework within which al1 persons and groups can seek 

their own goals."63 Equality, then, or undifferentiated citizenship, is designed to be a 

mulficu2furuIfrmework in that it is supposed to provide individuals with the space 

necessary for them to express their cultural traditions as they wish. According to the 

White Paper, it represents a third route which explicitly rejects the extrernes of separatism 

or assimilation and instead ". . . offers great opportunity for Canadians to demonstrate that 

in Our open society there is roorn for the development of people who preserve their 

dinerent cultures and take pride in their d i ~ e r s i t ~ . " ~ ~  

Ifthis is what Chretien in fact means, then the critics of the White Paper are 

correct to a point: it is an assimilationist document to the extent that it entails assimilation 

to a common framework defined by equai treatment. Still, this is only a partial answer, 

" Globe and Mail. July 8, 1969,6. " Globe and Mail. M y  8, 1969, 6. Italics added. 
6.1 Hrhite Paper, 8-9. 



for this common fiamework is specifically designed to allow for, and encourage, 

multiculturalism. In this sense, we are speaking of assimilation to the liberal terms of the 

multiculturalism panopticon. Diversity is to be encouraged - but oniy when developed 

within the common framework (or, perhaps, common Iimit) of equal citizenship and 

wirhin the terms of the multicultural panopticon. 

In certain respects, then, the attitude of the White Paper towards assimilation is 

not dramatically different fiom the Wawthorn Report, except that the Hawthom Report's 

common fiarnework of equality is supplemented in certain important areas by foms of 

dinèrentiation. I have already argued that the Hawthom Report is pragmatic where the 

question of equal or differential treatment is concemed, favouring whichever mixture 

works best in specific contexts. In most cases, such as with the provision of social 

services, equal treatment is recornmended. But in those cases where the Hawthorn 

Report recornrnends differential treatrnent, this is usualIy for paternalistic - as opposed to 

democratic - rasons. The contrasting dynamic of the White Paper and its preoccupation 

with equal treatment becomes clearer when one looks at what Chretien and Trudeau were 

trying to accomplish. Despite its stated objectives, the main problern that the White 

Paper aims to solve does not concern the socio-economic conditions of Aboriginals so 

much as the threat that they represent for the Canadian nation. 

In order to make this argument, 1 will examine further the White Paper's 

preoccupation with a cornmon fiamework of equality. 1 have already surveyed the White 

Paper's claim that differential treatment invanably disadvantages the differentiated. Still, 



this position is superseded by the White Paper's even stronger claim that - whatever their 

economic or political effect - legal distinctions are simply intolerable. The language of 

the White Paper is important here, "The treatrnent resulting from their [the Indians] 

dinerent status has been often worse, sometimes equal and occasionally better than that 

accorded to their feilow citizens. What matters is that it hm been diierent."65 So the path 

of difference (real dif3erence - not just a shallow diversity) is wrong simply because it is 

a dffeeentpath. This is a rather striking argument and it is worth inquinng why it is the 

distinctions themselves that should matter; why, as the White Paper puts it, can we "...no 

97 66 longer perpetuate the separation of Canadians ? 

In attempting to eliminate the legal distinction between Aboriginals and non- 

Aboriginals, the White Paper is trying to solidi@ a particular understanding of Canada as 

a cohesive political community. As with any community, the cnteria of belonging are 

central, and in the White Paper Chretien is presenting equal treatment as the main 

critenon, as the h e w o r k  of belonging. For example, regarding the proposal that 

"services corne through the same charnels and fkom the same govemment agencies for 

all Canadians," the government says, "[tlhis is an undeniable part of equality. It has been 

shown many times that separation of peoples follows fiom separate services. There con 

be no -ment about the principle of comrnon services. It is a nght?' Of course, the 

phrase 'there c m  be no argument' suggests that there very often is argument about such 

" White Paper, 5. Italics added. 
66 White Paper, 6. 

White Paper, 9. 



things, in Canada, as in other liberai democratic societies. But in stating otherwise in the 

White Paper the govement is presenting equal, or undifferentiated, citizenship as the 

basic framework of the Canadian political community, about which there can be - must 

be - no argument. According to the White Paper, "The Govenunent does not wish to 

perpetuate policies which cany with them the seeds of disharmony anddisunity.. . ,968 

Dïerentiation threatens the basic fiamework of cohesion in Canada and so, on these 

tems alone, it must be rejected, 

In the White Paper, the government is outlining the tems of belonging, and thus 

deciding who is in and who is out. The language in the following White Paper statement 

is instructive: "This government believes in equality, It believes that al1 men and women 

have equal rights. It is determined that al1 shall be treated fairly and that no one shall be 

shut out of Canadian life, and especially that no one shall be shut out because of his 

race."69 To be differentiated on legal grounds amounts to being "shut out of Canadian 

Me" so that "Canadian life" is defined precisely by the cornrnon framework of equality. 

Those who are not allowed or are unwilling to conform to this framework must remain 

beyond the limit of the Canadian community. Indeed, since they are not part of the 

cornmunity, their existence must inevitably threaten it. 

If the strategy of the White Paper centres on a common framework of equality 

which guards against the ftagmentation of the cornmunity, how might we understand the 

Hawthorn Report's openness to a fiarnework of citizenship defined by a mixture of 

White Paper, 5. Iralics added. 



equality and difference? How do we explain the markedly different tone of the Hawthom 

Report, for which the presewation of the Canadian community seems to be a non-issue, 

especidy given the differentiation that it insists upon? Perhaps it is because the 

Hawthorn Report's 'plus' - the differentiation of Aboriginals - does not encourage the 

sort of separateness that might lead to fiagrnentation, and thus the question of unity never 

arises. As 1 have argued, the 'plus' provides a space for politicians and bureaucrats to 

encourage and monitor the integration of Aboriginals into Canadian citizenship in certain 

areas where equd treatment done would not have this desired effect. For the Hawthom 

Repo* then, the dzerentiation that cornes fiom the 'plus' would not be construed as a 

potentid threat to the cohesion of Canadian citizenship; indeed, the 'plus' is a vehicle 

fowmds Canadian citizenship. In contrast, the White Paper is willing to take a leap in 

jettisoning the sort of paternalistic differentiation central to the 'plus' of the Hawthorn 

Report. Yet it must present an alternative strategy in order to preserve the Canadian 

community - to making sure that the multicu1tural mosaic does not get out of hand - and 

it does tfüs by forcing Aboriginals into a cornmon framework of equal treatment. 

The Aboriginal response 

The aggressive and forcehl manner in which Aboriginal peoples responded to the 

White Paper caused the federal governrnent to withdraw its proposal. Although the 

Aboriginal response took many foms, including intense grassroots mobilization and 

White Paper, 6. 



public protests, a particularly important and well-known response was presented to Prime 

Minister Trudeau a year after the release of the White Paper by the Indian Chiefs of 

Alberta, in the form of a document entitled "Citizens Pius". This report, which came to 

be known as the "The Red Paper," includes a devastating point-by-point cntique of the 

federal govenunent ' s proposaI.70 

The critique begins following a brief prearnble where the Red Paper presents a 

"Counter Policy" arguing, "~lustice requires that the special history, rights and 

circumstances of Indian People be rec~~nized." '~ The main theme is a cntique of the 

White Paper's pursuit of formai equality in favour of an understanding of equality that 

involves treating people differently or c'specially". The Red Paper notes, "Every group 

gets special treatment, concessions - even special statu. We need and are entitled to 

special consideration - at the very Ieast we expect that the promises made when we 

signed the treaties ceding our lands will be  h~noured."'~ The Red Paper rejects the White 

Paper's position that differentiation invariably leads to disadvantage, noting that it is the 

paternalistic Indian Act - and not the treaties themselves - that have long disadvantaged 

~bor i~inals?  The importance of the treaties is emphasized throughout the Red Paper 

'O One of the main authors of  "Citizens Plus", Harold Cardinai, presented a similar argument in his well- 
known book, The Uniun Societv: The Trwedv of Canada's ~ndians. (Edmonton: H& Riblishing Ltd, 
1969). 
" Th; Indian Chiefs of Alberta, Citizens Plus. 9. 
72 The Indian Chiefs of Alberta, Citizens Plus. 19. 
73 Notably, the Red Paper argues that the Indian Act and the lndian Anairs Branch should be retained, 
albeit not in the patemalistic and repressive form that has existed previously. 



and the Federal govemrnent is condernned for attempting to unilaterally elirninate these 

treaties, especiaily since they were the product of negotiation and mutual agreement. 

It is notable that the Red Paper fiamed its response to the White Paper by using 

the Hawthorn language of "citizens plus", as is apparent in its original title. Indeed, the 

Red Paper begins by quoting the Hawthorn Report's central position, discussed above 

(Le. 'Tndians should be regarded as 'Citizens Plus; in addition to the normai nghts and 

duties of citizenship, Indians possess certain additional rights as charter members of the 

7 9  74 Canadian comrnunity. ) In adopting the notion of "citizens plus", the Indian Chiefs of 

Alberta make a point of emphasizing that they take the "citizens" element very seriously. 

They argue that their different ways of living (Le. the "plus") can operate wirhin the 

Canadian context, as long as Canada makes suficient space for diversity and pluralism: 

The cultures of the Indian peoples are old and colourful strands in that Canadian 
fabric of diversity. We want Our children to learn our ways, our history, Our 
customs, and our traditions. Everyone should recognize that Indians have 
contributed much to the Canadian comrnunity. When we signed the treaties we 
promised to be good and loyal subjects of the Queen. The record is clear - we 
kept Our promises.75 

This statement emphasizes that the Indian Chiefs of Alberta have no desire to separate 

firom the Canadian political comrnunity, although they wish to maintain their Aboriginal 

identities. 

At one level, the Red Paper may be seen as successfÙlly displacing the 

74 The Indian Chiefs of Alberta, Citizens Plus in Waubageshig, ed., The Onlv Good Indian: Essays by 
Canadian Indians, (Toronto: New Press, 1970). 5,  
'' The Indian Chiefs of Alberîa, Citizens Plus. 10. 



equality/difFerence dichotomy. In rejecting the attempt to impose equality in a uniform 

manner, the Red Paper proposes a blend of equality (as "citizens") und difference (the 

"plus"). Here it follows the Hawthom Report. But at another Ievel, the appropriation of 

the Hawthorn Report's language of "citizens plusy' can be seen as reinforcing the 

equality/dEerence dichotomy. Consider the following. When presented in the fonn of a 

"plus", diierence is set within the terms of a hierarchy; difference means more or less 

than "citizens", which represents the dividing Iine of equality. Previously, Aboriginals 

were "citizens minus"" (Le. less) and now they demand to be "citizens plus" (Le. more). 

Since al1 hierarchies are relative, it follows that any difference leads to the upgrading or 

downgrading of those who are merely "citizens" . Therefore, "citizens plus", since it 

takes the form of more, amounts to the misrecognition of al1 other Canadian citizens who 

are othenvise merely "equai" (Le. less). It is not too difficult to see that when difference 

is set within this hierarchical language it breeds invidious cornparison: if "they" get more, 

"we" get less. 

There is a further element to this, for the language of "citizens plus" reinforces the 

development of counter-unities. The White Paper attempts to impose unity through 

equality, and this generates a counter-unity through difference. Hence, the rejection of 

the White Paper constructed a national Aboriginal consciousness that had not existed 

previously, or at least not to the same degree. As J. R. Miller says, 

76 Hawthorn Report, 6. 



In their uniformiy hostile reaction to it [the White Paper], Indian leaders found a 
basis for a pan-Canadian unity they had long sought but failed to achieve.. .The 
white paper had given them a cornmon enemy against which to mobilue, and the 
prime rninister' s retreat had encouraged their troops." 

M e n  looked at in this way, it is clear that the White Paper does not simply lead to the 

Red Paper - indeed, Whiteproduces Red as a cohesive sub-unity; in this context, Red is 

inconceivable without White. 

Where the unity of those who demand the 'plus' is concemed, one of the most 

interesting arguments in the Red Paper cornes in response to the White Paper's proposal 

for a kind of affirmative action, where "those who are fiirthest behind should be heiped 

most". Here, the Red Paper insists that, 

We do not want different treatment for different tribes. These promises of 
e ~ c h e d  senices are bribes to get us to accept the rest of the Policy. The Federal 
Government is trying to divide us Indian eople so it can conquer us by saying 
that poorer reserves will be helped most. P, 

Putting aside questions of whether the White Paper intended to divide Abonginal 

peoples, this statement appears contradictory since it seems ta undermine the initial 

justification for Aboriginal differentiation. Yet, at another level, it demonstrates that the 

basis of difference - the "plus" or special treatrnent - must itself be equal, suggesting that 

al1 Aboriginals should relate to the rest of Canada in the uniform fashion of a sub-unity. 

This language is reinforced throughout the Red Paper, which constantly ernphasizes the 

unity of Abonginal peoples, or at least treaty ~ndians.'~ The White Paper's attempt to 

-- - -- 

7 7 ~ ~ s c r a u e r s  hide the heavens. 232. 
78 The Indian Chiefs of Alberta, Citizens Plus. 12. 

For a discussion, see Cardinal, The Uniust Societv. Chapter 10. 



çreate unity through equdity not ody  generates a counter-response that asserts 

difference, but a daerence that takes the form of a counter-unity, a unified difference: 

equality/difference or WhitdRed. The result is that invidious cornparison is encouraged 

and fears of fragmentation are exacerbated - as wiIl become clear with present-day 

responses to Aboriginal self govenunent. There is a logic here - a Logic of equality vs. 

dierence - that is very difficult to displace, especially when set within the imperative to 

unity- In the next section, 1 will examine the manner in which this logic plays itself out in 

the current context. 

The current context: Aboriginal self government 

In the three decades since the White Paper was presented - and rejected - there is 

little doubt that contemporary relations between Aboriginals and non-AboriginaIs have 

been transformed in crucial respects. Some of the pivota1 events include: the insertion of 

S. 35 in the 1982 Charter of Rights, recognizing and affirming existing Abonginal and 

treaty rights; an agreement to hoId federal-provincial conferences in the mid-1980s to 

discuss self government and the eventual failure of these negotiations; the exclusion of 

Aboriginal issues from the Meech Lake Accord in 1987, leading Elijah Harper to help 

bring down the Accord in the summer of 1990; in the same summer, the Oka crisis; the 

inclusion in 1992 of First Nations representatives at the Charlottetown negotiations and 

the successful negotiation of general guidelines for Aboriginal self govemment in the 

Charlottetown Accord, followed by the eventual rejection of the Accord by a majority of 



Aboriginals and non-Aboriginals; the massive Royal Commission on Abonginai Peoples 

(1991-1995), calling for a new relationship between Abonginals and non-Aboriginals in 

Canada - quickiy shelved by the Liberal government; and, most recently, the signing of 

the Nisga'a Treaty and the coming into being of Nunavut, two indications of the forms 

which Aboriginal selfgovernent might take in the future. Of course, most of the 

problems that Aboriginal peoples have suffered with the presence of Europeans remain 

prevalent in the form of extreme poverty, unemployment, inadequate housing, and high 

levels of incarceration. Still, it is clear enough that the politics of AboriginaVnon- 

Aboriginal relations have shifted dramatically since the 1ate 1960s: First Nations 

organizations are now far better organized and more influential and their struggles have a 

much higher profile. 

But what about the equality/difference form of the debate so evident at the time of 

the White Paper? Remarkably, by the mid-1980s, Douglas Sanders considered the 

rejection of the equal citizenship position for First Nations so strong that he could write 

the following, 

The general acceptance of Indian special status in Canada is clear. In the post- 
war period it is the dominant theme in national law and policy under both 
Conservative and Liberal governments. The White Paper on Indian policy of 
1969 was a brief exception. Al1 three national parties officially support the 
recognition of Indian rights and decry the failures of past governmental policies. 
No federai or provincial politicians can be identified in Canada today who 
publicly oppose Indian special status as s ~ c h . ~ ~  

'O Douglas Sanders, "The Renewal of Indian Speciai Status" in AM F. Bayefsky and Mary Eberts, eds., 
Eaualitv R i ~ h t s  and the Canadian Charter of R i ~ h t s  and Freedoms. (Toronto: Carswell, 1985)- 



However, by the early 1990s, the White Paper and its equal citizenship discourse would 

appear far fiom dead, even though the diEerence position (in the form of self 

govemment) is now clearly hegemonic in Canada. What is troubling is that the logic of 

much of the current debate has not changed very much since the White Paper; these 

debates continue to play out within the terms, albeit reversed, of the equality/difference 

dichotomy. I will now examine the debate surrounding the self-government provisions in 

the Charlottetown Accord to substantiate this claim. 

SeIf govemrnent and the Charlottetown Accord 

According to the Charlottetown Accord of 1992, "The Aboriginal peoples of 

Canada have the inherent right of self govemment within canada."*' Although this 

provision received considerable support dunng the Charlottetown Referendum 

Campaign, a number of the themes in the debates surrounding this provision are worth 

e~a tn in in~ . '~  Throughout the campaign, the media provided a platform for First Nations 

leaders to justiQ the self-government provisions. For example, the Chief of the 

Poundmaker reserve in Saskatchewan, Blain Favel, stated : 

What the Constitution does for our people is it provides us with a shield, not a 
sword, a shield whjch we can [use to] protect our culture, so that we can 

81 Section 29 (1) Draft Legal Te- October 9, 1992. 
ln what follows, I will draw from national television news transcripts from the CharIonetorni 

Referendum campaign. These transcripts, created by the National Media Archives, are drawn fiom the 
CBC news programs The National, The Journal, and Sundav Rewrt as well as from The CTV News. 
Included in these transcripts are al1 the reports that make any reference to the constitution during the seven- 
and-a-half week p e n d  beginning September 3, 1992, when the referendum date was onicially announced, 
and ending on October 25, 1992, the day before the referendum vote was held. 



determine and develop our own laws according to our culture ... A lot of this stuff 
has happened because we havent had the nght to Say, 'look, we have the nght to 
control our lives on the reser~e,*~ 

Arguments of this kind for democratic control were presented fiequently during the 

campaign. 

At the same time, there was considerable dissension within First Nations 

~ornmunities.~~ Questions of representation were particularly controversial. For the first 

tirne, Abonginal leaders had gained inclusion in the constitutional negotiation, which had 

previously been limited to the First ~ in is te rs .~ '  Dunng the Charlottetown negotiations, 

four Aboriginal groups - the Assembly of First Nations, the Inuit Tapinsat, the Native 

Council of Canada, and the Metis National councilg6 - were included, since it was felt 

that no single Abonginal leader could Iegitimately speak for al1 Abonginal peoples. Still, 

the four Aboriginal groups included were clearly apprehensive that they might be 

silenced by one another. Similar concems emerged fiom within these Aboriginal sub- 

83 The National- October 19, 1992, Placement 5. 
" As a whole, Abonginals themselves gave only rnixed responses to the self-government provisions during 
the referendum campaign and support from within the Status-Indian cornrnunity was especially weak. This 
lack of support did not reflect a rejection of self government; instead, Aboriginai people ercpressed concern 
that the process moved too quickly and did not allow enough time for rigorous study of the complex issues 
involved. Notably, Elijah Harper advised Aboriginai people not to vote - and a majority of those who did 
vote opposed the agreement 
8S AS if tumed out, Aboriginal inclusion came only &ter a vigorous mggle  between several key 
constitutional actors. Most notably, Premier Bob Rae of Ontario actively supported Abonginal inclusion, 
and his position eventually prevailed. Still, Federal Constitutionai Mairs  Minister loe Clark was a 
vociferous opponent, so much so that Ovide Mercredi, Grand Chief of the Assembly of First Nations said, 
"What surpnsed me was not our inclusion ultimately, but loe Clark's passion for our exclusion-" The 
Joumai. October 12: PIacement 1. Clark, as well as other constitutionai actors, argued that increasing the 
number of negotiators would decrease the chances of reaching an agreement. 

The negotiaton were Ovide Mercredi of the AFN, Rosemarie Kuptana of the Inuit Tapirisat, Ron George 
of the NCC, and Marc Leclair representing the MNC. 



comrnunities as well - especially within the Status-Indian community. At one point, 

Ovide Mercredi expressed some discomfort over the burden of representing the entire 

Status-Indian population dunng the negotiations: 

1 can't represent al1 the Indian people. It's impossible and 1 dont want to be put 
into a position of being the person who comprornised the rights of my peo le. 1 
want to make sure there's ten, fifieen, thirty other people who'll be there. d 

Despite this sentiment, Mercredi was generally insensitive to the divenity of the Status- 

Indian community. He would often speak in terms of "my people" or, "the people 1 

represent" as if Status-Indians were a homogeneous entity. Many AboriginaI peoples 

resented this tone, as is the case in the following exchange between Mercredi and 

Mohawk Chief BilIy Two Rivers: 

Chief BiZ& Two Rivers: It's not good for the Mohawks. 

Chief Ovide Mercredi: It's good for the Mohawks. 

Chief Two Rivers: No sir, you can't Say that, Ovide, because you don't have 
the authority or the jurisdiction to Say that for the Mohawk people. 

Chief Mercredi: 1 will Say it. 

Chief Two Rivers: Ovide, you can't say that. 

Chief Mercredi: 1 will Say it. 

Chief Two Rivers: ... al1 this, because you dont have the mandate to speak on 
behaif.. . 

ChiefMercredi: I have the mandate. 1 have the mandate. 

Chief Two Rivers: Oh no ! *' 
87 The Joumai. October 12, 1992, Placement 1, 

The Journal. October 14, 1992, Placement 1. 



This exchange illustrates the kind of universalistic attitude that Mercredi fiequently 

displayed towards the Status-Indian Cornmunity. This attitude also extended to questions 

of gender. As far as Mercredi was concemed, he could legitimately represent both 

Statu-Indian men and women, as reflected in the foliowing statement: 

The Assembly of First Nations represents Indian people, regardless of their 
gender, men, women, and children, and at the tabIe we represent the interests of 
al1 our people ... The Assembly of First Nations as an organization, represents al1 
these people and the women who belong to our societies can participate in that 
process and that's how we conducted our affairs so far!' 

This tone is especially significant given that the Native Women's Association of Canada 

(NWAC) had already put forward strong opposition to his assumption of gender 

impartiality,gO going so far as to take legal action to stop the referendum vote since 

NWAC had been excluded from the negotiations.91 

In addition to resisting their exclusion fi-om the negotiations, NWAC also 

cliticized the Aboriginal self-government provisions, as illustrated in the following CBC 

report: 

CBC News Reporter Karen Webb: Zellah MacDonald is an Aboriginal wornan, 
who says her experience with the Native justice system has convinced her that 
Self-Governrnent could be bad for women. She says she was told by Native men 
to forget about laying a sema1 assault charge. She's affaid that if Self- 

'' Sundav Report. October 18, 1992, Placement 10. 
" Ironidly, there were also claims that NWAC itself was acting illegi timately in bringing forth its protest, 
on the basis that it could not speak for al1 Status-Indian wornen. For e m p l e ,  on the CBC, Wendy Granf 
Chief of the Musqueam Nation stated: "...the Native Women's Association, al though they have concerns, 
do not speak on behalfof the traditional women within Our societies." The National. October 13, Placement 
2 
2. 

'' According to NWAC lawyer Mary Eberts, "They M A C I  were given a court order August 20th. saying 
they were entitied to participate, they have k e n  ignored since then by the Federal government, and we say 
that the violation of their nghts continues d o m  to the present day." The ~ationa1.0ctober 13, 1992, 
Placement 3. 



Goverment perpetuates that attitude, women like her could lose their legal rights 
to Canadian justice. 

m A C  member ZelZah Mi7DonaId: ... and if we make the choice that we want it 
through the criminal justice system of Canada, as it pertains to everyone else in 
Canada, that's Our ~ h o i c e . ~ ~  

NWAC members and lawyers figured prorninently in the media, expressing 

wncems that the Aboriginal self-government provisions would jeopardize the protections 

they had achieved with the Charter of Rights. While W A C  did not oppose self 

governmentper se, it argued that any defensible mode1 of self government had to include 

provisions to ensure that Aboriginai women would be protected by the Charter as well as 

have a voice in Aboriginal decision-making processes; otherwise they would continue to 

be dorninated by Aboriginal men. 

Amongst non-Aboriginals, Aboriginal self government received considerable 

support during the Char10 ttetown referendum carnpaign. Throughout the campaign, 

proponents defended the need for Aboriginal self govemment on grounds of justice, often 

in response to in te~ewers  and commentators who asked questions that had a "but isn't 

difference dangerous" tone to them. In response to one such question, Prime Minister 

Mulroney stated: "You want to Say "NO" to justice for Abonginal peoples? I don't think 

you should ... The Abonginal peoples have fought for justice for 125 years, and now it's 

92 The National. September 22, 1992, Placement 3. 



their tum. "93 Sidarly, then Justice Minister Kim Campbell defended the provisions as 

follows: 

... the Charlottetown Accord ... empowers people, it brings people fiilly to the table 
of participation in Canadian governance. It provides an opportunity for Native 
people for the first time to do what other Canadians have been doing for a long 
tirne, mainly goveming themselves, and 1 c m  tell you as a, you know, former 
Minister in the Department of Indian AfEairs, the existing paternalistic 
relationship between the govemment of Canada and Aboriginal people is one that 
is a complete anomaly in this day and age and is demeaning to both parties.g4 

In another exchange, CBC News Anchor Peter Mansbridge questioned Ontario Attorney 

General Ian Scott as foIlows: 

Peter Mansbridge: 1 live next door, say, to Elijah Harper. Will he have different 
n e t s  as a result of this [Charlottetown] agreement than 1 do? Does he live under 
a different set of laws.. .? 

lan Scort: ... The thing to note about Elijah Harper is that for 200 years his people 
have been living under a regime of different rights and lesser rights than we've 
had..,g5 

These excerpts show that the differentiated citizenship discourse was clearly dominant 

during the referendum campaign. 

Still, those pursuing equal citizenship did express strong resistance to the self- 

government provisions on numerous occasions. Gordon Wilson, the leader of the British 

Columbia Liberal Party was especially forceful, arguing, "We should have one Canada, 

indivisible, in which every Canadian is equal to every other Canadian regardless of their 

" The CTV News. September 21, 1992. Placement 1. 
94 The Journal. October 22, 1992, Placement 1. 
95 The National. October 11, 1992, Placement 1 1. 



race, colour, creed, language, religion, gender or the province in which they  ive."'^ 

Historian Michael Bliss also achieved considerable presence in the media, with 

statements such as the following: 

Does our feeling that the Natives of Canada have had a bad deal justify us making 
this kind of leap, and do we have the faith and the trust necessary, or, are we 
gonna wake up 40 years fiom now and find out that we've got an order of 
govemment based on race, that Abonginal peopIe are more separate than ever 
before." 

Others also presented similar arguments dunng the campaign, such as the following 

statement by newspaper columnist William Johnson: 

... rather than do away with the colonialism of the Indian Act, what it [Aboriginai 
Self-Govemment] does is it perpetuates forever a form of apartheid and a form of 
colonialism where the different laws, different governments, ody now it's natives 
who are giving the orders and doling out the ~e l fa re .~*  

These arguments - expressing a vision of equal citizenship - were by far the most 

cornmon form of opposition to the Aboriginal self-government provisions put forward by 

non-Aboriginals during the referendurn campaign." What is especially inreresting here is 

the manner in which both Bliss and Johnson utilize a form of inversion to undermine the 

differentiated citizenship discourse; by suggesting a connection between Aboriginal self 

government, race, and apartheid, they attempt to invert the difference discourse and 

%e CrV News. October 7, 1992, Placement 1. 
91 The Journal. October 5, 1992, Placement 1. 
%e Journal. October 7, 1992, Placement 1. 
" At no point in the traIlSCCipts was ntch an argument put fomard by an Aboriginal person. 



present it as a form of pre-liberalism.'OO Following the referendum, Mary Ellen Turpel 

responded to these types of comrnents as follows: 

The equality-for-al1 argument, coupled with concems about hieruchies of nghts, 
are, in my view, empty yet troubling strains of opposition to Aboriginal peoples' 
statu and nghts in Canadian society. They were powefilly appealing to the 
public, as suspicion that some Canadians would not be equal to others was 
effective for the opposition campaign during the referendum debate. These 
concerns will endure because a discourse was created during the referendum 
campaign that will be with us for some time to corne.'0' 

As we know, the discourse of equal citizenship was not "created during the referendum 

campaign," but Turpel's fears regarding the emerging strength of the equal citizenship 

argument were certainly warranted. 

Since Charlottetown, and the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples that 

followed, there have been a number of important steps taken toward achieving forms of 

Abonginal self government. The creation of the temtory of Nunavut and the signing of 

the Blkga'a Agreement are the most obvious examples. In this sense, one could argue 

that forms of differentiated citizenship remain dominant today - at Ieast where First 

Nations are concerned. Yet despite significant support for these initiatives, they have 

generated considerable controversy, ofien driven by the Reform Party and its equal 

citizenship platform. While Reforrn remains somewhat marginal in this respect, its equal 

citizenship provisions appear to have gained additional strength in the wake of the 

lm For an interesthg discussion of a somewhat similar tendency to use inversion in the United States, see 
Ronaid Dworki~i, Taking Rinhts Seriously. (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1977) 
229. 
'O1 The  Charlottetown Distord," 138. 



Nkga'a Agreement. Furthemore, there is little new in this equal citizenship discourse; 

indeed, it is, in effect, a retum to the White Paper of 1969, almost explicitly so. For 

example, Reform Party MP Garry Breitkreuz made the following statement during 

Question Period in the House of Cornons  in 1996: 

Mr. Speaker, in 1969, back when Our Prime Minister was Minister of Indian 
Mairs, the Liberals had a poIicy based on the fundamental principle of equaiity 
and 'non-discriminatory participation of Indian people in Canadian society'. If 
they had stayed on the equality track, maybe there would have been no OKA, no 
Gustafson Lake, no Ipperwash. 1 ask the Minister of Indian Affairs, when will he 
repeal the Indian Act which divides us on the basis of race and replace it with new 
legislation based on the principles of equality, democracy and acco~ntabi l i t~? '~~ 

Future opposition to Abonginal self govement will likely reflect the terms of the past, 

as I iliustrate below where 1 discuss the Reform Party's equal citizenship position at 

p a t e r  length. 

Since 1 began this case study with the Hawthorn Report, it is appropriate to 

conclude by returning to one of its CO-authors, Alan Cairns, and his recent suggestion that 

we should attempt to revive the Hawthom concept of "citizens plus". To be clear, Cairns 

does not object, on the whole, to some form of differentiated citizenship in general or 

Aboriginal self govement in particular. What is notable however is Cairns' concem 

with the fiagmenting potential of self government as it is currently put forward and 

defended. According to Caims, in most discussions of self governrnent, 

Although the saving clause 'within Canada,' is typically noted, relations with 
Canada are often described in instrumental terms. A pan-Canadian community 
engaged in common tasks, a coast-to-coast shared citizenship which knits us 

'O2 News Release, November 22, 1996, Reform Party website. 



together in one of our dimensions as a single political people exists at best as a 
shadowy background reality with M e  substance. In much of this literature there 
is a deep, if implicit strain of separatisrn. 'O3 

Remarkably, in response to what he believes is the fiagmenting potential of treaty 

federalsm, Cairns suggests a retum to the Hawthorn Report's notion of 'citizens plus'. 

He notes, "citizens plus" had the purpose of integrating Aboriginal peopies into Canadian 

citizenship; in contrast, those who defend treaty federalism - especially legal scholars - 

do not pay sufficient attention to the question of how Aboriginal peoples will continue to 

relate to the whole. Caims' argument here reinforces my interpretation of the Hawthom 

Report above where 1 suggested that the "plus" was a tool to be used by federai 

bureaucrats in order to facilitate the integration of Aboriginal peoples inio Canadian 

citizenship, and was thus never designed to encourage separation. The main difference 

with treaty federalism is that, although Aboriginals will continue to be Canadian citizens, 

the "plus" aspect takes the form of democratic autonomy. This autonomy would seem to 

extend to the marner in which Aboriginal peoples relate to Canada in general and so 

there is no binding mechanism, no safeguard to ensure political cohesion, because the 

relationship cannot be controlled from above. It is quite revealing that the absence of a 

binding mechanism makes Cairns uneasy, and that he believes that we should be 

scrutinking this relationship of Aboriginals to the whole, suggesting yet again the 

perpetual preoccupation with cohesion and unity. In the second case study, it will 

1 O3 Cairns is speaking here of Iegal scholars in particular, "Political Science and What Holds Us Together: 
Aboriginal Peoples and the Canadian State," paper presented at the annual meetings of the Canadian 
Political Science Association, Sherbrooke, June 6-8, 1999, 296. 



become clear that concems with differentiated citizenship for Quebec are also grounded 

in fears of fkagrnentation. 

Case study II: Deconstructing equal provinces/asyrnmetrical federalism 

In this case study, 1 examine the play of the equality/difference dichotomy in 

recent attempts to bring Quebec into the post-1982 constitutional fold. Rather than 

survey the wide-range of complex issues involved in these a t t e ~ ~ ~ ~ t s , ' ~ ~  I continue my 

focus on the central axis of the impasse, wlïich follows a symmetry/asymmetry paneni 

where Quebec is concerned. The focal point of this section is the most recent quasi- 

constitutional agreement, the Calgary Declaration. With the Calgary Declaration, the 

heconcilability of the impasse - when it takes the form of equality/difference or 

syrnrnetry/asymmetry - cornes into clearest view. In order to contextualize my 

discussion of the Calgary Declaration, 1 will begin with bnef discussions of the Meech 

Lake and Charlottetown Accords as well as the growing influence of the Reform Party 

and its equal citizenship discourse. 

The Meech Lake Accord (1987), the product of the "Quebec Round", was a 

response to five minimum conditions, put forward by the Liberal Government of Quebec, 

104 For extended discussions, see Peter Russell, Constitutional Odvssev: Can Canadians be a Sovereim 
Peo~le? (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1992); Alan C. Cairns, Dism~tions: Constitutional 
Stmernles, fiom the Charter to Meech Lake. Douglas E. Williams, ed., (J'oronto: McClelland & Stewart 
hc., 199 1); Patrick J, Monahan, Meech Lake: The Inside Storv. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 
1991); Michael Behiels, ed., The Meech Lake Primer: Confiictine: View of the 1987 Constitutional Accord. 
(Ottawa: University of Ottawa Press, 1989); Kenneth McRoberts & Patrick Monahan, eds., The 
Charlottetown Accord. the Referendum. and the Future of Canada. (Toronto; University of Toronto Press, 
1993). 



for Quebec's signing Constitution Act 1982. These five demands included, "the explicit 

recognition of Québec as a distinct society; a guarantee of increased powers in 

immigration matters; the limitation of federal spending power; recognition of a nght to 

veto; Québec's participation in the appointment of judges to the Supreme Court of 

 anad da""' The First Ministers were able to accommodate Quebec's demands, with 

some variations, by ensuring that al1 of the powers delegated to Quebec were also 

provided to all the other provinces. The key to the Accord, then, was provincial equality 

or symmetry. The one exception, of course, was the Distinct Society Clause @SC), 

which took the following fom: 

241) The Constitution of Canada shaIl be interpreted in a manner consistent with 
(a) the recognition that the existence of French speaking Canadians, centred in 
Quebec but aIso present elsewhere in Canada, and English-speaking Canadians, 
concentrated outside Quebec, constitutes a fundamental charactenstic of Canada; 
and (b) the recognition that Quebec constitutes within Canada a distinct society. 'O6 

This presentation of the DSC was, not surprisingly, the result of considerable negotiation. 

Quebec wanted to have its French character accented, yet there was considerable 

resistance to this or to any deep f o m  of Quebec differentiation.lo7 Instead, with the 

exception of the DSC, the Meech Lake Accord was grounded in strict provincial equality. 

As David Milne argues, 

Any realistic Iook at the Meech Lake Accord itself would surely show that, with 
the single exception of the 'distinct society' clause, the equality pnnciple trumped 
on every element of the package in the so-called Quebec round. Despite the fact 

'O5 Gii Rémillard, "Quebec's Quest for SuMval and Equality via the Meech Lake Accord," in The Meech 
Lake Primer). 29. For further discussion, see Peter Russell, Constitutional Odvssey. 133-135. 
106 Constitutional Accord, June 3, 1987 (Meech Lake Accord). 
'07 Monahan, Meech Lake: The Inside Story- 242-248. 



that Quebec had tabled proposals providing for asyrnmetry over the veto in the 
amending formula and some other subjects, first Mnisters reasserted equality at 
every tum.'08 

Equality acted as a container for difference, ensuring that the distinctiveness of Quebec 

remained relatively shallow. However, despite the attempts to surround the DSC with 

equality, it generated explosive reactions in English Canada. 

There were certainiy other reasons for the unpopularity of the Meech Lake 

Accord and its failure in the summer of 1990. For example, the negotiation process, a 

fonn of executive federalism, and the ratification process, where no amendments would 

be entertained, were considered undemocratic and elitist by many - an affront to the new 

"citizens constitution" that had emerged with the Charter of ~ i ~ h t s . ' ~ ~  Another problem 

was that the idea of the "Quebec Round" antagonized groups such as First Nations, 

whose demands were entirely marginalized fiom the process.'10 And some expressed 

concem that, given al1 the powers it provided for the provinces, the Federal govemment 

would be weakened and national standards jeopardized. Still, it is generally believed that 

opposition to the DSC was the greatest cause of the Accord's downfall. 

Some of the opposition to the DSC took the forrn of a defence of the Charter of 

Rights. For example, concems were expressed on the part of feminist groups, among 

l m  David Miine, "Equality or Asymrnetry: Why Choose?" Ornions for a New Canada. Ronald L. Watts and 
Douglas M. Brown, ed., (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 199 1) 297. See also, Iererny Webber who 
discusses equal citizenship and the Meech Lake Accord at some length. Reimagininn Canada. 141- 
' O 9  See Alan Cairns, "Citizens (Outsiders) and Govemments (Insiders) in Constitution-Making: The Case of 
Meech Lake," in Dismptions. 
"O See Alan Cairns, "Constitutional Minoritarianism in Canada," in Reconfimirations: Canadian 
Citizenship & Constitutional Change. Douglas E. Williams, ed., (Toronto: McClelland & Stewart Inc,, 
1995). 



others, that certain Charter rights would be infîinged o r  weakened as a result of the 

DSC."' Similar concerns resulted with regard to Quebec's Anglophones d e r  the 

Quebec govemment's use of the notwithstanding clause in response to the Supreme 

Court's striking down Quebec's sign law, Bill 10 1. When the Quebec government put 

f m a r d  a new sign law, Bill 178, shielding it fiom the Charter with the use of the 

notwithstanding clause, opposition to the Meech Lake Accord solidified. ' 1 2  Many 

scholars and cornmentators have focused on this issue, most notably Charles Taylor, 

arguing that opposition to Meech Lake took the form of a defence of individuai rights. 

Stiii, as 1 will argue in the next chapter, the central antagonism surrounding the DSC has 

not taken an individual vs. collective nghts form. Robert Vipond has also made this case 

noting, especially with regard to Newfoundland Premier Clyde Wells, that: 

... the conflict at the heart of Meech therefore was not between the Charter and 
federalism, or  between individual and collective rights, much less between those 
who respect rights and those who don't. The conflict rather was exactly what he 
and the Quebec govemment said it was: a collision between two understandings 
of cornrnunity, one tied to the universal implications of equality, the other more 
sensitive to the diversity that follows from autonorny.' l 3  

The main opposition to the DSC did not take the form of a defence of individual 

nghts but instead centred on a rejection of asymmetry. Prominent Canadians such as 

Clyde Wells cnticized the DSC on the grounds that it undermined the equality of 

"' Mary Eberts, "The Constitution, the Charter and the Distinct Society Clause: Why Are Women Being 
1 ored," in The Meech Lake Primer. 
"Kenneth McRobe* notes that opposition to the Accord was strong before the Quebec govemment's use 
of the notwithstanding clause. Misconceivin~ Canada: The S t r u ~ ~ i e  for National Unitv. (Toronto: Oxford 
University - - -  Press, 1997) 202-203. 
1 1 3  Robert Vipond, "From Provincial Autonomy to Provincial," 108. 



Canadian citizens and Throughout the English Canadian public sphere, 

beliigerent citizens rejected the idea that Quebec should be given "special treatment" - 

they argued that the DSC was unfàir and instead al1 Canadians and their provinces had to 

be treated equally. While it was not the first tirne it had entered the Canadian public 

sphere, one could certainly argue that this version of the equai citizenship discourse was 

as aggressive and influential as any similar equality discourse in Canadian history.'" So 

strong was the opposition to the asymmetry entailed with the DSC that in the penod 

leading up to the Accord's failure in 1990 attempts were made to dilute the already 

diluted asymmetry through amendments to the original agreement. ' l6 While these efforts 

failed, further attempts to weaken the asymmetry entailed by the DSC would follow in 

subsequent constitutional rounds. Given the vehemence with which English Canadians 

rejected recognizing Quebec as a distinct society, it is not surprising that support for 

Quebec sovereignty reached very high levels in the months following the failure of the 

Accord. The result of English Canada's attempt to impose equality on Quebec was the 

fûrther strengthening and sharpening of a competing sub-unity. 

In cornparison with the Meech Lake Accord, the Charlottetown Accord was a far 

more wide-ranging document that attempted to deal with many of the criticisrns made by 

For a fascinating discussion of Wells, see Robert Vipond, "From Provincial Autonomy to Provincial 
Equaiity (Or, Clyde Wells and the Distinct Society)" in Joseph Carens, ed., 1s Ouebec Nationalism Just? 
(Monueal &Kingston: McGill-Queen's University Press, 1995); for Trudeau's rejection to the Meech Lake 
Accord on similar grounds, see With a Bana. Not a Whimoer: Pierre Trudeau Sueaks Out, Donald 
Johnston, ed., (Toronto: Stoddart, 1988). 
I l 5  Indeed, one could also argue that its populia flavour helped precipitate the emergence of the Reform 
Party- 
'16 These anernpts are discussed by David Milne, "Equality or Asymrneq: Why Choose?" 297-298. 



Engiish Canadians (as opposed to Quebecers) of the  Meech Lake Accord. The strategy 

of the First Ministers in constructing the Charlottetown Accord was, in effect, to include 

a DSC but to surround it with even more equality provisions so as to ensure that only a 

minimal degree of asymmetry resulted. Most of the relevant provisions were included 

up-fiont in the "Canada Clause", where the "fundamental characteristics" of Canada were 

outlined. Thus, the third provision of the Canada Clause states, "Quebec constitutes 

within Canada a distinct society, which includes a French-speaking majority, a unique 

,Y 117 culture and a civil law tradition. This clause is then balanced and contained by an 

equal provinces clause, the eighth provision of the Canada Clause, which reads as 

follows, "Canadians confirm the prîncipie of the equality of the provinces at the same 

t h e  as recognïzing their diverse char acte ris tic^."^^^ Following the list of "fundamental 

characteristics" of Canada is a second DSC that states, "The role of the legislature and 

Govemment of Quebec to preserve and promote the distinct society of Quebec is 

affirmer 1 lg PotentiaI asymmetry resulting fiom the two distinct society clauses is then 

limited by a further provision that appears towards the end of the Charlottetown text 

which states that any agreement between the Federal government and one province must 

be available to al1 the other provinces in order to "accord that other governrnent equality 

77 120 of treatment.. . While Quebec is recognized as a distinct society, then, there is a clear 

- - 

Il7 Charlottetown Accord, Dr& Legal Text, October 9, 1992. 2. (1) (c). 
I l B  Charlottetown Accord, Draft Legd Te- October 9, 1992. 2. (1) (h). 
I l 9  Charlottetown Accord, Draft Legd Text, October 9, I992,2 (2). 

Charlottetown Accord, Draft Legal Text, October 9, 1992, 126A. (5). 



effort to set this within an equai provinces framework so that al1 the provinces have 

access to the same powers. 

Still, this solution faiIed to resolve the impasse since English Canadians rejected 

even this difuted and contained distinct society clause. Perhaps more than anyone, Pierre 

Trudeau was responsible since, as he had done previously with the Meech Lake Accord, 

he spoke out widely against the DSC of the Charlottetown Accord. For example, in his 

famous "Maison Egg-Roll" speech, Trudeau responded to the equal provinces provision 

as follows: 

That's really something: they confirm the equality of the provinces, d e r  having 
said in the same article, in a sub-clause, that Quebec is a disfincf society and it is 
the on& distinct province in the Constitution. So what is this now about teiling 
the provinces they are al1 equal?"' 

The reaction against the DSC was exacerbated by another provision that 

guaranteed Quebec a minimum of twenty-five percent of the seats in the House of 

~ o m o n s , ~ ~ ~  a provision that was vigorously rejected during the referendurn carnpaign. 

Many comrnentators objected to the provision because it was seen as antithetical to the 

notion of representation by population and was therefore unfair. This objection is 

apparent in the foilowing television exchange dunng the Charlottetown Referendum, 

when a CBC reporter asked a member of the public what she thought about the Quebec 

guarantee of seats: 

- - 

12' Trudeau: "A mess that deserves a big N O .  (Toronto: Robert Davies Publishing, 1992). 
lPsection 5 1A(2)@) of the Charlottetown Accord states "Quebec s hall aiways be entiried to a number of 
mernbers in the House of Cornrnons that is no fewer than twenty-five per cent of the total number of 
members in the House of Gommons." CharIottetown Accord, Draft Lepal Text. October 9, 1992. 



CBC Reporter Jerry Thompson: Fust-aid attendant, EiIeen Bonagaro likes 90- 
percent of the deal and wants to vote 'YES' ... But, there are things she really 
doesn't like. She says Quebec should not be more equal than the rest of Canada. 

Eileen Bongaro: I feel very strongly that each person in Canada should have 
exactly the sarne Say in the govement, and at the moment with Quebec getting 
25-percent of the collective votes, the person in Quebec at the moment has more 
Say than I do, and I don? think that anyone, regardless of their nationality, creed, 
whatever, should have any more Say than anyone else in Canada, whether they be 
French or Indian or German or Japanese, or me.'= 

Similarly, in another example, a British Columbian was asked to comment on the 

provision: 

Lawrence Bellmore: 1 think B.C here is getting the rotten end of the stick- 

CBC Reporter Aiison Smith: Why is that? 

Lawrence Bellmore: Why is that? Well, why should Quebec get 25-percent of the 
representatives? What's so special about them? lZ4 

During the referendum campaign, B.C. radio commentator Rafe Mair, a prominent 

spokesperson for the "NO" side, became well-known for expressing similar views: 

Quebec has got special status ... The 25% for Quebec in the House of Commons, 
that means something very much to people in British Columbia. We see 
ourselves in the next 25 or 30 years as being as big as Quebec, and the fact that 
we have not got the same seats or anywhere near the same seats in the Comrnons 
is a problem.125 

In response to this argument, many referendum actors commody defended the 

provision on the grounds that Quebec's culture was fiagile and thus in need of protection 

'23The Journal. October 2, 1992, Placement 2. 
'*me National. October 13, 1992, Placement 1 1. 
'%e Journal. September 17, 1992, Placement 2. 



in a way that distinguished it fkorn other provinces such as B . c . ' ~ ~  AS Prime Minister 

Muironey put it: "Ifyou do not have these kinds of arrangement in a confederation, 

French Canadians inevitably will becorne Cajuns and they donnt want to become dancers 

in Louisiana, with ~anjos."'~' The equal and differentiated citizenship positions clashed 

throughout the referendum campaign, as in the following exchange between Jim Nielsen, 

former B.C. politician, and then federal Justice Minister Kim Campbell: 

Jim Nielsen: 1 think it would be dreadfully wrong for the country to introduce a 
system whereby the provinces and the people of the country are not to be treated 
equaily.. . 

Kim Campbell: But they've never been treated equally ... The whole, the whole 
principle of Canadian confederation ... is that we treat people differently to ensure 
that they can be equal. And that is the great fallacy in this debate, that somehow 
equality is sameness. It's not sameness. 

Jim Nielsen: Of course it's not sameness, it's ... 

Kim Campbell: If you treat me the way you are treated, as a wornan ... the result 
will be that I will be unequal in many, many circumstances. 

Jim Nielsen: No, 1 appreciate that, but we have to be practical too. We can't 
obviously give someone a distinct advantage. We and other parts of the country 
are distinct too. '*' 

Nelsen equates the equality of individuals with the equality of provinces. Yet what is 

especiaily notable in this framing of the issue is that Nielsen (as well as Mair and the 

'% response to these objections, those supponing the provision argued that Canada has never really had 
true representation by population. The case of P.E.I. and its histoncal over-represenration in the House of 
Commons in relation to its population was consistently used to support this claim. The Journal. October 2, 
1992, Placement 2. Thus, the guaranteed minimum for Quebec was considered legitimate because it did not 

fiom prior practice. 
The CïV News. October 19, 1992, Placement 2. 

'%e Journal. October 16, 1992, Placement 2. 



other proponents of equal citizenship) does not express any concem with Quebec's 

having the ability to preserve and develop its distinct culture. Instead, he objects to the 

idea that Quebec should have a special ability to do so. This position - what rnight be 

called procedurai communitarianism - was to become especially dominant in the Calgary 

Declaration. 

The Calgary Declaration 

As with any constitutional proposal, the Calgary Declaration has a diverse array 

of political roots beyond the constitutional reaim. Since 1 will be focusing on the 

conception of equdity contained in the Declaration, it is appropriate that I begin with a 

brief look at the role of the Reform Party, since it is currently the most prominent 

Canadian proponent of equal c i t~zensh i~ .~ '~  Equal citizenship represents the ideological 

backdrop for a range of high-profile Reform Party policies on Quebec, immigration, 

Official Multiculturalism, Abonginal self govemment, and affirmative action. Dunng 

the 1997 federai election campaign, Reforrn's posture towards Quebec was aggressive: in 

direct opposition to any recognition of Quebec as a Distinct Society, the Reform Party 

put forward a vision of Canada based, according to its election guide, "...on equality for 

aii citizens and provinces rather than special status for some."'" As the election 

'" The outcorne of the Calgary meetings was infiuenced by the Reform Party on a number of f ions 
including issues related to democratic process and decentralkation. However, 1 f- specifically on the 
p%uality provisions. 

"1997 Reform Party Election Platform Guide", Reform Party Web Page, Novernber, 1997. 



campaign progressed and it became increasingly Iikely that Reform would form the 

Official Opposition, the media were more open t o  Reform's attempt to present its vision 

of equal citizenship in a positive manner. What is especially notable is that Reform was 

able t o  advance this vision with little explicit opposition. Indeed, the dominance of  

Reform's equal-citizenship mode1 was reflected in the failure of any Party, with the 

obvious exception of the Bloc Québécois, to offer a cornpethg vision of citizenship.'" 

Having become the Officia1 Opposition, after the federal eiection, it became clear 

that the Reform Party would now play an especialIy pivotal role on the "National Unity" 

front. Manning exerted his influence almost immediately: before the premiers' meeting 

in Calgary, he wrote a letter to them outlining the kind of approach he thought they 

should take. He urged them to develop " ... a vision of a 2lst-century Canada which 

appeals deeply to aU Canadians, including Quebecers. This vision must reconcile and 

integrate the values and aspirations of importance to Canadians in every part of  the 

country." Manning emphasized the need to construct a common vision in order to 

"strengthen the unity of the country", insisting that there be "...a strong cornmitment by 

the federal government to the equality o f  citizens and provinces in law." At the same 

time, Manning argued, each province must be given the "those tools required to protect 

and develop the unique features of their economies and societies. This will ensure rhat 

Quebec hm the tools needed zo protecl and develop its unique language, nrlture, and 

13' While there may have been sorne support exprwed for a Distinct Society Clause, Aboriginal self 
govermnent or asymmetricai federaIism, it was rarely presented within a broader understanding of how 
Canadian citizenship rnight be constmcted (e.g. as a form of "differentiated citizenship"). 



cinl law traditi~n."'~~ As will become clear below, the premiers eageriy followed 

Manning's advice. 

The Cdgary Declaration was negotiated by al1 the premiers and territorial 

leaders except for Bouchard of Quebec. The Prime Minister was not present nor were 

Aboriginal leaders or other group leaders. The negotiations centred around two 

competing requirements. On the one hand, the premiers had to provide sorne recognition 

to Quebec so as to strengthen the position of Quebec Liberal Opposition Leader Daniel 

Johnson against the separatist Parti Québécois. This requirement remained more or less 

unchanged fiom earlier constitutional rounds, although the sense of urgency may have 

been stronger for some of the premiers because of the narrow victory of the federalists in 

the 1995 Quebec referendum. On the other hand, however, there was the need to satisfi 

the equal-citizenship parameters set forth by the Reform Party. As Rosemary Speirs of 

The Toronto Star put it, ". . .the provincial leaders tned to find a formula so i ~ o c u o u s  

even a Manning couldn't ~bject.""~ According to Maclean's: 

Feamtl of starting what one premier called 'a political grassfire in the West,' 
the nine [premiers] made sure the document wouId be acceptable to Reform 
party Leader Preston Manning, who is so in tune with hard-line opinion 
towards Quebec separatists. They even chose to use many of Manning's own 
words.. .As the premiers prepared to leave Calgary's stately McDougaIl Centre 
to tell the country of their accomplishment, Ontario Premier Mike Hams 

i 134 phoned Manning to tel hirn: 'You won . 

132 Preston Manning, "Letter to Premiers" JuIy 2 la, 1997. Reform Party Web si te, November, 1997. Italics 
added. 
133 Rosemary Speirs, The Toronto Star. September 16, 1997, A17. 
1 34 Maclean's. Sept 29, 1997, 15. According to Globe and Mail colurnnist Jeffrey Simpson, "Mr. 
Manning's hand was not on the premier's Pen7 but his handwiting is nevertheless ail over the document." 
Globe and Mail. September 16, 1997, A16. 



That this is actually so is clear fiom the wording of the Calgary Declaration itself which 

is as foiiows: 

1.AZZ Canadians are equal and have rights protected by Zaw. 

2.AUprovinces. while diverse in their characteristics, have equaiity of stutus. 

3. Canach IS graced by a divers@, tolerance, compassion and ar? equaiity of 
opportun@ rhat is without rival in the worZd 

4. Canada 3 of divers@ inchdes Aboriginal peoples and culzures, the vitaliîy 
of the EngZish and French languages and a multicultural cïîizenry drawn 

fLom all parts of the worZd. 

5 .h  Canada's federal system, where respect for diversity und equaZity underlies 
uni& the unique character of Quebec socie& including its French 
speaking majoriîy, ifs mlfure und its tradition of civil l m ,  is fundamental 
to the weZl being of Cana& Conseqztent(y, the legrslature and 
Govemment of Quebec have a role to protecr and deveiop the unique 
character of Quebec society within Canada, 

6Jfanyfutzrre co~i~trtional amendment confers powers on one province, these 
powers must be mailable to aiiprovinces- 

7. Cana& is a federal systern where federal. provincial, und territorial 
governrnents work in partnership while respecting euch other's 
jurisdictions. Canadians want their governmen fs to work cooperatively 
and with flexibility 10 ensure the ef5ciency and enectiveness of the 
federation. Canadians want their governmenrs to work together 
particuZarZy in the deliver y of their social programs. Provinces und 
territories renav their cornmitment to work in partnership wwirh the 
Goven~rnent of Canada to best serve the nee& of cana di an^-.'^^ 

According to media accounts, the real sticking point in the negotiations was the 

forrn and relationship between what was to become clauses five and six. In order to 

IJS Premiers' "Framework for Discussion on Canadian Unit/' (September 14, 1997). 



satis@ federalists in Quebec, the phrase: "unique character of Quebec society" was 

proposed as an alternative to the "distinct society clause" included in the Meech Lake and 

Charlottetown Accords. Much of the negotiations - driven by Premiers Clark of British 

Columbia and Klein of Alberta - centred on how to ensure that this statement as well as 

the accompanying phrase "the iegislature and Governent of Quebec have a role to 

protect and develop the unique character of Quebec society within Canada" would be 

appropnately chamelled. The key for these premiers was to make sure that clause five 

did not confer, or appear to confer, special treatment upon Quebec. There was 

considerable disagreement as to whether a qualifjing statement should be part of clause 

five, or should make up its own clause According to Maclean's, the third draft of 

the dectaration, proposed by the "hard-line" premiers, included the following: 

It is not the intention of this proposa1 to confer additional powers, but if any 
powers are conferred on one province as a result of this proposal, then these 
powers should a ply equally to any other province in comparable 
circumstances, 135' 

However, this clause was seen as too confrontational by several of the premiers and a 

compromise, brokered by Premier Hams of Ontario, enabled Clark and Klein to adopt a 

leu aggressive posture toward ~uebec. '~ '  Eventually, the clause was re-written as its 

own sixth clause, taking the fonn: "If any fbture constitutional amendment confers 

136 Globe and Mail. September 16, 1997, A4. 
'37 hdaclean's. September 29, 1997, 15. 
138 In r e m  Harris agreed to contact the Prime Minister to arrange a First Minister's meeting on social 
programmes, including the issue of devolution of powers to the privinces. Globe and Mail. ~ë~ternber 16, 
1997, A4. 



powers on one province, these powers must be available to al1 provinces." The 

recognition of Quebec's uniqueness thus became f i d y  situated within the confines of 

provincial equality. 

The premiers were forced to deal with the same tension when placing the Calgary 

Declaration before their provincial constituents. As a result, the premiers constantly 

emphasized that the Declaration was designed to allow Quebec space to preserve its 

"uniqueness" without providing it with anything beyond what other provinces may also 

73 139 receive. Here, the premiers attempted to pre-empt cries of "special treatment . The 

web site of the Saskatchewan government illustrated this sentiment well. The 

government itself posed the dreaded, but expected, question: "Aren't the Premiers just 

coming back at us with another special deal for Quebec?" Its response: "The answer is 

NO. This isn't a speciai deal for any one province." It then goes on to Say, 

People in Quebec who believe in Canada need to hear the rest of us  say that they 
can be in Canada and protect their language, culture and legal system - that's 
pnnciple S . .  .The rest of us need to hear that there wilI be no special deals for any 
one province.. . that's pnnciple 6.'" 

I3?L'he singk exception to this emphasis that I came across was in a background paper included on the 
govenunent of Saskatchewan's "Unity" Web Site: (November, 1997) which acknowledged that dBerentia1 
treatment is sometimes necessary: 

EquaIity under the Charter does not necessarily mean sameness of treaunent. The law recognizes 
that in order to guarantee equality for al1 Canadians it is sometimes necessary to treat individuals 
in a way that takes into account their unique needs and characreristics. For example, a person who 
is physicaily chdlenged may need special arrangements in the workplace in order to ensure that he 
or she is treated equally. 

"O Govenunent of Saskatchewan, "Unity Web Site", November, 1997. The Govenunent of Newfoundland 
presents the matter similarly: "Q. Will there be separate powers for any province? A. No. Principle 6 States 
clearly that if the Constitution is amended to give a power to one province, that power rnust be available to 
aU provinces. Principle 5 recognizes that Quebec has a role to protect and develop its unique character, but 
no special powers are associated with that rote". Government of Néwfoundland web site, Novernber, 1997. 



Not surprisingly, the premiers were also extremely cautious in fiarriing the much- 

publicued shifl fiom "distinct society" to "unique charactef'. The following radio 

exchange between Nedoundland Premier Brian Tobin and a telepihone caller iIiustrates 

this weli: 

-Caller: . . -1 realIy don't agree with the statement because 1 think you're actuaily 
appeasing Quebec people again by the inclusion of the word "unique". . -1 mean its 
really - you know - that seems to be quite clear to everybody. Now 1 rnust Say 1 
don't have any allegiance to any particular party, but 1 do p5ck out the issues that 1 
like and one of the things at the last election - 1 appreciated Preston Manning's 
statement - that he thought al1 Canadians should be treated equally. 

-Nedoundland Premier Bnan Tobin: But, you know, Presson Manning 
supports the Calgary Declaration.. .the first words of the statement, the Calgary 
Declaration, are: "Al1 Canadians are Equal" 

-CaIler: Yes - but by asserting the word unique, it sort of - it canceis that out. 

-Brian Tobin [goes on to respond]:. . -1 think we've got to bear in mind that these 
are premiers fiom provinces that are certainly not in the busiiness of appeasing 
Quebec: British Columbia and Alberta and so on.14' 

Perhaps the real message is contained in the phrase "not in the business of appeasing 

Quebec". 142 

The Calgary Declaration is important on a number of levels %ut, in the context of 

this study, it is significant because it illustrates the Iogic behind the  discourse of equal 

citizens and provinces. The Calgary Declaration deals with the problem of diversity by 

- - 

14' CBC Radio. As it Happens. "For the Record" replayed from CBC radio St. Jrohns, Crosmlk Thursàay, 
November 13, 1997. 
'" The Concise Oxford Dictionarv of Current Enelish. Eighth Ed. defines "appease" as ". .. 1 make calm or 
quiet, esp. conciliate (a potential aggressor) by making concessions. 2 satisfj. (an appetite, scruples)." 
(Odord: Oxford University Press, 1990). 



tethering it to a Iayer of  equal treatment. The word equdity (or equal) is mentioned in 

clauses 1, 2, 3, 5, and implied in clause 6.  The word "diversity" (or diverse) is rnentioned 

in clauses 2,3, 4, and 5 ,  The prominent usage of the word diversity demonstrates that the 

Calgary Declaration is not an assirnilationist strategy in the strong sense but rather 

operates within the logic of the multicultural mosaic that 1 outlined in Chapter Two. The 

word "diversity" is used to describe the uniqueness of each of the provinces (e-g., 

Quebec), and of Aboriginal Peoples, and ethnic groups. Equality is used to make it clear 

that these manifestations of diversity are to be appropriately managed andor controtled 

by equal treatment. Thus, it is not surprising that the word "difference" is not mentioned 

at all because it refiects the threat of diversity getting out o f  hand, of not being properIy 

controlled. The layer of unifonnïty implied by equality presurnes that, whatever the 

character of Canadian diversity, it does not go deeper - or must not go deeper - than this 

layer.'" Difference (or "deep diversity" in Charles Taylor's usage) must be suppressed 

aitogether. 

While the Calgary Declaration proposes a general understanding of equal 

treatment, it is panicularly concemed with provincial equality. We are, once again, 

speaking of equality in the sense of a layer of unifom treatment. There is a jump here 

'4%cston Manning would probably argue that diversity (or diaerence) does not run deeper than this layer 
or, if he could be convinced otherwise, he would probably argue that it  should be suppressed and that 
equaiity best perfonns this role. According to Thomas Flanagan, Manning's approach to politics is 
influenceci by his "philosophy of oneness" or monism. Thus, "..,Manning believes that there are, or should 
be, no fiindamental distinctions between abonginais and racial minorities and other Canadians, and that 
there are no distinctive women's issues." Waiting for the Wave: The Reform Partv and Preston Mannine;. 
(Toronto: S tocidart, 1995) 34. 



nom the principle of equality of citizens to the pnnciple of equality o f  provinces.1a Just 

as  the citizens are diverse but equal, so are the provinces: al1 the provinces must have a 

uniform degree of leeway in charting their relationship with Canada as a whole. Quebec 

can do much to preserve its "unique characte? but nothing that other provinces cannot 

aiso do. We aii have an equai ability - as citizens of provinces - to preserve our unique 

provincial character through whatever efforts we choose. Quebec, is effectively put in its 

place as just one of ten provinces (rather than one of two nations), making it possible for 

Stephane Dion, the federal "Unity" Minister, to Say, "The premiers have destroyed the 

9s 145 'special status' argument . 

Following the release of the Calgary Dedaration, the premiers were preoccupied 

with demonstrating to their constituents that they had indeed destroyed "specid status". 

For example, on its web site, the govenunent of Saskatchewan attempted to fiame 

discussion of the phrase "unique characte? by beginning, once again, with the expected 

question, "Why should the 'Framework for Discussion on Canadian Unity' refer 

specificaily to Quebec's unique character?" The answer: 

. . .in a sense, there is nothing unique about Quebec's uniqueness. Nor is there 
anything unique about the Quebec government's responsibilities toward its 
uniqueness. Nevertheless, this Pnnciple is in accord with Canada's oldest 
constitutional traditions.. .This practice refiects the particular sense of 
vulnerability felt by North Amenca's ody French-speaking junsdiction to being 
assirnilated and, thereby, to being eradicated as a society with a unique character. 

'" It is important to point out that, dthough provincial equaiity is presented as a seifevident tnith, there is 
nothing in the logic or morality of the concept federalism nor in federalism as it has been practiced in 
Canada or elsewhere that requires that the uni& be treated "equally" (i.e. in a uniform manner), 
14' The Toronto Star. September 20, 1997, Al .  



It then goes on to Say, "Naturdly, it is not oniy Quebec that has unique characteristics. 

The m e  cluim can be made for al1 the provinces and territories cf t ana da."'^ As a 

result, Quebec is not receiving speciai treatment since it is merely one example of 

Canada's provincial diversity. 

Not surpnsingly, the premiers aiso emphasize the shift from "distinct society" to 

"unique characte?. For example, the Newfoundland govement's web site poses the 

question, "In dealing with Quebec, why is "unique character" used instead of "distinct 

society"?" Its answer: 

...' cdistinct'y suggests a "separateness" that is inconsistent with the concept of 
unm. By  contrast, "unique character" suggest something special which does not 
undermine unity. Therefore, "unique character" more accuratdy describes what is 
meant. 14' 

The point, then, is that the two terms are to be judged according to whether or not their 

presence poses a threat to national unity. According to this cnterion, the distinction 

between "distinct" and "uniquey' is spurious at b e ~ t . ' ~ ~  The real difference is one of 

political baggage since "distinct" has corne to rnean "special treatment" for Quebec and 

thus differentiation or "deep diversity". Still, what is crucial is that the term unique 

would develop much the same connotation as has the term "distinct" if it did not corne 

heavily tied down by the fiequent usage of the term "equality". The term "equality" has 

the eEect of suppressing the force that the word "unique" would othenvise have. That 

'4 Itaiic~ mine. Government of Saskatchewan, "web site", November, 1997. '" Govemment of Newfoundland, "web site", November, 1997. 
1 48 For an interesting discussion of the merences between the two t e m ,  see Globe and Mail. "Wordplay" 
September 20, 1997, D6. 



this connotation is by design is evident in the way Preston Manning fiames h k  support 

for the Calgary Declaration, where he  endorses the premiers' use of the phrase "unique 

charactef' because: ". . .they linked the acknowledgment of uniqueness to the pnnciples 

of equaiity of cituens and provinces.. ." He goes on to warn that some will try to tum 

this back into a ". . .modified distinct society clause by decoupling it fiom the equality 

t* 149 principle. Diversity is presented as a given and whatever words are used - distinct or 

unique - it must be appropriately channelled by the Iayer of uniforrnity brought with 

equality . 

In Canada, there are meaningful and important differences that go deeper than the 

threshold of shallow diversity presumed by the layer of uniformity imposed in the 

Calgary Declaration. Difference is suppressed by equality (as a layer of uniformity). 

When the Calgary Declaration imposes equal treatment, Our deep, untetherable 

differences are invoked (and provoked). This is clearly illustrated in the responses to the 

Calgary Declaration, where politicians from Quebec and Aboriginal leaders attempted to 

reverse the direction of the dichotomy by making "difference" the dominant term. For 

example, Premier Bouchard of Quebec reacted to the Calgary Declaration by calling it 

cc . . .a trap.. .an atternpt to make Quebec7s national reality disappear.. .the more we 

examine it, the more we see that our Canadian neighbours' text belittles us, holds us 

s i  150 back, reduces us. According to Quebec Intergovemmental AfEairs Minister Jacques 

- -  

14%eston Manning, "Let the people in: Opposition leader =Ils for grassroots voice" Guest Editorisi, 
Calnarv Herald. September 23, 1997, 
lso Globe and Mail. editorial, September 18, 1997, A24. 



Brassard, "They are intent on not recognizing a clearly visible and easily identifiable 

reaiity: the Quebec people. 1,151 

P M  Fontaine, National Chief of the Assembly of First Nations, rejected the 

Calgary Declaration on sirnilar grounds. One newspaper article quotes him as stating 

that, "We accept with generosity and kindness, multicuIturd groups and visible 

minonties ... But we are different - we are as weIl unique." In other words, Aboriginal 

peoples cannot be constrained within the shaIlow notion of diversity implied by the 

multiniltural mosaic. The article then goes on to note that Fontaine, 

. . . criticized the declaration for promoting equality of al1 citizens and blarned 
the Reform party for making it the nom in Canadian politics. "It's an attempt 
to deny the fact that we were here first, that we are unique, that we have our 
own languages, Our own traditions, our own values, our own h i ~ t o r ~ . " ' ~ ~  

For Fontaine, then, equal treatment is an attempt to suppress difference, a move that he 

resists by reasserting the differences of First Nations Peoples- 

These comrnents represent a necessary rejection of the equality discourse in order 

to reverse the direction of the dichotomy. But it is not enough to simply reverse the 

values of the two terms in the dichotomy. Instead, as 1 argued above, it is necessary to 

displace the dichotomy altogether. Othewise, the stniggle between competing unities is 

simply perpetuated and the identities of Quebec and First Nations communities are put 

fornard in totalking and exclusive terms. Yet it is not easy to displace the 

equaiity/difference dichotomy. This is especially so when struggles for equality and 

151 Robert McKenzie, "PQ cnticizes premiers' pIan," The Toronto Star. September 16, 1997, A6. 
"' Canadian Press, "Fontaine attacks unity declaration," The Toronto Star. November 4. 1997, A10. 



dEerence are dnven by a politics of recognition and set within an imperative to unity. 

As 1 wiii argue in the next chapter, it is precisely this set of conditions that exacerbates 

the Canadian impasse. To make this case, 1 will examine Taylor's attempt to resolve the 

equality/difEerence dichotomy with his proposais for substantive Iiberaiism and deep 

diversity as weII as Will Kymlicka's alternative proposal of a multinational Canada. 



Chagter Five 

LiberaIism vs. Comrnunitarianism, Eaual Provinces vs. 

D e e ~  Diversity, and the English Canadian Alternative 

"...the people of Quebec must also understand the rest of the country has a sou1 too." 
-Clyde wellsl 

T h e  extreme positions always seem to win out here." 
-Charles ~ a ~ l o ?  

In the last chapter, 1 argued that the Canadian impasse is perpetuated by a failure 

to  displace the equality/difYerence dichotomy. Instead of rejecting the eithedor frarning 

of equality/differemce, many group leaders, politicians, activists, and scholars have 

reinforced the t e m s  of the dichotomy - and thus the Canadian impasse - by proposing 

various forms of differentiated citizenship in opposition to the homogenizing tendencies 

of equd citizenship. In this chapter, 1 extend this analysis by examining the reiationship 

between the equalËty/difference dichotomy, competing conceptions of community, and 

the politics of recognition. 1 argue that the displacement of the dichotomy is especially 

dficult where the relationship between Quebec and the rest of Canada is concemed 

' Testimony to Beaudoin-Dobbie Cornmittee, 14 Jan. 1992, Minutesl 40:26 as quoted in Robert Vipond, 
"Frorn Provincial Autmomy to Provincial Equality (Or, Clyde WeIls and the Distinct Society," in Joseph 
Carens, ed., 1s Ouebec Nationalism Just? (Montreal & Kingston: McGill-Queen's University Press, 1995) 
115, 

Quoted in Guy Laforest, "Philosophy and politicai judgrnent in a multinational federation," in Philoso~hv 
in an Ane of PIuralisrn: The Philoso~hv of CharIes TavIor in Question, James Tully, ed., (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1994) 203. 



since the terms of the dichotomy are reinforced by demands for recognition that revolve 

around mutudly exclusive conceptions of the Canadian political comrnunity. 

In recent years there have been several important scholarly attempts to understand 

the dichotomous positions that fiame the Canadian impasse and to develop normative 

alternatives that aim to resolve it. 1 examine three of these alternatives here, two of 

which have been put forward by Charles Taylor and the third by Will Kymlicka, as weli 

as by other scholars. In my view, each of these three alternatives fails - yet they still 

represent nch sources corn which to draw insight into the Canadian impasse and to 

understand why it is so difficult to displace the dichotornous f o m  of the debates.' The 

chapter is organized around descriptions and critiques of each of the alternatives, 

followed by a general discussion of the problematic logic of identity to which each 

succumbs. 

In his first thesis, Taylor attempts to deal with the equality/difference dichotomy 

by fkarning it in terms of a conflict between procedural liberals (or liberal-individualists) 

in English Canada and substantive liberals (or liberal-cornmunitarians) in Quebec. 

Taylor defends the substantive version of liberalism, but, since he believes that the two 

versions are philosophically incompatible, he argues that English Canadians must simply 

allow the substantive liberalism of Quebec to CO-exist with procedural liberalism. With 

this influentid interpretation, Taylor attempts to demonstrate why there is no real 

solution to the Canadian impasse, that it can ody be managed so that we might l e m  to 

1t is, perhaps, the sign of a theorist's importance that we can l e m  much from his or her work even where 
we deem it to be flawed, 



Live alongside those with profoundly divergent worldviews. In contrast, 1 argue that 

Taylor misinterprets the impasse here, that it has little to do with competing liberal and 

cornmunitarian philosophies, but that it instead revolves around competing visions of the 

Canadian politicai cornmunity. What Taylor descnbes as a procedural liberal discourse is 

in fact far fiom anti-cornmunitarian; instead, its rhetoric of equal treatment is directed 

towards defending and extending its own conception of a unified and cohesive 

community in opposition to the conceptions of comrnunity put forward by many 

Québécois and Abonginal peoples. 

Taylor's second, and related, interpretation of the impasse centres on a confiict 

over Canadian federalism, which he believes can be easily resolved through institutional 

means since the competing positions are not in fact opposed. Here, Taylor's solution 

takes the form of what he calls "deep diversity", which is in effect a form of 

asymmetncal federalism. I argue that by presenting the impasse in institutional terms 

Taylor diverts aîtention fiom the heart of the antagonism, which is an equality/difference 

struggle that takes the form of demands for syrnmetry vs. asymmetry. While Taylor 

presents the difference discourses of Quebec and First Nations communities as reflecting 

a desire for recognition, he is unwilling to consider the equal citizenship discourse in 

similar terms. Drawing fiom Taylor's own theonzing on the histoncal roots of the equal 

citizenship discourse, 1 maintain that the equality discourse is also grounded in a longing 

for cornmunity, albeit one laden with resentment. Both the equality and difference 

discourses involve recognition claims, and the problern is that these claims are tied into 



mutuaiiy exclusive conceptions of the Canadian political comrnunity. Therefore, deep 

diversity recognizes one conception of the Canadian political community and necessarily 

rnisrecognizes another, reinforcing the antagonisrn at the core of the impasse. 

The third proposal, put fonvard by Will Kymlicka among others, builds on 

Taylor's notion of deep diversity. Where Taylor diverts attention fiom the 
d 

equality/dEerence form in which the competing visions of comrnunity are pursued, the 

third proposal strikes at the basis of this antagonism. Here, the equd citizens and 

provinces discourse is understood as a recognition discourse, having the purpose of 

reinforcing a pan-Canadian political unity where al1 Canadians are recognized as equals. 

Kymlicka proposes a shift in English Canadian political identification away h m  a pan- 

Canadian nation towards a focus on English Canada itself. With the development of an 

English Canadian nation, the drive for recognition and community can be pursued 

simultaneously and compatibly by English Canada, Quebec, and First Nations 

communities. Ignoring the dificulties of actually developing an English Canadian 

identity - which Kymiicka is well aware of - 1 argue that his approach is highly 

problematic. It may well resolve the impasse as we know it, or at least moderate some of 

its force, yet it is likely to simply displace the most unfortunate characteristics of the 

impasse to another level - especially within English Canada. It is not too difficult to 

imagine the scenano: with the development of an English Canadian nation, there will be 

those who search for its authentic foundation, its basis of unity and cohesion. The 

identi~, of English Canada will become a preoccupation, and there will be a search for 



mechanisms of unity and cohesion. Threats tu unity will be identified and suppressed, 

presumably through the imposition of some form of equality, generating s h q  counter 

identities. Although it is impossible to know how such a situation would play out, we 

would likely - at least in certain respects - find ourselves where we started. 

Like Taylor's deep diversity, the English Canadian alternative represents an 

important and sophisticated attempt to resolve the impasse of Canadian unity. StiI1, both 

proposais obscure important facets of the Canadian impasse and reinforce the character of 

the tensions at issue. The central problem with both is that they operate within and 

reinforce a logic of identity. Each centres on reified understandings of identity and 

community, a course which is extremely problematic since this logic of identity is itself 

the breeding ground for the dichotomous equality/difference struggles over recognition so 

central to the Canadian impasse. Rather than pursuing deep diversity or English 

Canadian nationalism, each of which reinforces specific categorizations of people, it is 

more sensible to  reject the logic of identity altogether, and instead develop a politics of 

difference centred c;n the constantly shifting and overlapping play of Canadian identities. 

From Hartz/Horowitz to Iiberalism vs. communitarianism 

In order to contextualize the emergence of the IiberaVcommunitarian thesis, 

which 1 will be discussing at some length, it is usefil to begin this chapter by depicting 

briefly what has until recently been the most influential understanding of the historical 

ongins of Canadian political culture: Gad Horowitz's adaptation of Louis Hartz's 



fiagrnent thesis to the Canadian c o n t e ~ t . ~  Horowitz believes that the key fiagment in 

Canadian political culture is liberalism, but he seeks to explain the presence of a socialist 

fiagrnent in Canada since no sirnilar fragment exists in the United States. Horowitz 

argues that the roots of Canadian socialism are in the tory fiagrnent brought to Canada by 

the Loyalists. Hence, Horowitz's famous notion of the "tory touch", based on the idea 

that toryism always had the potential to develop into socialism since both ideologies are 

organic in character in contrast to the individualistic underpinnings of liberalism. 

Perhaps as a reflection of its widespread influence amongst Canadian scholars, the 

H ~ o r o w i t z  thesis has been debated, scrutinized, and criticized from virtually every 

conceivable angles5 Still, as influential as the HartzlKorowitz thesis has been, it is no 

longer the focal point of debate! Instead, a different yet sornewhat parallel 

understanding is now becoming dominant. Where the HartdHorowitz thesis has the 

primary purpose of explaining the historical roots of the L e m g h t  ideological make-up 

of Canada, it has been overtaken in Canadian scholarly circles by a thesis that presents 

Canadian history as revolving around a stniggle between individualistic and coIlectivist 

" C o ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ a t i s r n ,  Liberalism, and Socidisrn in Canada: An Interpretation," Canadian Journal of Economic 
and Political Science. 32: May 1966. Horowitz responds to some of his cntics in "Notes on 'Conservatism, 
Liberaiisrn and Sociaiism in Canada"', Canadian Journal of Political Science. XI:2, June 1978. 

The List of secondaq Iiterature on the HartzEIorowitz thesis is a long one. See, in particular, Donald 
Forbes, "HartdHorowitz at Twenty: Nationaiism, Toryisrn and Sociaiisrn in Canada and the United 
States", Canadian Journal of Political Science. XX2, June, 1987; Nelson Wiseman, "A Note on 'Hartz- 
Horowitz at Twenty': The Case of French Canada", Canadian Journal of Political Science. December, 
1988; and David V. J, Bell, The Rmts of Disunitv: A Studv of Canadian Political Culture. Rev. ed., 
(Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1992) Chapter one, 
This is not to suggest that it is no Ionger engaged with, however. A recent examples is Elizabeth Mancke, 

Early Modem Imperia1 Govemance and the Origins of Canadian Politicai Culture," Canadian Journal of 
Politicai Science. XXMI:l, March 1999,2-20. 



political orientations. To be sure, this is not a new thesis; for example, one could look 

back to Ramsay Cook's interpretation of the FrenchEnglish divide as reflecting 

Rousseauian (Le. collectivist) ideas in Quebec and Lockean (i.e. individualistic) ideas in 

English canada.' Yet the entrenchment of the Charter of Rights in 1982 has given the 

thesis greater prominence so that the collectivist or cornmunitarian demands of Quebec, 

First Nations, women's groups, and ethnic groups are presented as increasingly corning C 

up against a liberal-individualistic ideology.* 

Janet Ajzenstat and Peter Smith have recently placed a version of the 

individuaVcollective thesis in direct opposition to the HartlHorowitz thesis, arguing that 

there has never been a significant tory fiagrnent in Canada. Instead, they suggest that the 

divide is best understood in terms of Iiberalism opposed to various forms of chic 

republicanisrn or cornmunitananism. Furthemore, they believe that this divide has deep 

' Canada and the French-Canadian Question. (Toronto: Macmillan, 1966) 146. As well, Seymour Manin 
Lipset has long argued that much the same divide reflects the different poli ticai orientations of Canada and 
the United States, where Canada is far more organic and coHectivist than Amerka.-Continental Divide: The 
Values and Institutions of the United States and Canada. (New York: RoutIedge, 1990). It is cornmonplace 
for Canadian scholars to debate the e,xtent to which long-term exposure to Arnerican political culture has 
le& Canadian politicai cuiture Amencanized and the entrenchment of the Charter of Rights in 1982 has 
only sharpened this discussion. See, for example, David Elkins "Facing Our Destiny: Rights and Canadian 
Distinctiveness," Canadian Journal of PoIitical Science. XXII: 4 (December, 1989)- 
* Avigail Eisenberg critiques this view, especially with regard to Aboriginal/non-Abonginal relations, 
arguing that "...the cornmon charactenzation that Canada's goveming and representative institutions are 
viewed as illegitimate among Aboriginal peoples because Aboriginal peopfes subscribe to collectivism 
while Canadian politicai institutions reflect individualism is mistaken, and, fiirther, it is insidious." 
"Domination and Political Representation in Canada," in Painting the Maple: Essavs on Race. Gender. and 
the Construction of Canada. Veronica Strong-Boag, et. al. ed., (Vancouver: UBC Press, 1998) 49. In 
contras& Darlene M. Johnston operates within the parameters of the liberal/cornrnunitarian divide, "Native 
Rights as Collective Rights: A Question of Group Self-Preservation," in WilI Kymlicka, ed., The Rkhts of 
Minoritv Cultures. (Odord: Oxford University Press, 1995). For fÙrther discussion, see Mary Ellen 
Turpel, "The Charlottetown Discord and Abonginai PeopIes' Stmggles for Fundamental Political Change," 
in Kenneth McRoberts & Patrick Monahan, ed., The Charlottetown Accord. the Referendum. and the 
Future of Canada. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1993) 135- 138. 



histoncal roots: in various guises, it has been the fbndamental division in Canadian 

politics since the nineteenth cenniry, and is, in effect, the histoncal precursor to the 

contemporary conflict between individualists and collecti~ists.~ According to Ajzenstat 

and Smith, 

It is tirne to reject the notion, so often reiterated in Canadian text books, and so 
weIl entrenched in Canadians' hearts, that the poIitical thought of the modern era 
is marked by a conservative-liberal-socialist progression. Rather the political 
thought of the [Canadian] modern period moves between two poles, one reflecting 
the liberal philosophy of Enlightenment thinkers like John Locke and his 
successors, and the other the argument of thinkers like Jean-Jacques Rousseau, 
who rejected the Enlightenment' s central tenets. 'O 

Although 1 do not wish to engage with the historicd argument of Ajzemtat and Smith 

here nor do 1 attempt to determine whether the IiberaVcornrnunitarian thesis is in fact 

more historically accurate than the Hartz/Horowitz thesis, 1 would like to point out that 

the two theses converge on one key issue. Both theses posit a divide between, on the one 

hand, an individualistic IiberaI ideology and, on the other hand, an organic, collectivist, or 

cornmunitarian ideology. They differ, then, over the histoncal presence of toq&m and 

thus over the political roots of contemporary Left, socialist, cornmunitarian, or civic 

republican ideology. However, what is crucial, at least for my purposes, is the cornrnon 

assumption in both theses that however defined (tory, socialist, cornmunitarian, civic 

repubfican) a collectivist ideology is in codict with an individualistic liberalism and the 

presence and character of the latter ideology is generally assumed. Yee it is rather odd 

See, in particuiar, the firn chapter by Janet Ajzenstat and Peter J. Smith in their edited collection, 
Canada's Orinins: Liberal. Torv. or Re~ublican. (Ottawa: Carleton University Press, 1995). 
'O Ajzenstat and Smith, Canada's Orkins. I l .  



that significant debate has been limited to the character of the ideological position doing 

battle with Canadian liberalism, with less attention paid to the character of Canadian 

iiberalism itself '' In particular, 1 wonder whether this liberalism is in fact far less 

individuaiistic and, indeed, far more organic than is typically thought to be the case, at 

least in its popular contemporary variant. To probe this hypothesis, 1 shall tum now to 

the work of Charles Taylor and what is certainly the most infiuential version12 of the 

liberaVcomrnunitarian thesis yet put fonvard in Canada. l3 

Taylor's first thesis: procedural vs. substantive liberalism 

There is certainly much to recommend in the liberal vs. cornmunitarian 

understanding of Canadian political culture since it does seem to identi@ a major division 

continually playing itself out in a wide range of political stmggles. But does it really help 

us understand the impasse of Canadian poIitics? Certainly Taylor believes it does and his 

ideas have been very influential- Yet 1 think Taylor seriously distorts the character of the 

antagonism central to Canada's unity struggles when he presents it in these liberal vs. 

" Janet Ajzenstat is an exception. See The Poiitical Thounht of Lord Durham. (Montreal and Kingston: 
McGill-Queen's) and the chapters in Part IV of Canada's Orinins. 
"Michael Ignattieff presents the QuebeJEnglish Canada divide in much the sarne terms as Taylor, 
dthough he cornes at it from a different perspective. Blood and BeIon~nn: Journevs into the New 
Nationalism. corontu: Penguin Books, 1993) 168-169. 
l3  Taylor's work in this area has b e n  wideIy discussed. See, for example, Janet Ajzenstat, "Dedine of 
Procedural Liberalism: The Slippery Slope to Secession" in 1s Ouebec Nationalism Just? Joseph H. Carens, 
ecL, (Montrd & Kingston; McGilI-Queen's University Press, 1995) 120-125; Tan Angus, A Border Within: 
National Identitv. Cultural PluraIitv. and Wilderness. (Montreal & Kingston: McGill-Queen's University 
Press, 1997) Chapter 6; Raymond Bazowski, "Canadian Political Thought" in James P. Bickerton and 
Alain-G. Gagnon, Canadian Politics: 2nd edition, (Toronto: Broadview, 1996). 105-106; Guy Laforest, 
"Philosophy and political judgrnent in a muttinational federation". 



cornmunitarian terms. The liberal-individualistic orientation is far fiom atomistic in its 

politics but is instead driven, much like Taylor's own liberal-cornmunitarian orientation, 

by the desire for recognition within the context of a cohesive and unified community. 

Rather than thinking of the debates in the terms of individualism or collectivism, we can 

more profitably try to understand the ways in which they revolve around mutually 

exclusive understandings of community and nation. In this section, 1 focus specificaily 

on Taylor's thesis since he has more than anyone influenced Canadian scholarship in the 

direction that I wish to dispute. 

In his cbPolitics of Recognition" essay TayIor presents his IiberaVcommunitarian 

understanding of the Canadian impasse as an illustration of his more general anaiysis of 

the divide between equal and differentiated citizenship. Although Taylor does not 

actually use the term "equalityldifference dichotorny", his description of the two 

positions reflects the way that I use the term: 

For one, the principle of equal respect requires that we treat people in a 
difference-blind fashion.. .For the other, we have to recognize and even foster 
particularity. The reproach the first makes to the second is just that it violates the 
pnnciple of nondiscnmination. The reproach the second makes to the first is that 
it negates identity by forcing people into a homogeneous mold that is untrue to 
them.14 

Taylor argues that this divide has a deep and sornewhat paradoxical history since both the 

equal and differentiated citizenship positions are rooted in what he calls a "politics of 

equal recognition" that emerged out of the philosophical enquiries of Rousseau, Hegel, 

l4 'The Politics of Recognition", 43. 



and Herder, among others. Indeed, he argues that the difference position in fact emerges 

out of the equality position. As Taylor says, there is great irony here, for ". .-even though 

one politics spnngs nom the other, by one of those shifts in the definition of key terms 

with which we're familiar, the two diverge quite senously nom each other."15 Hence, we 

are lefi with Taylor's version of the equality/difference dichotomy. 

My aim here is not to engage with Taylor's presentation of the philosophical roots 

of the equality and difference discourses, but rather to examine the way he draws fiom 

this philosophical lineage to depict their current usage. Taylor notes that with the 

conternporary politics of difference there is a familiar charge that the equal or same 

treatment of everyone inevitably leads towards discrimination against certain 

disadvantaged groups, whether on the basis of gender, race, or other criteria, since equal 

treatrnent has an inevitable homogenizing effect. Thus, in order to reach a situation of 

non-discrimination and equal respect for all, it is necessary to acknowledge various 

citizenship-based distinctions and justify certain kinds of differential treatment.16 This 

sometimes takes a weak form, such as with affirmative action or "reverse 

discrimination," where the eventual goal is to reach a point where equal treatrnent cm 

prevail without discrimination. But it also takes a stronger form, pursued by Taylor 

himself, where cultural s u ~ v a l  is itself the main goal. 

Taylor examines three versions of the politics of "equal recognition" to determine 

whether they are in fact guilty of homogenizing difference: the Rousseauian, the neo- 

IS "The Politics of Recognition", 4 1. 
l6 '"ïhe Poiitics of Recognition7*, 39. 



Kantian (or procedurai liberal), and his own proposa1 for substantive (or cornmunitarian) 

liberdism. Taylor interprets Rousseau as driven by the prernise that our dependence on 

others, as in the realm of opinion, leads to a condition of slavery, Where hierarchy exists, 

invidious comparison is inevitable and thus we are al1 enslaved. Rousseau's solution is to 

enforce a situation of equaiity, a situation of "freedom-in-equality"i17 in such a situation, 

although we will continue to crave the honour and esteem given by others and in this 

sense continue to depend on others, this dependence will be equal. In other words, 

Taylor interprets Rousseau as arguing that, "[a] perfectly balanced reciprocity takes the 

sting out of our dependence on opinion, and makes it compatible with liberty."18 In 

addition to equality and reciprocity, Taylor suggests, Rousseau's vision also requires a 

tight unity of purpose: "[tlhis unity makes possible the equality of esteem, but the fact 

that esteern is in principle equal in this system is essential to this unity of purpose 

itse~f"'~ The logical outcome is to reject citizen-based categories and instead to ensure 

that al1 citizens exist in a relationship of equal treatment; as Taylor sees it, Rousseau's 

insistence on a tight unity of purpose requires a rejection of differentiation altogether and 

is thus likely to be homogenizing and tota~itarian.~~ 

There are, of course, other interpretations of Rousseau - but what is important 

here is that Taylor not only rejects Rousseau, he also rejects without explanation the 

possibility that the contemporary equal citizenship discourse may best be interpreted in 

17 "The Politics of Recognition," 45. 
18 "The Politics of Recognition," 48. 
l9 ''The Politics of Recognition," 49. 
20 "The Politics of Recognition," 50-5 1. 



Rousseauian terms. Tnstead, in tuniing to the Canadian manifestation of the equal 

citizenship discourse, he puts Rousseau aside altogether and attempts a neo-Kantian 

interpretation. 1 think Taylor is quite mistaken here. While there is no doubt a neo- 

Kantian flavour to the Canadian equality discourse, it is driven by a rather un-Kantian - 

indeed a rather Rousseauian - desire for cohesion and unity. 

To demonstrate, 1 tum now to Taylor's depiction of the Canadian impasse 

contained in "The Poiitics of Recognition" and "Shared and Divergent Values". 

Although there is considerable overlap between the two pieces, in the latter essay Taylor 

h e s  his discussion in somewhat digerent terms. Here, his central preoccupation is 

with understanding and reconciling Quebec's and EngIish canada's2' conflicting answers 

to the question: what is Canada for? Paradoxically, Taylor notes that their answers to this 

existentid question increasingly diverge as their values become more similar. For 

English Canadians, Canada has the purpose of ensuring law and order, a comrnitment to 

collective provisions and regional equalization, bilingualism, rnulticulturalisrn, and the 

Charter of ~ i ~ h t s . ' ~  While there is clearly a great deal in this list that Quebec also values, 

for the French, Canada exists pnmarily as a space in which the Québecois nation cm 

survive and flourish.[l70] The problem is that Quebec's desire for cultural survival - 

21 Taylor does not use the term "English Canada" prefemng "Canada outside Quebec" or "COQ". I will 
use "English Canada" in order to be consistent with the rest of this study and because 1 believe that doing 
otherwise obscures the politics involved - especially given that "COQ" includes First Nations and other 
collectivities that make "substantivey' claims simiIar to those put fonvard by Quebec. In conuast, the 
borders of "English Canada" are more porous. 

"S hared and Divergent Values." 157- 162. Al1 subsequent page numbers to this anicle will be included in 
parentheses in the text. 



often taking the form of a demand for a Distinct Society Clause @SC) in the constitution 

- has long been rejected by English Canada. Hence the impasse, which Taylor argues 

demonstrates the "genuine philosophic difference" of the IiberaVcornmunitarian divide. 

TayIor depicts this philosophically-based divide as reflecting the debate that has 

taken place between what he calls substantive liberals (Iike Taylor himself) and Kantian- 

inspired procedural liberals (like Rawls and Dworkin), where substantive liberals are 

moderate communitarians whose liberal credentials Taylor seeks to emphasize and 

defend? By charting the real-world confiict in these sons of 1iberaVcommunitanan 

philosophical terms, Taylor is able to demonstrate the size of the political gulf that 

divides Quebec from the rest of Canada.[174] I argue below that this first thesis is 

senously flawed, but first 1 will present Taylor's case. 

According to Taylor, over the last few years a version of individualistic liberalism 

rooted in American-style proceduralism has become increasingly dominant in English 

Canada. This type of liberalism is procedural - as opposed to substantive - because it is 

based on the premise that the state rnust remain neutral in its relations with citizens. The 

state must not endorse, nor can it support, any one person or group's conception of the 

good life since this type of support might discriminate against individuals who wish to 

pursue an alternative conception of the good. Individual nghts and especially the 

pnnciple of non-discrimination (where al1 individuals are treated equally as equals) are 

" Taylor does not use the terni "communitarianism" here, prefemng to use the tenn substantive liberalism. 
Presumably, he does so in order to emphasize the liberal character of the comrnunitarïanisrn bat  he 
endorses in contrast to some other tess liberal (and sometimes anti-liberal) forms. 



the two pillars of this approach. Together they ensure that the state will provide as much 

room as possible for each individual to search out and live his or her own conception of 

the good life without pnvileging some conceptions over others. 11741 

The problem as Taylor presents it is that Quebec's political culture is rooted in a 

"substantive" form of liberdism that is philosophicdly incompatible with the procedural 

liberalism c o m o n  in English Canada. Whereas in English Canada there is an emphasis 

on the state's remaining neutral on the question of the good, in Quebec, the emphasis is 

on state intervention and in particular the explicit encouragement of the survival of the 

French language and thus the Québécois nation. The Quebec state must inevitably 

valorize some ways of living over others - that is, those geared towards preserving or 

enhancing the French language - t hereby contravening the neutral imperative of 

procedural liberalism.[l77] AIthough it may appear that Official Bilingualism already 

has the purpose of protecting the French language throughout Canada, it does not in fact 

conflict with procedural liberalism because it can be defended in terms of individual 

rights; that is, al1 Canadians have equal access to the French and English languages. In 

contrat, as Taylor says, "The coIlective goal [of Quebec] goes beyond this. The aim is 

not only that Francophones be served in French but that there stiIl be Francophones there 

in the next generation."[165] Of course, Taylor wishes to defend this collective goal. 



The clash between the two versions of liberalism manifests itselfmost clearly in 

the rejection by English Canada of the Distinct Society Clause for Quebec, which was 

included in the failed Meech Lake Accord of 1987, discussed in the last ~ h a ~ t e r . ' ~  

According to Taylor, English Canadians view the DSC as having the purpose of 

providing the govemment of Quebec with enhanced power and the legitimacy to carry 

forward its substantive brand of liberalism. This is not acceptable to those English 

Canadians whose version of procedural liberalism is antithetical to the kind of substantive 

project of cultural s u ~ v a i  that Quebec seeks to pursue. The DSC would make it easier 

for the government of Quebec to pursue substantive policies (say, to increase the usage of 

French) that might be seen as discnminating against rninorities in Quebec (i.e. 

Anglophones). Indeed, English Canadians have already reacted with anger at the 

discriminatory effects of Quebec's language laws and, in particular, to the Quebec 

govemment's blanket usage of the notwithstanding clause of the Charter of Rights. 

English Canadians view the DSC as enhancing the possibilities for such usage and at 

minimum endorsing Quebec's substantive brand of liberalism. 

Taylor sees no philosophicaIly available compromise, no rniddle ground, between 

these two versions of liberalism. Their fundamental goals cancel each other out.'* As 

24 Presumably, aithough Taylor's discussion is Iirnited to Quebec, he would make much the same case 
where the demands of First Nations for culturai survival are concerned. 
25 Given this, it is rather odd that Fred Dalirnayr presents Taylor as having rnoved beyond the 
h'bedcommunitanan debate: 

.. .aithough often labelleci a 'cornmunitarian' and hence accused of collectivist tendencies, 
Taylor's approach in that snidy ["The Politics of Recognition"] is highiy nuanced and 
circumspect.. . his argument completely sidesteps established school doctrines, especiaily the 
conundnrms of individualism-coIlectivism. 



such, procedurai liberals in English Canada must simply acknowledge the Iiberal 

credentiais (i-e- cornmitment to minority rights) of substantive liberals in Quebec. In 

Taylor's view, then, if Canadian federalism is to suMve it must be flexible enough to 

aüow these two versions of liberalism to coexist, and this means that English Canada 

must stop attempting to impose its own version of Iiberalism on ~uebec.'~[178- 1791 

Taylor is well aware that this philosophical non-solution is unlikely to satise the 

procedural liberals of English Canada, especially those who live in Quebec. But he is 

dismissive of the kinds of critiques that procedural liberals make of the substantive 

liberalism of Quebec, especially where the protection of rninonties is concemed, because 

he rejects the idea that procedural liberalism is the only form of liberalism worthy of 

philosophical allegiance. 

So this is not a compromise position nor does Taylor fiame it as such. The 

question for Taylor is, what are the chances of the procedural liberals in English Canada 

tolerating the practice of a substantive liberalism in Quebec? Taylor argues that the 

prospects of English Canada's making such a concession are senously diminished by one 

looming factor. As proceduralism becomes more and more ingrained in the culture of 

English Canada, it begins to play a uni@ng role, becoming a central basis for Canadian 

"Democracy and Muiticulturdism" in Dernocracv and Difference: Contestine: the Boundanes of the 
Political. SeyIa Benhabib, ed, (Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1996) 285. 
%s Samuel LaSelva argues that Canadian federalism is flexible enough to accommodate these divergent 
orientations, that the original design of federalism had the purpose of  recognizing Quebec's distinct ways. 
The Moral Foundations of Canadian Federaf isrn. (Montreal & Kingston: McGi11-Queen's University Press, 
1996) Chapter 7. 



cohesion. TayIor puts this as foIlows, "[a]s the country gets more diverse, we are more 

and more acuteIy aware of the divergences in Our conceptions of the good life. It then 

appears that what can and ought to bind us together are precisely the procedural noms 

that govern Our interaction."[I 651 Furthemore, it is in the growing prominence of the 

1982 Charter of Rights that this procedurally-based unity is mon clearly manifested, 

since the Charter exists to protect individuals fiom state intrusion, and ensure an area of 

state neutrality. According to Taylor, 

The special status for Quebec is plainly justified on the grounds of the defence 
and promotion of la nation canadienne-ji-ancaise...But this is a collective goal. 
The aim is to ensure the flounshing and suMval of a community. The new 
patriotism of the Charter has given an impetus to a philosophy of rights and of 
non-discrimination that is highly suspicious of collective goals.[172] 

For Taylor then it is on these grounds of Canadian unity that the cIash between English 

Canada and Quebec occurs. M e r  all, if the Charter is to be the basis for Canadian unity, 

procedural Iiberalism as manifested in the Charter must apply to everyone. But the DSC 

undermines this uniform application since it could mean that the Charter would not apply 

to the same extent in Quebec; instead it would allow, and even encourage, the 

governent of Quebec to undertake the kind of substantive projects that the Charter is 

supposed to guard against. Just as so many people in English Canada reacted with 

outrage when Quebec Premier Robert Bourassa invoked the notwithstanding clause, thus 

undermining the Charter nghts of Anglophone Quebecers, there was concem that the 

DSC would make such inFringements even more cornrnon. Resistance to the DSC is 

therefore based on the fear that it would Iimit the scope of proceduralism in Canada and 



undermine the basis for Canadian unity. As Taylor puts it, ". . .if the Charter is really 

s e h g  as cornmon ground, it is hard to accept that its meaning and application may be 

modulated in one part of the country ... the Charter of al1 things had to apply in the same 

way to all Canadians." [ 1781 

To sumrnarize, TayIor's first thesis is that procedural liberalism in English 

Canada (or unity achieved through the uniform application of  the Charter) confiicts with 

substantive liberalism in Quebec (or asymrnetry as a result of the DSC, which has the 

purpose of ensuring cultural s u ~ v a l ) .  Certainly, Taylor's first thesis is attractive in that 

it does seem to correspond in certain respects to the impasse of  Canadian unity, yet it 

contains several weaknesses that are important enough to warrant extended attention. 

Before tuming to these, it is worth pointing out that Taylor wrote "Shared and Divergent 

Values" in 1990, just after the failure of the Meech Lake Accord. For this reason, his 

argument revolves specifically around Quebec's rejected demands for a DSC to be 

included in the Acc~rd  and, as such, it focuses on a particular moment in Canadian 

constitutional history. Having said this, as 1 illustrated in the last chapter, a similar DSC 

was aIso induded in the Charlottetown Accord of 1992 and it was rejected in rnuch the 

same manner in the subsequent referendum. Nor have the t e m s  of the debate - 

especially where the DSC is concemed - changed very much since that time; indeed, they 

have only become sharper. For this reason, Taylor's analysis has continued relevance 

beyond the specific rejection of the Meech Lake Accord. 



Flaws in Taylor's first thesis 

What are we to make of Taylor's first thesis, especially his failure to resolve the 

philosophical divide that he has depicted? There are several possibilities. Some scholars 

have examined the normative prïnciples of procedural and substantive liberalism to 

determine whether they can be reconciled or bridged in a marner that Taylor himself may 

not have recognized. Will Kymlicka has attempted this exercise to some extent by 

rooting what resernbles a substantive liberal position in a classical liberal fo~ndation.~' 

However, those who have followed Taylor in seeing the Canadian impasse in terms of 

procedural and substantive liberalism (or liberalism and communitarianism) have been 

unable to come to a resolution, not surprisingly since Taylor himself presents them as 

philosophically incompatible.28 

Given this incompatibility, another option is to pursue further normative work, to 

determine whether one of the two positions can actually prevail amongst philosophers as 

well as in the Canadian public sphere. Of course, Taylor hirnself has developed the 

substantive liberal position in his scholarly work and in his role as a leading public 

inte~lectual.~~ In contrast, Canadian procedural liberals have cast doubt on the liberal 

27 For KymIicka's rnost philosophicaI treatrnent of this question, see Liberalism. Communitv. and Culture. 

(Odord, Clarendon Press, 1989). Of course, for most procedural liberals, this is far from a compromise 
psition. 

For example, Sam LaSelva suggests that, "The dilemma rnay simply be irresoIvable," The Moral 
Foundations of Canadian Federalism. 125. 
29 A pivotal early essay in the liberaUcornmunitanan debates is "Atomism" in Philosophv and the Human 
Sciences: Philosophical Papers 2. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986) 187-210; Taylor defends 
the substantive liberal position in the Canadian context in "Why Do Nations Have To Become States," in 
Recanciline: the Solitudes: Essavs on Canadian Federalism and Nationalisrn. (Montreal & Kingston: 
McGill-Queen's University Press, 1993). 



credentids of Quebec's substantive ~iberalisrn.'~ In this way, a version of the liberal- 

cornmunitarian debate is now playing out amongst Canadian scholars with regard to 

Quebec as well as to conflicts involving First Nations communities and other minonties. 

For the most part, the scholarly debate takes a less exireme form than the American- 

based philosophical one, especially given the milder (Le. liberal) version of 

cornmunitarianism proposed by Taylor. Stilf, there is no reason to believe that Canadian 

scholars will cease debating their liberal and cornmunitarian positions anytime soon and, 

to the extent that Taylor is correct to argue that there is no philosophically available 

compromise between the two sides, we are lefi with disturbing implications for future 

relations between Quebec and the rest of Canada, not to mention stmggles concernïng 

other minorities. It wouId mean that the impasse is inherent in the makeup of Canada and 

that managing the tension is the most we can hope for. 

Yet I wonder whether Taylor - and the proceduralist scholars who engage with 

him - is simply on the wrong track here. Indeed, 1 will argue that it does not rnake sense 

to tr-y to resolve the philosophical liberaVcommunitarian divide in the Canadian context, 

since there is very good reason to doubt that the impasse between Quebec and English 

Canada actually takes this form in the first place.31 The real-world ideological stmggle is 

10 Janet Ajzenstat has suggested that "..A is not alwvays easy to see how substantive liberalism in Taylor's 
schema Mers from the illiberal, closed regime." ''Dedine of Procedural Liberalism," 122; David J. 
Bercuson and Barry Cooper, Deconfederation: Canada Without Ouebec. (Toronto: Key-Porter Books, 
199 1). 
'' Others have cnticized Taylor's IiberaVcommunitarian interpretation of the Canadian impasse on grounds 
similar to those 1 will propose here. For example, Joseph Carens suggests that Taylor "overstates the 
ciifference" between the political cultures of Quebec and English Canada: "Whatever its validity, the 
distinction marks a political, not a moral, divide, at least if fiindamental principles of liberal democracy are 



far more philosophically vague than Taylor acknowledges. In particular, the competing 

philosophical preoccupations of liberals and cornmunitarians have only indirect and 

superficial relevance to the Canadian impasse, meaning that we gain little from studying 

the impasse in the normative tems set out by Taylor and his proceduralist critics AS 1 

will argue, the tems of this philosophical debate actually diston our understanding- For 

this reason, it is necessary to challenge Taylor's first thesis altogether and this challenge 

could take severai different paths. In what follows, 1 evaluate a number of potential flaws 

in Taylor's approach, before presenting what 1 take to be the most important arguments 

against his liberalkommunitarian thesis. 

One general problem with Taylor's approach is that he depicts the philosophical 

contrast between the two versions of liberalism as too clearly in sync with the conflict 

between Quebec and the rest of Canada. As Taylor himself surely realizes, neither 

Quebec nor English Canada is ideologically or culturally homogeneous. Indeed, the 

same sorts of debates that Taylor depicts between competing foms of liberalism seem to 

play out in a similar manner within ~ u e b e c ~ ~  and within English Canada in struggles 

involving a wide range of minority groups. The political culture of each is thus always a 

matter of significant contestation in a manner that often resembles the competing 

- - - 

rightiy understood." "Immigration, Politicai Community, and the Transformation of Identity: Quebec's 
Immigration Policies in Critical Perspective," in Joseph H. Carens, Ed,, 1s Ouebec Na tionalism Iust? 72-74. 
Similarly, Guy Laforest has suggested that "...the cortfiict between Canada and Québec is not about two 
models of liberalism ..." "Philosophy and political judgment in a multinationai federation," 205. 
32 For example, many commentators have argued that it is wmng to depin Quebec as somehow illiberal. 
As Joseph Carens points out, "...Quebecers often point with pnde to the fact Quebec was the first 
jurisdiction within Canada to adopt a charter of rights and freedoms." "Immigration, Pofitical Community, 
and the Transformation of Identity," 73. 



positions Taylor depicts. As soon as we acknowledge the inherently messy, overlapping, 

and often-contradictory character of the political debate, we will become less inclined to 

view the impasse in the stark terms presented by Taylor. This may weaken Taylor's 

argument but it does not negate it since he merely has to show that procedural liberaiism 

is a signifïcant enough force in English Canada to lead to the ongoing rejection of the 

DSC in particular or  asyrnrnetry in generaI. 

A sirnila. Iine of argument is to suggest that resistance to the DSC, although 

proceduralist in character, is merely an anomalous response and that, generally speaking, 

there is no widespread culture of proceduralism in English Canada. If only a small 

number of English Canadians oppose the DSC on proceduralist grounds, and if these 

people are not themselves consistently proceduralist, then proceduraIism could not 

represent a serious cause of the impasse in a more generaI sense. However, Taylor does 

not speak of rnild, limited, or sporadic proceduralist opposition. Instead, he depicts the 

impasse as a generaI cultural conflict where proceduralism is prevalent throughout 

English Canada in opposition to substantive liberalism in Quebec. Thus, it is the strong 

case that Taylor aims to prove. 

Given this strong case, the obvious empincal question is: is procedural liberalism 

really a significant force in English Canada? With the limitations of survey research on 

questions of this complexity, any answer will inevitably be impressionistic in character." 

3%ven in what is likely the mon thorough quantitative study of Canadian attitudes towards rights, it is 
cMïcult to determine the degree of  procedurai (as opposed to substantive) liberalism in English Canada 
from the data provided. Paul M. Sniderman, Joseph F. Fletcher, Peter Russell, and Philip E. Tetiock, 



Yet Taylor himself notes the importance of "collective provisions" for English 

Canadians, arguing that they are central to the manner in which they understand 

themselves as Canadians. Furthermore, scholars such as Seymour Martin Lipset have 

argued that Canadian political cuIture can be differentiated fkom American political 

culture precisely on the grounds that there is a more organic or collectivist emphasis in 

Canada, In contrast to Amencan individualism, Canada has an Officia1 MuIticulturalism 

policy, a stronger wetfare state, universal health care, Canadian content provisions in the 

cultural sphere, and so on.34 It may seem then that Canadian political culture is at root 

collectivist and organic as opposed to procedural liberal. However, one should not reach 

this concIusion too prematurely since many of these forms of collective provision do not 

necessarily confiict with procedural liberalism. Procedural liberalism does not oppose al1 

claims of the collective good that are agreed upon through democratic processes - except 

in certain cases, such as where they are discriminatory andor infringe upon individual 

rights. For procedural Iiberals, the principle of non-discrimination is infnnged when the 

collective good is decided upon prior to democratic politics; that is, where the rules 

governing politics are themselves geared towards fulfilling a substantive, potentially 

discriminatory, goal.3s Nevertheless, even given this more stringent test of 

CIash of Ri~hts:  Libertv. Esuality. and LePitimaw in Pluralist Dernocracv. (New Haven: Yaïe University 
Press, 1996). " Many people have made this point. See, for example, Ignatiec T h e  Narcissisrn of Minor Dinerence" in 
Clash of  Identities: Essavs on Media, Manipulation. and Politics of the Self. (Toronto: Prentice Hall, 1996) 
47. 
35 See Ajzenstat, Canada's Onpins. 273 and "Decline of Procedural Liberalism," 122. 



proceduralism, one could certainly make the case that Canadian politics has long been 

infùsed with a considerable arnount of substantive libera~isrn.~~ 

Even if it is the case that Iiberal proceduralism in Canada has somewhat uneven 

historical roots, and even if it is today a matter of considerable contestation, Taylor could 

argue that proceduralism is emerging rapidly in English Canada, largely as a result of the 

entrenchrnent of the Charter of Rights in 1982. After all, he might suggest that the 

individualistic emphasis of Charter rights is an Arnerican phenornenon rooted in 

procedural Iiberal principles and previously foreign to Canadians. So even if English 

Canadian political culture was not previously proceduralist, one could argue, as Taylor 

does, that the embrace of the Charter is making it far more so. Yet the findamental 

problem with this interpretation is that the Charter is anything but a straightforward 

proceduralist document. WhiIe it certainly contains individual rights clauses typical of 

liberal proceduralism, there are other clauses that conflict with strict IiberaI 

proceduralism.37 Indeed, whereas Taylor criticizes the Charter for its proceduralist 

" Examples inciude the Indian Act as ive11 as the Constitution Act 1867 which includes language nghts, 
minority language education, and religious schooling. For discussion of these and other collectivist 
provisions, see David J. Eikins, "Facing Our Destiny: Rights and Canadian Distinctiveness," in Canadian 
Jounial of Political Science vol. XMI: 4, (December) 1989; and MichaeI Hartney, "Some Confisions 
Concerning Collective Rights," in Wi11 Kymlicka, ed., The Riahts of Minoritv Cultures. (Ozdord: Oxford 
University Press, 1995). 
37 These include: language rîghts (s, 22); the abiIity to deny mobility nghts in certain instances (S. 6.4); 
AboriginaI and Treaty rights (S. 25 and S. 35); rnulticulturai nghts (S. 27); and the ovemde or 
"notwithstanding dause" (s.33). For discussion, see Hartney, "Some Confusions Concerning Collective 
Rights," 220 and Elkins, "Facing Our Destiny". One could also argue that the Charter's preamble referring 
to the "supremacy of God" is in violation of procedural principles of non-discrimination. 



emphasis, some procedural liberal scholars decry the existence of substantive clauses?' 

Whiie we may debate the balance between the presence of procedural and substantive 

liberalism in the Charter, and even agree that the scaIe tips toward proceduralism, we 

seriously distort the character of the Charter by suggesting, as Taylor does, that it is a 

straightforward proceduralist document. The tension between proceduralism and 

substantive liberalism is rnanifested in the Charter itself to the point that even the 

Charter's main non-discrimination or equality clause contains what can be interpreted as 

a substantive sub-cla~se.'~ It is thus reasonable to suggest, following Guy Laforest, that 

"the 1982 Charter of Rights and Freedoms, as well as the political culture of English- 

speaking Canada, make ample room for Taylor's two models of libera~ism".~~ 

In response to this daim, Taylor may very well agree that the Charter is not 

uniformly proceduralist. Still, he might suggest that whether or not the Charter reflects 

(in reality) a procedural or substantive liberalism can be lefi for the constitutional experts 

to decide, because what is really at issue is that the Charter has been ernbraced by 

Canadians on proceduralist grounds. If Canadians view the Charter in proceduralist 

38 Rainer Knopff and Ted Morton, "Canada's Court Party" in Rethinking the Constitution: Persriectives on 
Canadian Constitutional Reform, Interpretation, and Theory. Anthony A. Peacock, ed.. (Toronto: Oxford 
University Press, 1996) 63-87. 
39 Section 15. (1) of the Charter of Rights says that "Every individual is equal before and under the law ..." 
and section 15. (2) says that "Subsection (1) does not preclude any law, program, or activiry that has as its 
object the amelioration of conditions of disadvantaged individuals or groups inciuding those that are 
disadvantaged because of race, national or ethnic ongin, colour, religion, sex, age or mental or physical 
ability". 
40 "Philosophy and political judgment in a multinational federation," 204; Similarly, Louis Balthazar notes 
that "Canadians have always understood, through their history and traditions, that individuai rights, a s  
pnmordid and precious as they may be, are empty if they are not cornpIemented by collective rights ..." 
"Identity and Nationalism in Quebec" in Clash of Identities: Essavs on Media. Maniuulation, and Politics 
of the Self. (Toronto: Prentice HaIl, 1996) 102. 



terms, and ifthe DSC were interpreted as weakening the Charter since it operates in the 

reaim of collective rights, it would follow that the rejection of the DSC would be 

proceduralist in character. As Taylor says of the Charter, 'Fust, it protects the rights of 

individuals in a variety of ways. Second, it guarantees equal treatment of citizens in a 

variety of respects; or, put another way, it defends against discriminatov treatment on a 

nurnber of irrelevant grounds, such as race and sex." While he acknowledges that other 

provisions may be interpreted as giving power to collectivities, he suggests that these fkst 

two "dominate in the public consciousness7'.4' Thus, whether or not Canadians have an 

accurate understanding of the Charter they have embraced a proceduralist image of it and 

it is this image that generates the antagonism toward the DSC. 

But have Canadians really embraced the Charter in the terms of procedural 

liberalism? Taylor suggests that they have, yet he does not present adequate evidence of 

this embrace. This lapse in argumentation is itself suggestive since, taken as a whole, 

scholarship in this area suggests that the embrace of the Charter by Canadians is rooted 

in, at best, a confiicting assortment of beliefs and goals.42 In contrast to Taylor's 

depiction, it is widely believed that the Charter has provided greater impetus for a variety 

of groups - feminists, Aboriginal peoples, ethnic groups, the disabled, and others - to 

'' "Shared and Divergent Values," 172. 
42 For a discussion of the range of critical approaches to the Charter, see Richard Sigurdson, "Left- and 
Right-Wing Charterphobia in Canada: A Critique of the Critics," InternationaI Journal of Canadian Studies. 
7-8 (1993): 95-115. 



pursue legal strategies for collective change." Although some scholars and activists 

doubt the efficacy of these strategies," to the extent that they typically have the effect of 

prioritizing group-based concerns, they are clearly outside the parameters of procedural 

liberalism; indeed, they are often antithetical to them. Therefore, even if the Charter has 

been embraced by some in English Canada on account of its proceduralism, it is equally 

the case that many groups have embraced it because it facilitates the pursuit of their 

collective, or substantive, goals.45 For this reason, if there is a tension between 

procedural and substantive liberalism in Canada, it makes more sense to see this tension 

as rooted within the Charter itself. In other words, the two positions that Taylor views as 

philosophically incompatible CO-exist (albeit uneasily) within what is one of Canada's 

most pivotal legal documents. One could even take this a step fùrther and suggest that 

Charter-based struggles do not necessarily involve conflicting moral daims at d l ,  but are 

43 Alan Cairns has made this argument in a number of essays, for example, ''Constitutional Minoritarianisrn 
in Canada," Reconfimrations: Canadian Citizenshb & Constitutional Channe. Douglas E. Williams, ed., 
floronto: McClelland & Stewart Inc., 1995) 119-141; dso, see ffiopff and Morton, "Canada's Court 
Party". 

Michael Mandel, The Charter of Rights and the Lenalization of Politics in Canada. Rev. ed. (Toronto: 
Thornpson Educational Publishing, 1993). Judy Fudge, "The PublidPrivate Distinction: The Possibilities 
of and the Limits to the Use of Charter Litigation to Further Feminist Struggles," Osnoode Hall Law 
Journal. 25, 1988: 485; Sherene Razack is somewhat more optimistic about the radical possibilities of 
Charter-based strategies, Canadian Feminism and the Law: The Women's Leml Education and Action 
Fund and the Pursuit of E~uality. (Toronto: Second Story Press, 1991). 
45 TO c~rnplicafe rnatters fiuther, some of the rnost vocal critics of the DSC have been feminist groups, such 
as the National Action Cornmittee on the Status of Women, concerned that the clause will undennine 
wornen's equality nghîs; this was evident during both the Meech Lake and Charlottetown rounds. Yet 
NAC is genedfy far fiom procedural liberal in orientation nor does it object to giving addi tional powers to 
Quebec so that it can preserve and develop its culture. National Action Cornmittee on the Status of 
Women, "NAC's Reponse to the Report of the Special Joint Cornmittee on 'A Renewed Canada' 
meaudoin-Dobbie)" and "NAC says 'NO': The Charlottetown Agreement Threatens Equality Righis,"; 
Robert Vipond makes a simil ar point, "From Provincial Autonomy to Provincial Equality (Or, Clyde Wells 
and the Distinct Society". 11 1. 



often political struggles acted out through various Charter provisions. In their important 

book on the rights-based values of Canadians, Paul M. Snideman, Joseph F. Fietcher, 

Peter H. Russell, and Philip E. Tetlock make precisely this point, suggesting that 

". . .group rights are about groups, not rights, and this applies both to those who favor 

them and those who reject them. Their natural effect, therefore, is to sharpen cleavages 

between groups, whether one has in rnind the group that loses under them or the group 

that benefits fiom thern?' 

In making this case, I do not mean to imply that the Charter has not impacted the 

cod ic t  between Quebec and English Canada at all. Nor do 1 doubt that the Charter 

encourages a form of national unity since rnany scholars have argued that it was designed 

partly for that purpose.47 Furthemore, 1 do not disagree with Taylor's claim that the 

DSC has been rejected in English Canada partly in defence of the Charter, However, f 

dXer with Taylor in that 1 believe that the Charter is defended pnmanly because it has 

become a basis of Canadian unity rather than for proceduralist reasons (Le. defending 

individual rights). To rnake this argument convincing, 1 still need to explain the intuitive 

appeal of Taylor's depiction, which rests on the fact that the rejection of the DSC is 

typically clothed in rhetoric that sounds very rnuch like a defence of proceduralist liberal 

principles. We have al1 heard the cornplaints of English Canadians who reject the DSC 

using language such as "why are they so special?" and "we should al1 be treated equally". 

46 ~ a u l  M. Sniderman, et. al., The Clash of Rkhts. 250. 
47 Peter W. Russell, "The Political Purposes of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms," 
Canadian Bar Review, Vol. 61, 1983: 30; Rainer Knopff and F. 15. Morton, Charter Politics. (Toronto: 
Nelson Canada, 1992) Chapter 13. 



This rhetoric, repeated endlessly, clearly resembles procedural Iiberal principles - yet the 

rhetoric and the philosophical principles are ofken far fiom the same. There is always a 

danger when attempting as Taylor does to interpret political conflict within the terms of a 

cornplex philosophical debate. It is unlikely that the worldviews of Canadians - whether 

in English Canada or in Quebec - are as philosophically coherent as Taylor's depiction 

implies. Indeed, the views of those pursuing notions of equal treatment are characterized 

far more by inconsistency and contradiction than by philosophical clanty. For example, 

the Reform Party has clearly led the way in its antagonism toward recognizing Quebec as 

a Distinct Society and this has often taken the form of demands for equal treatment. 

However, aIthough the Reform Party often utilizes a rhetoric that soundr much iike 

procedural liberalism, it can hardly be said to follow Dworkin-style Iiberal principles of 

justice. Instead, the Reform Party exhibits many examples of what resembles substantive 

Liberalism such as wïth matters concerning the sanctity of the heterosexual nuclear family 

form or the "the supremacy of God". Even so, this counter-argument can only take us so 

far. Those pursuing procedural liberalism may very well exhibit contradictory positions 

in situations where they are blind to the discriminatory effects of their positions (Le. 

given the potency of social noms) or where they seek to justi@ discrimination by 

arguing, for example, that the nuclear family form is natural and thus inviolable. Such 

contradictions are inevitable; yet while they may cause us to doubt the possibility of a 

tmly procedural liberalism, they do not necessarïly mean that procedural Iiberal 

opposition to cornmunitanan projects is any less procedural. 



So even if the philosophical clarity of actual political discourse is in doubt, this 

does not mean that we should therefore ignore any resemblance between philosophical 

and political debate or that we should not attempt to determine how one influences the 

other. As Laforest says concerning Taylor's depiction of the Canadian impasse, "[tjhere 

is indeed a peculiarly theoretical quality to the Canadian debate, which is Iargely about 

the meaning ofjustice in a federal s o ~ i e t y " . ~ ~  Nevertheless, despite this very strong 

resemblance, the comection rnay very welI be superficial and rnisleading. The 

philosophical position rnay be rooted in assumptions and preoccupations of Iirnited 

relevance in the political domain. Indeed, even where we appropriate precise 

philosophical language in a given political debate, we may be motivated by ends 

antithetical to the philosopher's rea~onin~.~ '  A disjundure of precisely this sort is 

evident where the appropriation of the procedural liberal language of non-discrimination 

is concerned. 

Not anti-communitarianism but equal communitarianisrn 

Taylor depicts the equal citizenship discourse as anti-communitanan even though 

those demanding equal citizenship fiequently attempt to demonstrate suppon for Quebec 

or First Nations communities' attempts to preserve their own cultures. English 

48 Guy ]Laforest, "Philosophy and political judgment in a multinational federation," 203- 
49 At the same time, philosophical reaxrning is no doubt far more infiuenced by current political anxieties 
and preoccupations than many students of political theory believe. My point, here, is not to suggest that 
real world debates and philosophical reasoning take place in separate spheres without interaction. This sort 
of claim would be absurd. Instead, the point is that we cannot simpIy assume a clear and unproblematic 
relationship between the m. 



Canadians who reject the DSC do not typically reject the idea of collective rights or 

culturaI preservation. For example, the Canada Clause of the Charlottetown Accord 

included the following language: "Canadians are committed to a respect for individual 

and collective human rights and fieedoms of all people."50 Yet this clause did noet 

engender opposition, or  indeed discussion, during the Charlottetown Referendurn 

campaign. Furthemore, as discussed in the previous chapter, the Calgary Declaration 

States, "the legislature and Government of Quebec have a role to protect and develop the 

unique charactet of Quebec society within  anad da."" 

1 realize that there are some people in Canada whose rejection of the DSC does 

take place on more or less proceduralist principles. For some, the process of undertaking 

cultural preservation wil1 automatically involve activities that infringe the individutal 

rights of certain members of that community, such as the freedom of speech of Quebec's 

Anglophone rninority who wish to advertise their businesses predominantly in English. 

This type of response is commonly put fonvard by the minority populations themselves 

(such as within ~ u e b e c ' ~  or amongst Aboriginal womenS3). What is interesting, 

however, is that the issue here is less one of discrimination or non-discrimination and 

50 "Canada Clausen, Consensus Report on the Constitution, Charlottetown, Final Tex% August 28, 1992. 
51 Premiers' "Framework for Discussion on Canadian Unity" Septernber 13, 1997, provision five. 
" In 1989 the Equality Party of Quebec was fonned in order to mobilize against Bill 178, the Quebec sign 
Iaw. According to the Parîy's website, "Equality is a civil rights party dedicated to protecting ai i  
Quebecers of al1 ethnic and linguistic groups." Notably, the Party rejects the DSC because it wiU 
encourage "the erosion of civil rights in Quebec" as well as because "The equality of the provinces would 
be adverseIy affécted." Quoted from the Equality Party website: www.equality.qc.ca See also, Mordecai 
Richier, Oh Canada! Oh Quebec! Reauiem for a Divided Countrv. (Toronto: Penguin Books, 1992). 
" For example, as discussed in the previous chapier, some Aboriginal women (led by NWAC) opposeci the 
Charlottetown Accord because they were concerned that their Charter rights would be weakened or 
overridden by the Aboriginal Self-government provisions. 



more specifically about concerns that individual nghts will be infiinged. It is considered 

reasonable and acceptable to pursue collective conceptions of the good, even though this 

wilî mean prioritizing some conceptions of the good over other (usually rninority) 

conceptions. Yet this is only half of the procedural position, at least as depicted by 

Taylor. 

What is remarkable, however, is the infrepency with which even this mild 

proceduralist position is put fonvard in Canadian political discourse. When nghts are 

discussed, it is usually in passing - with the periodic exception of Quebec's language 

laws. Outside Quebec, the equal citizenship rejection of the DSC only rarely mentions 

individual nghts at all. As Janet Ajzenstat says, 

The true - and, 1 would argue, sad - fact about Canada today is that the rest of 
Canada is not vitally concerned about Quebec's treatment of its citizens, or any 
other issues relating to that province's interna1 policies.. . What those opposing 
Meech feared was not that Quebec wodd act autocratically, but that its gains in 
the constitutional area would be the? loss, that Quebec would recover its 
'favoured-child' status. 54 

In English Canada, the anti-DSC rhetoric of unfaimess is not centrally concerned with the 

treatment of Anglophones in Quebec. Instead, it amounts to a rejection of the idea that 

Quebec should be allowed a greater ability to preserve its culture than other groups of 

Canadians or that it is sornehow more important that Quebec's culture be preserved. 

"Why are they so special" amounts to a claim that - whether as British Columbians, 

Albertans, or Ukrainians - Canadians should be able preserve and develop their cultures 

" Ajzenstat goes on to say that "Women's groups, multiculturai groups, and Abonginal people believed 
that the distinct society clause would detract from or dilute the constitutional status that they and their 
clients and member had acquired in 1982."Ajzenstat, "Decline of Procedurai Liberalism," 129. 



and furthemore there must be recognition of the equal importance of these collective 

projects. These beliefs are far fiom anti-cornmunitarian; indeed, they are better 

interpreted as involving clashing forms of commu~tarianism. 

Those pursuing equai citizenship wish to pursue collective projects, to ensure the 

cultural preservation and development of their communities, yet they insist that there be 

an equal or uniform basis for these collective projects. What is behind this insistence? 

To answer this question, it necessary to retum to the imperative to unity and cohesion and 

to analyze the manner in which equal citizenship operates as a mechanism of unity. 

Taylor makes a connection between procedural liberalism and unity. As he puts it, 

"Dworkin claims that a liberal society is one which, as a society, adopts no particular 

substantive view about the ends of Iife. Rather, the society is zmi~edaroztnd strong 

procedural cornmitments to treat people with equal respect."55 Given this, it seems to 

follow that the equality discourse would become a basis for unity. But is unity merely 

the resulr of the application of equai treatrnent, or is unity its main purpose? Procedural 

liberals such as Rawls and Dworkin rnight agree that the end result of the principle of 

non-discrimination could be cohesion and unity, and they would likely view this unit- in 

positive terms. However, they would never suggest that unity is the overridingpurpase 

of the procedural liberal application of equal treatrnent. The purpose of procedural 

55 "Shared and Divergent Values," 174 italics added. 



liberalism is to ensure fieedom and human dignity, as they understand these concepts. 

Unky (of certain types) may be welcorned, but it represents at best a derivative good.56 

In contrast to the theorizing of Dworkin and Rawls, the Canadian version of the 

equal treatment discourse is driven centrally not by pnnciples of liberal justice, but by 

dreams of a cohesive politicai community. Consider the following: few serious 

philosophical accounts of procedural equality argue that equality necessarily entails same 

treatment at al1 times. For Dworkin, "...the nght to treatment as an equal is fundamental, 

and the right to equal treatment, derivative. In some circumstances the right to treatment 

as an equal will entai1 a right to equal treatment, but not, by any means, in al1 

circumstances."57 This means that sometimes, in order to treat people as equals, it will 

mean treating them differently in certain respects. Yet in the Canadian case, the 

dogmatic insistence upon uniformity in the application of the Charter betrays the equal 

citizenship discourse, demonstrating that it is pnmarily interested in a cohesive 

community as opposed to liberal principles of justice. The Charter - because ir is a baris 

of unity - must be applied in the same or uniform manner to al1 Canadians. Dworkin 

would never endorse this strategy since it is airned not towards ensuring justice, or even 

" Key here is the distinction, central to procedural liberalism, between goal-based (tekological) and rights- 
based (deontological) theories of justice. Whereas Rawls and Dworkin ground their theories of justice in 
the latter, 1 am arguing that the Canadian equal citizenship discourse is dnven by the former (the pnmary 
goal k i n g  unity). As Rawls explains, with teIeologica1 theories, "the good is defined independently frorn 
the right, and then the nght is defined as  that which maximizes the good." A Theorv of Justice. 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1971) 24; Ronald Dworkin, Taking Rights Seriouslv. 
(Cambridge, Mas: Harvard University Press, 1977) 17 1 - 177. 
" Taking Rinhts SeriousIy. 227. 



equal respect, but rather towards keeping everyone in line. The equal citizenship 

discourse aims to suppress the different ways of certain groups in order to ensure unity. 

The probIem is that English Canadians view special recognition for Quebec or 

any other group as weakening the comrnon b a i s  of belonging, the bond that binds 

Canadians together. The equality discourse operates in the terms of what Foucault CAS 

the Rousseauian dream of "a transparent society, visible and legible in each of its parts, 

the dream of there no longer existing any zones of darkness, zones established by the 

pnvileges of royal power or the prerogatives of some corporation, zones of disorder. d i 8  lt 

is dnven by a need for simplicity and clarity, so that everyone understands how al1 of the 

others relate in the context of the whole- In the face of  anxieties that result fiom 

Canada's diversity, equal citizenship offers a degree of transparency to assure Canadians 

that there is in fact a cornmon basis of belonging. Put another way, citizenship-based 

distinctions are rejected not because they infnnge Iiberal pnnciples of justice, but because 

they undermine the sense of cornmunity that undifferentiated citizenship is supposed to 

cultivate. 

To summarize, even if procedural liberalisrn is present in Canadian political 

culture, it is not central to the antagonism between Quebec and English Canada. Instead, 

the impasse rests on competing visions of the basis of community in Canada. According 

to the equd citizenship discourse, the Charter (whatever its individualistic or collectivist 

Foucauit in an i n t e ~ e w  with JeanPierre Barou and Michetle Perrot, "The Eye of Power" 
Powerffiowledne: Selected InteMews & Other Writings 1972-1 977. CoIin Gordon, ed., (New York: 
Pantheon, 1980) 152. Iris Màrion Young discusses this Foucaultian theme in Justice and the Politics of 
DBerence. (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990) 229. 



characteristics) needs to be applied in a uniform manner, since otheMnse it cannot act as 

a binding mechanism in Canadian politics. The IiberaVcomrnunitarian debate is not in 

fact the pivot upon which the Canadian impasse rests, and Taylor corifùses the issue by 

presenting it in these philosophical terms. Although the impasse does resemble this 

confiict in that some of the rhetoric used incorporates the language of these philosophical 

perspectives, it is more accurate to describe the impasse as ideofogy draped in 

philosophical clothing. In this case, focusing on the clothing only serves to obscure 

matt ers. 

Taylor's second thesis: equal provinces vs. deep diversity 

Having critiqued Taylor's first thesis, 1 will now turn to his second interpretation, 

where he depicts the impasse as revolving around a conflict between, on the one hand, 

the demand for greater autonomy for Quebec via the DSC and, on the other hand, more 

power for certain regions and provinces at the federal level in Ottawa. Depicted in this 

way, Taylor is correct to suggest that these demands are institutionally compatible and 

that this is in effect not a real tension at all. However, as 1 will demonstrate, Taylor has 

once again rnisinterpreted the antagonism at play. In doing so, his institutional solution 

of "deep diversity" is far more likely to reinforce, rather than resolve, the impasse 

between Quebec and the rest of Canada. 

Taylor frames the second tension as follows: "One side [Le. Quebec] wants to 

take a greater distance from the central govemment and Iegislature. The other [especially 



those in Western Canada] wants a weightier pIace within them. "[179] But, Taylor says, 

"these demands are not logically opposed". Asymmetncal federalism can provide 

Quebec with more autonorny (i.e. so it can pursue its substantive Iiberalism) and this can 

easily CO-exist with a reformed Senate, thereby providing the West with more power at 

the federai level in Ottawa. These two changes are institutionaIly compatible because, as 

Taylor puts it, "special status (for Quebec) has nothing to do with having more clout at 

the centre."[180] They invoIve different types of attachrnent to the centre - neither better 

or worse - that accommodate different, but not opposing, needs; at least, this is how 

Taylor presents his second interpretation of the impasse. 

Taylor's institutional solution of "deep diversity" (or what amounts to 

asymmetrica1 federalism "plus") is one of the most widely discussed and appropriated 

concepts in contemporary scholarship in Canadian politics.5g The idea of deep diversity 

is that different groups of people - provinces or First Nations or ethnic groups - would be 

aliowed to develop their attachrnent to the Canadian political comrnunity in different 

ways and to different degrees. Taylor presents this as follows: 

To build a country for everyone, Canada would have to allow for second-level or 
"deep" diversity, in which a plurality of ways of belonging would also be 
acknowledged and accepted. Someone of, Say, ItaIian extraction in Toronto or 
Ukrainian extraction in Edmonton might indeed feeI Canadian as a bearer of 

" Joseph Carens, "Citizenship and the ChaIlenge of Aboriginal SeE-Goverment: 1s Deep Diversity 
Desirable?" Culture, Citizenship. and Communitv: A Contextual E.wloration of Justice as Evenhandedness. 
(Forthcorning: Oxford University Press) Chapter Eight; Wi11 Kymlicka and Wayne Norman, "Return of the 
Citizen: A Survey of Recent Work on Citizenship Theory," in Ronald Beiner, ed., Theorking Citizenshiu. 
(Albany: S M  Press, 1995) 308-309; Daiva Stasiulis, " 'Deep Diversity': Race and Ethnicity in Canadian 
Politics," in Michel S. Whittington and GIen Williams, eds., Canadian Politics in the 1990s. Fourth Ed-, 
('ïoronto: Nelson Canada, 1 995) 2 L 1-2 12. 



individuai rights in a multicultural mosaic. His or her belonging would not "'pass 
through" some other community, although the ethnic identity might be important 
to him or her in various ways. But this person might nevertheless accept that a 
Québécois or a Cree or a Déné might belong in a very different way, that these 
persons were Canadian through being members of their nationd communities. 
Reciprocally, the Québécois, Cree, or Déné would accept the perfect legitimacy of 
the "mosaic" identity60 

For Taylor, a framework of deep diversity does not mean that some groups are privileged 

over others; al1 individuals and groups are of equal value but, because tnieir needs Vary 

widely, there must be an institutional mechanism flexible enough to accommodate these 

dierences. Taylor thus presents deep diversity as a route to accommodating the 

dserential needs and demands of Quebec, the Western provinces, First Nations, and 

other categones of people in Canada. 

Before tuming to some of the weaknesses in Taylor's second thesis, it is 

important to point out that Taylor is well aware that rnany will reject deep diversity on 

the belief it will lead to fiagmentation. Thus, he asks, 

1s this [deep diversity] utopian? Could people ever corne to see their country this 
way? Could they even find it exciting and an object of pride thalt they belong to a 
country that allows deep diversity? Pessirnists Say no, because they do not see 
how such a country could have a sense of unity. The mode1 of citizenship has to 
be uniform, or people would have no sense of belonging to the same polity.61 

Yet Taylor is in fact preoccupied with fragmentation and d i s ~ n i t ~ . ~ ~  F a r  from dismissing 

the problem of fragmentation, Taylor believes that those who attempt t<r pursue unity 

"Shared and Divergent Values," 183. 
"Shared and Divergent Values," 183. 

62 Taylor conchdes The Malaise of Modemie with a chapter entitled, "Against Fragmentation," (Concord, 
Ontario: Anansi, 1991). For a discussion of Taylor's concems with fragmentation, see Laselva, The Moral 
Foundations of Canadian Federalism. 186. 



through a symmetry of equal ntizens and provinces are far more liely to exacerbate 

disunity. For Taylor, deep diversity is the best way of countering fiagrnentation, and thus 

ensuring unity, and here his theorizing takes on a mild teleoIogical flavour. Although he 

does not present things in precisely these terms, Taylor's conception of deep diversity 

implies a vision of Canada as an organic ensemble within which the didectic of unity-in- 

ciifference may play out? 

Flaws in Taylor's second thesis 

As a form of asymrnetrical federalism, deep diversity is open to a number of 

criticisms. A common worry is that if Quebec distances itself fiom the centre by 

assuming greater powers, some of the other provinces will do the sarne, leading towards 

not only asymmetry but also decentralization. And Aboriginal self-government would 

only resorce this process. Bnan Schwartz has labelled this situation "buffet 

federalism" .64 S till, Canadian federalism has long been asymrnetrical in practice, and 

there is no reason to believe that it cannot become even more su without the prospect of 

ali the provinces demanding greater powers. Furthemore, while some Canadians argue 

that the provinces should have more powers in certain areas, this demand obviously 

Q~il l iam ComolIy argues that while Taylor rejects a strong form of teleological philosophy dong the Iines 
of Hegel, "Taylor proceeds fiom a rhetoric of self-reaiization within community, through a rhetonc of 
arm&md re&zahon, to a rhetoric of progressive ammernent to a harmonio&direction in king." 
IdentiCvUlifference: Dernocratic Negotiations of Political Paradox, (Ithaca: Corne11 University Press, 199 1) 
89. For m e r  discussion of Taylor's teleological tendencies, see Wiiiiam Corlett, Communitv Without 
Unitv: A Politics of Derridian Extravagance. (Durham, North CaroIina: Duke University Press, 1989) 51- 
53. " "Canada Cannot Be Held Together By Taking If Apart," in "Enelish Canadan soeaks out 342-344. 



varies considerably by province. At any rate, there is no reason why this question should 

not be open to democratic negotiation - even if it results in greater decentrakation in 

certain provinces and more federal powers in specific areas. 

A number of scholars have also criticized Tayior for presenting the institutional 

changes necessitated by deep diversity as relatively unproblematic. For example, David 

Milne has argued that the institutional problerns are serious and potentially difficutt to 

overcorne." Certainly, there would be rnany institutional matters to work out and we 

m o t  know in advance whether these institutions wilt work very weH or whether we 

will find ourselves in a situation of semi-permanent experirnentation. Furthemore, 

although we already have a form of asymmetrical federalism, a greater degree of 

asymmetry may very well produce problerns of democratic accountability and 

legitimacy." Nevenheless, while these challenges are real, these sons of institutional 

criticisrn miss the main point: the purpose of asyrnmetrical federalism or deep diversity is 

not to appeal to scholars of federalism, constitutional Iawyers, or federal-provincial 

bureaucrats. The threshold of success centres not on institutiona1 clanty but on whether it 

resolves the impasse of Canadian politics - that is, whether Quebec, Aboriginal peoples, 

EngIish Canadians, and other groups can actually agree that this is the most suitable path 

to follow. Canada's considerable experience with constitutional negotiation suggests that 

65 "Equality or Asymmetry: Why Choose?" in Ronald L. Watts and Douglas M. Brown, ed., Options for a 
New Canada. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1 99 1). 

For example, if a given province assumes power in a certain a m ,  does this rnean that federal MPs from 
that province should not be able to play a role in this area? 



reaching this type of agreement is the difficult part and questions of implementation, 

since they are less politically charged, will eventually be settled one way or the other. 

Still, al1 of these institutional questions, however legitimate in their own nght, 

divert attention fiom the central issue - the impasse of Canadian politics - which does 

not revolve around an institutional problem. Indeed, this is an area characterized by 

significant agreement in recent constitutional rounds. As illustrated in the previous 

chapter, Quebec has repeatedly demanded greater powers and, in response to these 

demands, the formula for agreement has been simple: keep it symmetricai, at least in 

principle. Give Quebec the powers that it dernands - and provide al! of the other 

provinces with access to them as well. With the Meech Lake Accord, this formula 

involved actually giving al1 the provinces the same powers demanded by Quebec. With 

the Charlottetown Accord and the Calgary Declaration, it involved clauses that would 

aUow each province to assume powers given to any other province. In these latter two 

cases, symmetry is maintained in principle - since every province has access to exactly 

the same powers - even though asymmetry wouId certaidy result in practice, since some 

provinces would choose to formally assume more of the available powers than others. 

Once again, this formula has been, and will continue to be, contested by many who wony 

that it would lead to extreme decentralization and thus limit the federal government's 

ability to ensure national standards. These concems are real. Yet what is important in 

the context of this study is that al1 of the provinces (including Quebec at Meech Lake) 



have continually been able to reach agreement on this question, meaning that this 

institutional issue cannot be the cause of the impasse. 

The distribution of powers within the federal level is somewhat more complicated 

since it represents a zero-sum game where seats in the House of Comrnons and a 

reconstructed Senate are concerned; if one province gets more seats then others must get 

fewer. The Western provinces and the Reform Party have long demanded a triple-e 

Senate (Le, elected, effective, equal) and, with regard to seat distribution, debate has 

generdly centred over whether "equal" should mean equal seats for each province or 

region. The Charlottetown Accord contained equal numbers of seats for each province 

and a minimum guarantee of seats in the House of Comrnons for Quebec. This minimum 

guarantee eventually became a target of considerable criticism in English Canada dunng 

the referendum campaign on the grounds that it was unfair to provinces whose 

populations were growing and would thus end up having fewer representatives than 

Quebec in proportional terms. But even if the specifics of this provision were poorly 

c~nceived,~' this minimum guarantee was not demanded by Quebec in the first place 

(since it was absent from the negotiations) and so it is unlikely to be a central issue in 

fiture constitutional talks. 

Therefore, even though TayIor presents deep diversity as an institutional solution, 

the institutional distribution of powers is no1 the issue around which the impasse 

Reg Whitaker, "The Dog that Never Barked: Who Killed Asymmeuical Federalism," in Kenneth 
McRoberts and Patrick Monahan, eds., The Charlottetown Accord. the Referendurn. and the Future of 
Canada. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1993) 108, 



revolves. Instead, the impasse revolves around the one demand by Quebec that canmt be 

distributed symmetncally: that is, the distinct society clause. This demand reflects a 

clash over competing visions of the Canadian political community that follow a 

symmetricaVasymmetrical (or equality/difference) pattern. Quebec' s demand to be 

recognized as distinct creates a syrnbolic asymmetry, and it  is on this bais  that it is 

rejected by English Canada since it amounts to a denial of its own symmetrical view of 

the pan-Canadian community. English Canada attempts to reassert syrnbolic symmetry 

by insisting that al1 of the provinces must be equal. Here, there is no problem with 

Quebec's having increased powers to preserve and develop its culture; indeed, this is 

considered Quebec's resporwibi&v. Yet this cannot be a disrincl responsibility since it 

applies to other Canadian communities as well; to Say that Quebec is a distinct society is 

to imply that its project of cultural survival is more important than other such projects in 

Canada. Hence the shouts of "why are they so special?'In the Calgary Declaration, the 

English Canadian premiers attempted to respond to this concern by designating al1 the 

provinces as "unique" (Le. equally unique). Yet this necessarily fails to accommodate 

Quebec's recognition demand and so we have an endless recognition struggte between 

symmetry and asymmetry - merely another manifestation of the equality/difference 

dichotomy. 23i.s is the ideological site of the impasse, which no amount of institutional 

manoeuvring can possible solve since the two conceptions of community pursued are 

mutuaily exclusive. 



What is perhaps especially frustrating about Taylor's argument in this respect is 

that he understands that this is the main site o f  contestation - this question of symmetry 

or asymmetry - yet he presents the equality discourse as simply unworthy of critical 

engagement. As he puts it: 

... the task [of resolving the impasse] will be utterly impossible ifwe persist in 
describing the problem in the misleading and ofien d e r n a g ~ ~ c  Ianguage of 
equality versus inequality of provinces. Put in these terms, the problem is a false 
one, and the present importance of this formulation is a sign of our Iack of lucidity 
and the decline o f  good ~ i 1 1 . ~ *  

Finaily, Taylor has corne upon the heart of the impasse, and yet he can do little more than 

dismiss his opponents as demagogic - which does not get us very far in terms of 

developing an understanding of the antagonism at issue o r  displacing its dichotomous 

tenns. Certainly, Taylor is correct to suggest that the demand for equal provinces is an 

attempt by English Canadians to suppress Quebec, but we have reason to expect from 

him a more sensitive understanding of the desire for comrnunity underpinning this 

attempt. 

Mutually exclusive demands for recognition and comrnunity 

Thus far, 1 have argued that both of Taylor's interpretations operate within the 

dichotomous equalityldifference character of the impasse since his proposals, especially 

deep diversity, necessanly clash with the pan-Canadian vision of  equal citizens and 

provinces put forward by English Canadians. Taylor understands this, yet he obscures 

"Shared and Divergent Values," 18 1, italics added. 



matters by fiaming his proposa1 of differentiated citizenship within the logic of a 

iiberaücommunitarian divide and then as an institutional solution to the impasse, 

Nevertheless, deep diversity is merely a defence of the "difference7' side of the dichotomy 

and thus a rejection of the "equality" side, As soon as Taylor dispenses with his two 

interpretations and acknowledges, at least implicitly, that the impasse revolves around 

divergent conceptions of community and unity, he becomes less interested in compromise 

and more inclined to be dismissive: those on the equality or sameness side are 

characterized by Taylor as using "demagogic language", as presenting a "false" problem, 

as reflecting a Yack of lucidity" and as demonstrating a "decline of good will". 

Presented in these terms, the choice is clear, but the resuIt is that deep diversity is, in 

effect, a non-solution where the Canadian impasse is concerned. As 1 argued in the 

previous chapter, the terms of the equality/difference dichotomy presuppose and nourish 

one another; given this, perhaps it is not surprising that Taylor's solution to the Canadian 

impasse is to reject one extreme by proposing another. 

How then can we attain a better understanding of the equal citizenship discourse 

and its insistence on a form of symmetncal communitarianism? Consider, once again, 

Taylor's overarching question in "Shared and Divergent Values," "What is a country 

for?' Taylor suggests that, in the case of Quebec, recognition is a crucial part of the 

answer. Quebec demands to be recognized as a distinct society within Canada and 

Aboriginal peoples make simifar dernands for recognition; for each, as well as for other 

collectivities, Canada is a community where these sons of recognition claims can be met. 



But here we corne upon Taylor's rather awkward lapse: he only considers and takes 

seriously demands for recognition emanating from the "difference" side of the impasse. 

This may be because of his mistaken assumption that, whereas Quebec and Abonginal 

peoples are cornmunitanan, English Canadians are liberal-individualists whose sense of 

seifis not tied into daims of recognition as members of a community. But, as 1 have 

argued throughout this chapter, English Canadian discourse also has a cornmunitarian - 

even nationalist - flavour. When we examine the English Canadian answer to the 

question "Why Canada?", we begin to see the extent to which the equality discourse is 

also a type of recognition claim. For Engfish Canadians, Canada is the political entity, 

the community, within which al1 must have equal status as Canadian citizens. While 

Taylor fiames this demand for equal status in the neo-Kantian terms of procedural 

Liberalism, 1 think it is better understood in Rousseauian and Hegelian terms. Special 

status for Quebec undermines the English Canadian pursuit of a kind of Rousseauian 

freedom in political equality. It misrecognizes the self-understanding of English 

Canadians by, in effect, downgrading the way they relate to the Canadian political 

cornmuniiy. 

Taylor might very well respond that what he is objecting to is the insistence upon 

strict provincial equality, which has little philosophical connection to the equal treatment 

of individuai Canadians. However, as citizens of Canada, our belief in equal citizenship 

overfiows into our conceptions of provincial equality as well since Our citizenship is 

divided by federalism. As a result, in order to ensure equal respect as citizens of 



provincial communities, each province must have an equal status within the federation. 

As soon as one province or comrnunity is labelled a "Distinct Society", it is viewed to 

have achieved a privileged status (even if this is not meant to be the case), which thereby 

(via the power of invidious comparison) domgrades the status of al1 other provinces and 

their citi~ens.~' As Jererny Webber has noted, "we have fallen into the habit of treating 

any distinction as an element in a hierar~h~."'~ Deep diversity does not attend to the 

problem of invidious comparison. It fails to resolve Rousseau's problem - the one 

towards which equal treatment was directed in the first place. Just as Quebec pursues the 

DSC for reasons of recognition, English Canada rejects it because it conflicts with its 

ownpursuil of recognition and comrnunity. The two sets of recognition demands 

inevitably clash in a zero-sum battle since the basis of cornrnunity upon which each 

pursues recognition is antithetical to the other. There is no possible institutional solution 

available. Either the importance of Quebec within the Canadian political community is 

downgraded (one of ten equals) or the importance of the other nine provinces is 

downgraded to a secondary layer of belonging to the Canadian political community. 

1 do not mean to imply that the desire for recognition and comrnunity being 

expressed through the equality discourse is in any sense justified. Indeed, it is obviously 

extremely problematic since it is designed as a club to keep minorities in line, to deny 

them distinct recognition within the context of the Canadian political community. This 

" For a fascinating discussion of this dynamic, especially with regard to former Newfoundland Premier 
Clyde Wells, see Robert Vipond, "From Provincial Autonomy to Provincial Equality (Or, Clyde Wells and 
the Distinct Society." 

Webber, Reimanininn Canada. 27. 



situation is clearly exacerbated by the resentment felt by many English Canadians 

towards Quebec and other minonties, resentment rooted in numerous social, economic, 

and political causes.'' However, in the context of this study, one explanation for the fom 

in which the resentment is expressed (Le. through equal treatment) is that the existence of 

Quebec and to a lesser degree other minonties has meant that Canada has had to follow 

the route of the multicultural mosaic that I descnbed in Chapter Two, thereby forgoing 

dreams of a common national identity. In psychoanalytic terms, this takes the form of a 

thefi of national enjoyrnent.'* English Canadians have sacrificed these drearns and 

instead, largely out of necessity, pursued an embrace of diversity as a route to unity. 

Even so, this embrace of diversity has never been deemed adequate for Québécois or 

Aboriginal peoples, who insist on moving beyond mere diversity to pursue vanous foms 

of differentiation. As a result, the equality discourse is about drawing lines, saying: we 

(English Canadians) have been willing to sacrifice much (Le. national enjoyrnent) in 

order to make a place for you, yet you cannot expect us to give up on Our dreams of 

national community a l t ~ ~ e ~ h e r . ~ ~  

I have presented the two sets of recognition demands as incompatible, as mutually 

exclusive, but it is important to emphasize that this is not some unfortunate coincidence, 

it is not a situation where the two sets of demands happen to conflict. The two demands 

7 1 For an interesting discussion of sirnilar manifestations of resentment in the Arnerican context, see 
William Comolly's essay, "Fundamentalism in Amenca," in The Ethos of Pluralization. (Minnapalis: 
University of Minneso ta Press, 1995). 
72 Slavoj iifek, "MuWculturalism, or, the Cultural Logic of Multinational Capitalism." New Left Review. 
Number 225, SeptemberfOctober 1997. 
73 This is implied by Richard Gwvyn, Nationalism Without WalIs. Chapter nine. 



presuppose one another as mutually exclusive. Neither demand has meaning or force 

outside of the opposition. The more Quebec desires recognition as a distinct society, the 

more crucial equal citizenship is for English Canadians. Each demand gains in 

importance as it is denied. Similarly, if either of the opposing demands were freely or 

flippantly agreed to, then the resulting recognition would have little meaning. Quebec's 

demand for a DSC then - like English Canada's demand for equal provinces - is an 

attempt to limit and even downgrade the other, to destroy the other's route to national 

enjoyrnent . 

"Thinking English Canada"? 

These are Taylor's two main approaches to understanding and resolving the 

Canadian impasse. As 1 have argued, both approaches fail because they reinforce the 

dichotomous form that the impasse takes: in particular, Taylor's proposa1 for deep 

diversity presupposes a fiamework for community and identity diametrically opposed to 

the pan-Çanadian position of equal citizenship. Each side of the impasse pursues 

recognition in terms that preclude the conception of community and belonging sought by 

the opposing side. There is little cause for optimism here. 

Nevertheless, there is an alternative that involves what Philip Resnick has called, 

"Thinking English   ana da".'^ This alternative takes a number of different forms in the 

- - 

74 Philip Resnick, Thinking Ennlish Canada. (Toronto: Stoddart, 1 994). 



work of Resnick, Ian Angus, Reg Whitaker, and other scho~ars,'~ but its most persuasive 

recent expression is found in Will Kymlicka's book, Findina Our W ~ Y ,  and 1 shall focus 

on tbis version here. Although Kymlicka approves of Taylor's proposal for deep 

diversity and asymmetrical federalisrn, he is rather pessimistic about the chance of its 

being acceptai in English Canada. Since asymmetry is premised on a multinational 

conception of Canada, it clashes with pan-Canadian nationalism. In terms analogous to 

my analysis in the previous sections of this chapter, Kymlicka argues that: 

While English-speaking Canadians often express their opposition to special status 
in the language of equality, this concern grows out of  an even deeper concem 
with nationhood. That is, English-speaking Canadians interpret 'equality' as 
requiring identical rights and powers for al1 provinces because any other 
conception of equality would undermine their sense of a comrnon Canadian 
nati~nhood.'~ 

Kymiicka thus believes that it is necessary to target the unitary conception of citizenship 

pursued by pan-Canadian nationalists: 

To persuade English-speaking Canadians to endorse the rnultination conception of 
Canada, therefore, we need to directly confi-ont and challenge the ideal of a 
unitary Canadian nationality.. . [we need to] show not only that the dream of a 
cornmon national identity is impossible to redire, but also that it is not worth 
aspiring to." 

Rather than simply dismiss the dream of pan-Canadian nationalism outright, as Taylor 

does, Kymlicka's approach is to shift its terms by repIacing it with a stronger more 

75 Xan Angus, A Border Within; Reg Whitaker, "With or Without Quebec?" in "Enalish Canadan speaks 
out. J- L. Granatstein & Kenneth McNaught, eds., (Toronto: Doubleday Canada, 199 L); see also Kenneth 
MCRoberts, ed., Bevond Quebec: Takinn Stock of Canada. (Montreal & Kingston: McGill-Queen's 
University Press, 1995). 
76 ~ i n d i n ~  Our Wav. 154-155. 
7' Findinp Ow Way. 155. 



developed English Canadian identity. The reasoning here is that as soon as English 

Canadians see themselves as a coherent national comrnunity they will be far less likely to 

reject the multinational understanding of Canada required by deep diversity. They will 

take a less antagonistic stance toward the differentiated ways of Quebec and Abonginal 

peoples precisely because these ways would be accommodated outside the horizon of the 

English Canadian community. Kymlicka's alternative is to remove the main obstacle to 

deep diversity by redirecting English Canada's sense of comrnunity so that it no longer 

overlaps with - and hence is no longer threatened by - the understanding of cornmunity 

pursued by Quebec and Aboriginal peoples. Instead of clashing in a zero-sum stmggle 

for recognition, the English Canadian nation would follow a path of mutual recognition 

with its national partners. Because no community would feel downgraded by another, the 

hostility engendered by Taylor's approach would be avoided or at least reduced. 

Variations of Kymlicka's proposa1 have long been put fonvard by many 

Québécois and English Canadian intellectuals who have expressed frustration at the lack 

of a coherent English Canadian identity. For example, André Laurendeau once suggested 

that, 

it is possible to imagine that to protect itself against the troubles in Quebec, 
English Canada might forge a new sense of unity and Ieam to define itself once 
again. Then we would have someone to talk ro and they could talk back, and the 
battle would be fierce. But that would be better, it seems to me, than messing 
around in the kind of swamp we are al1 bogged down in  no^.'^ 

" Quoted by Alain-G Gagnon, "Andre Laurendeau: The Search for Political Equality and Social Justicen 
Quebec Studies. Volume 27, Spring/Surnmer 1999, 88. 



Similady, Ian Angus has spoken of the need to develop an English Canadian self- 

consciousness. As he says, 

. ..the entity 'English Canada' is nearly impo ssible to grasp.. .Who we will be in 
the future wili be determined in large part by how we negotiate with these two 
extemal groups.. . Instead of discovering ourselves mainly on the rebound fiom 
Our encounters with others, we may aiso define ourselves through the coming to 
seIf-consciousness of the cultural and political identity o f  EngIish Canada itseE 
through our own definition of our national identity. In this way we may at 1st  
begin to appreciate the claims and desires o f  the other two main groups.79 

This is not uniike the position pursued by Kyrnlicka; indeed, it is not unlike the positions 

pursued by many progressive scholars, cornmentators, and activists in Canada today.** 

Flaws in the English Canadian alternative 

Of course, none of those proposing the development of an English Canadian 

nationaikm is unaware of the difficulty of actually bringing such an identity into 

existence. English Canadians cannot simply be told to identify with one community 

instead of another and, as Kyrnlicka notes, "It would take many years to change this 

attitude."*' Furthemore, as Reg Whitaker points out, this proposal will be resisted 

strongly by the "Ottawa National Unity industry" which will insist "...on the unbending 

assumption that there is a Canada, which by definitio n includes Quebec, but that English 

Canada has no legitimate existence." Still, Whitaker argues that "English Canadians 

'' Angus, The Border Within. 26-27. 
For example, a group of academics and writen expressed sillpport for a three nations view of Canada in, 

Three Nations in a Delicate State," Toronto Star. Febmary 4, 1992. 
*' Findine: Our Wav. 165. 



shouid ignore these admonitions and get on with the task of defining themselves as a 

community, with o r  without ~uebec."" 

Even assuming that it were possible to coax English Canadians into leaWig their 

quest for a pan-Canadian nation behind and instead pursue an English Canadian identity 

or nation, this proposa1 has a number of troubling implications. Of course, any proposal 

that encourages the development of nationalism has troubling implications - and so it is 

not at  al1 surprising that Kymlicka himself makes this proposal cautiousiy. He is wary of 

presenting English Canada in nationalist terms at dl, prefemng to speak in terms of 

developing a common English Canadian identity. Still he does use the word "nation" and 

it is df icul t  to imagine English Canadians considering themsehes as an "identity" 

within the context of  a "multinationai" partnership with Quebec and the First Nations. 

Whatever language is used, we are speaking of the substitution o f  one form of  

nationalism (Le. pan-Canadian) for another (Le. English Canadian). As Kymlicka notes, 

this is a trade-off and the pnce is the "dream of a single Canadian nation."" 

Even accepting the development of a multinational Canada, it would still be 

necessary to make some arrangements concerning the relationship between each nation 

and Canada as a whole. Certainly, the current preoccupation with finding binding 

mechanisms to ensure social cohesion wouid be dulled somewhat in the context of a 

multinational society. Presumably, there would be a much greater openness to  forms of  

dserentiated citizenship between the nations and greater flexibility for each nation to  

82 Whitaker, "With or Without Quebec?" 19 italics added. 
83 Findin F Our Way. 164. 



pursue dserent paths and different ways of bebnging to Canada as a whole. After all, 

this is the rationale for the multinational alternative to begin with. Remarkably, however, 

Kymficka still seems preoccupied with the basis of social unity amongst the nations of a 

multinational Canada. Thus he asks, "1s multinational federaiism a stable fonn of 

political organization? Or is it too fiagmented and divided to be capable of producing the 

sort of allegiance, trust, and solidanty among its citizens that a stable democracy 

requires."" While Kymlicka attempts to downplay the extent of unity necessary in a 

multinational context, he is nevertheless concerned to discover ways of guarding against 

fragmentation. Unfortunately, he argues, we cannot look to Our history, since this tends 

to divide us, nor can we expect to unite around "shared values". Instead, the route to 

social unit- must be found in some form of shared identity. Kymlicka realizes that this is 

a rather vague concept and so he discusses a range of factors that rnight heIp to cultivate a 

shared identity, eventually settling on Jeremy Webber's notion of "the Canadian 

conversation" and Charles Taylor's belief that Canadians would take pride in the idea of 

deep diversity itself But what is notable here is that Kymlicka finds it necessary to 

embark upon this route, to continue the search for a basis of cohesion. It seems that as 

long as unity remains imperative, at some level, there will always be attempts to define 

the whole and there is good reason to believe that one nation's vision will clash with the 

others, replicating (albeit in a less extreme form) the antagonisms that we now have in 

Our search for a pan-Canadian unity. 

Finding Our Wav. 168. 



StilI, the whole purpose of Kymlicka's proposal is to get beyond these problems - 

especialiy the current symmetry/asyrnmetry dilemma - and he wishes to emphasize the 

consequent benefits for English Canadians. As soon as English Canada develops a sense 

of itseif as a nation and is no longer opposed to asymmetry, it will be in a far better 

position to maintain a strong central goverment even as Quebec assumes certain 

additional powers, in contrat to the present situation where demands by Quebec for more 

powers are met by making these powers available to all the provinces, thus encouraging 

decentralization in order to preserve syrnmetry. Accordingly, Kymlicka says, 

"[asymmetiy] . . . would, in effect, enable English-speaking Canadians to act more 

forcefully in defence of their common interests and national identity."*' But is this really 

something that we should be encouraging? How will the "common interests" of English 

Canadians be defined and precisely who will be in a position to "act more forcefully in 

defence" of them? The progressive answer to these questions is that the common 

interests would be defined and acted upon inclusively and democratically. This answer 

would seem to follow fiom Kymlicka's English Canadian nationalism since it is directed 

towards reducing the tendency of English Canadians to suppress Quebec and Aboriginal 

peoples in the name of unity. 

Yet there are other proposals for English Canadian nationalism rooted in quite 

difEerent motivations; here, the reasoning is not that Quebec and Aboriginal peoples have 

been suppressed but rather that they have been continually uppeased to the detriment of 

85 Finding Our Way. 163. 



Engiish Canada* One could make the case that a good ded of the resentment expressed 

by English Canadians towards Quebec and other minonties is dnven by the idea that, 

given the need to accommodate Quebec in order to keep it in Canada, English Canadians 

have aiways had to hold back fiom pursuing their own national vision, making thern 

weak and apologetic, as Richard Gwyn has argued? The willingness of  English 

Canadians to abandon their passive pan-Canadian dreams would hinge on their being able 

to  purse dreams of a single and unified English Canadian nation instead, without the 

hindrances of Quebec or  Aboriginal peoples. This is obviously not Kymlicka's 

motivation, but one can readily believe that, if English Canadians were to embrace a 

multinational Canada, they would do so on rhese grounds. And one can imagine, without 

difliculty, what English Canadian nationaiism might look Iike once unleashed. "Finally", 

English Canadians would be able to pursue their "authentic" national vision without 

having to temper it at the risk of appeanng overbearing to Quebec and Abonginal 

peoples. Mechanisms of English Canadian moderation such as the multicultural mosaic, 

bilingualism, and the celebration of diversity generally could be put aside in the vigorous 

pursuit of  English Canadian authenticity.*' 

We can also approach this in another way. To the extent that there is now an 

English Canadian identity already present in the pan-Canadian fonn of the multicultural 

'6Nationalism Without Walls: The Unbearable Liahtness of Beinp Canadian. (Toronto: McClelland & 
Stewart, 1996). Chapter 7. 
s 7 ~ l y ,  this is the English Canada of the Refonn Party, the English Canada of  author William 
Gairdner. In his book, The Trouble With Canada: A Citizen Smaks Out. Gairdner makes an explicit cal1 to 
unity through homogeneity since he cannot imagine any other solution to the problern o f  diversity. 
Voronto: Generai Paperbacks, 1990) Chapter 14. 



mosaic or "unity in diversity" (discussed in Chapter Two), this identity camot be 

presented as ccEngIish" Canadian without undercutting the basis upon which the identity 

has been thought. The identity is in the non-identity. Hence, Resnick speaks of English 

Canada as "a nation that dare not speak its name".g8 The great danger of the proposai for 

Engiish Canadian nationalism is that, once English Canada does in fact "speak its narne", 

it ceases to exist in the form that we have known it. The enunciation "English Canada" 

amounts to a break with the past and, as a result, English Canada becomes something 

altogether different - no longer the old pan-Canadian English Canada (which was feeble 

and apologetic in the form of the mosaic, or seen as such). Presumably the new English 

Canada would be in a better position to act with greater clarity and aggression in its quest 

for national aut henticity. 

I have presented the worst-case scenario. Yet even if the English Canadian nation 

were not defined by exîremists, but by progressive politicians and intellect~als~ the 

identity and unity of the English Canadian nation would still be at issue. English 

Canadians rnight successfully disentangle their recognition daims fiom Quebec and First 

Nations, but sirnilar problems would remain within English Canada (and Quebec and 

First Nations comrnunities as well). In order to pursue the sorts of "cornmon interests" 

that Kymlicka speaks of, there would be a need for some identifiable form of social unity. 

The 'problem' of diversity would not disappear with the shift away fi-om pan-Canadian 

nationdism - it would only be shifted to another level. Of course, scholars such as 

" Thinkinr English Canada. Chapter 12. Richard Gwyn also uses ihis phrase in Nationalism Without 
Walls. Chapter 7. - 



Kymlicka, Whitaker, Angus, and Resnick will insist that the new English Canadian 

community would embrace diversity and pluralism, not assimilation or unifot-mity, yet 

the anxieties surrounding the question of diversity in afuture English Canada have 

already been expressed in the writings of English Canadian intellectuals. Consider the 

following statement made by Gad Horowitz in the early 1970s: "Instead of giving the 

French alone a special status, we are disintegrating the country by giving al1 ethnic 

groups and provinces special status. .. .We must have the  courage to combine 

accommo&fion of the French particularism with resistance to intra-Engiish 

particulansms."89 Similarly, while Resnick views multiculturalism as central to any 

fùture conception of Engiish Canada, he notes that " . . . there comes a point beyond which 

multicu1turalism could become a threat to the viability of an English-Canadian 

nat iona~it~."~~ This language is troubling, and not less so because it is so farniliar to us in 

the current context of pan-Canadian nationalism. 1 suggest that the disentanglement of 

English Canada from Quebec and First Nations would merely displace anxieties about 

diversity to another level, within each of the three nations. 

Given these anxieties, it is not too difficult to imagine English Canadian politics 

polarizing between those asserting some form of pluralist unity through diversity (Le. 

multicuIturalisrn and differentiated citizenship) and those asserting a stronger form of 

unity through equal treatment or some other binding mechanism. As long as we operate 

*' "Creative Politics Mosaics, and Identity" in evervbodv's Canada: The Vertical Mosaic Reviewed and 
Reexarnined. James L. Heap, ed., @on Mills, Ontario, Burns & MacEachem Limited, 1974) 23. 

Thinking Enelish Canada. 72-73. 



on the terrain of unity {whether national or sub-national), this polarking dynamic will 

corsinue to be replicated. Anxieties about cohesion and fragmentation will continue to be 

expressed, as will concems about the character and identity of the nation. There wiü be a 

search for some set of values or practices or ways of belonging common to al1 Engiish 

Canadians and to which al1 will be expected to adhere. Attempts will be made to 

suppress certain differences in order to bind everyone together into a cohesive and 

symmetncal whole, leaving some groups marginalized, excluded, and misrecognized. 

We cannot know for certain what English Canadian nationalkm will look like 

once unleashed. But there is good reason to believe it will resemble the situation we have 

been trying to escape: the great Canadian search for the elusive binding mechanism, the 

basis of cohesion, the f o m  of national unity; al1 would continue. Given this, I think we 

need to reject the idea of developing an English Canadian identity - or any other form of 

national or sub-national unity for that matter. The English Canadian alternative does not 

solve the real problem but merely shifts its tenns fiom one unit of identity to another. 

The problem is not limited to the imperative topan-Canadian unity but rather extends to 

the preoccupation with identity and unity generally. As long as we operate within this 

logic of identity, we will fail to displace the dichotomy and instead see it reappear at 

anot her level. 



Conclusion: the failure of displacement 

Where have we corne and what conclusions can we draw? Why is it so difficult 

to displace the equality/difference dichotomy in the manner that 1 argued in the previous 

chapter is necessary? I conclude this chapter by suggesting that the failure to displace the 

equality/diEerence form of the Canadian impasse is exacerbated by three interrelated 

factors: the imperative to unity, the logic of identity, and the politics of recognition. 

To begin with, it is cIear enough that the Canadian impasse is set within an 

imperative to unity. We disagree over what unity should look Iike and the best way of 

guarding against fragmentation. These disagreements manifest themselves in the form of 

divergent ways of belonging: whereas the equal citizenship vision insists on a form of 

belonging premised on syrnmetry, uniformity, and universality, the deep diversity vision 

pursues asymmetrical, uneven, and multiple forms of belonging. Still, while these 

visions of Canada are mutually exclusive - equality or difference - they suggest at least 

one area of common ground, and that is the imperative to unity itself. 

It is also clear that the impasse is set within a logic of identity. Each of the 

competing positions presents a vision of a unified whole - yet each vision of the whole is 

centred on a particular array of identity categories, emphasizing some units of identity 

over others. Of course, there are significant disagreements about which units of identity 

are worthy of serious consideration and why: should we think in terms of a singular 

national unit of identity, ten provincial units, two (or three) national units, or numerous 

multicultural units? What is to be the legal and political basis of each of these identity 



units? ln particular, how should these units of identity relate to one another and to the 

whole? While there is Iittle consensus on these questions, there is at least one important 

area of cornmon ground, and that is the logic of identity itself 

The imperative to unity and the logic of identity represent areas of cornmon 

ground but, the question is, how do we understand the sharp disagreement over the most 

appropriate route to unity, over the precise configurations of identity - disagreement over 

what the parts and whole(s) should look Iike and how they should relate to one another? 

Specifically, why do the competing visions take such a sharp equality or difference form? 

The main conclusion to be drawn fiom this chapter is that the failure of displacement - 

the continued opposition of difference to equality - is exacerbated when demands for 

recognition play out on this terrain of unity and identity. When difference is demanded in 

the form of recognition, then it must be opposed to equality (considered as another form 

of recognition); as a recognition claim, equality inîvitably cancels out distinctions - this 

is precisely its purpose. In important respects, then, the imperative to unity and the logic 

of identity are mutually reinforcing; together, they represent the breeding ground for the 

sorts of insurmountable problems that characterize the Canadian impasse. 

Given al1 this, the lesson is that our problems will not be solved by 

(re)configuring the categones of people that will compose the Canadian federation; each 

configuration - pan-Canadian citizenship, equal citizens, equal provinces, asymmetncal 

federalism, deep diversity, three nations, etc. - invanably clashes with other 

configurations. Our problems will not be solved by operating either within certain 



specific identity categones or within none in particuiar - for each approach will lead to 

recogninng some identity categories and thus misrecognizing others. Nor will Our 

problems be solved by reducing the overlap between the categories so that they no longer 

confiict; separate configurations will encourage the replication of the same problems 

within each sub-unity. Indeed, the problem will not be solved by shuming the deck of 

unities, categones, and configurations at aIl. Instead, we need to stop thinking in these 

terms altogether. We need to stop debating whether to pursue ihis or ihar basis of 

identity, this or that route to unity. We need to shift the terms of Canadian politicai 

discourse so that it is no longer set within the logic of identity and the irnperative to unity. 



Conclusion 

Must Uni* Be Imperative? 

1s 'unity' necessary for effective politicai action? 1s the premature insistence on 
the goai of unity precisely the cause of an ever more bitter fragmentation among 
the ranks? 

-Judith ~ut ler '  

How can Canadians achieve unity? We cannot seem to stop ourselves fiom 

asking this question. Indeed, we are so preoccupied with the question that when no 

satisfactory answer materializes we become more even more diligent and industrious in 

searching out new forms of commonality, new mechanisms for binding us together, new 

visions of unity. The purpose of this study is to depict some of the problematic effects of 

Our preoccupation with this question. with the effects of the imperative to unity in 

Canada. I have argued that the paradoxical result of our preoccupation with unity is a 

form of identity politics that centres on a perpetual struggle between increasingly sharp 

and oppositional unities. To conclude this work, 1 will begin by summarizing and 

discussing this paradoxical result before tuniing briefiy to the question of fùture research, 

Must unity be imperative? 

- - -- .- - 

' Gender Trouble: Ferninimi and the Subversion of Identitv. (New York: Routledge, 1990) 15. 



The case against the unity imperative 

The central argument of this study is that the impasse of Canadian unity is 

intractable because the search for unity is self-defeating. The argument is complex - 

made yet more complex because I have corne upon it from severai different angles, thus 

making a review of the route that 1 have taken in reaching this conclusion appropriate. 

Instead of beginning my examination of the Canadian impasse by focusing on the 

form in which it is most commoniy manifest (Le., in the tems of the equalityldifference 

dichotomy), I began by stepping back fiom the impasse and examining the more general 

culturd anxiety felt by many Canadians (Chapter Two). Canadians see diversity as a 

problem, a threat, because they fear its fiagmenting potential. While some societies that 

have felt sirnilarly threatened have dealt with diversity through assimilation or even 

outright exclusion, Canadians - especially English Canadians - have long seen 

themselves as taking quite a different approach. This involves dealing with diversity by 

embracing and celebrating it, and doing so in the name of unity. This approach - which 

takes the mythological form of the Canadian multicultural mosaic - rests on a paradox: 

diversity is at once a continual threat to unity and a path to unity. Put differently, the 

problem for Canadians is that while diversity is always a latent threat to unity it cannot be 

entirely elirninated or suppressed since this would, in effect, undennine what has corne to 

be seen as one of Canada's defining features. For this reason, efforts to achieve unity 

must operate through diversity, not against it. Instead of dissolving or melting elements 

of Canadian diversity into a "people", the vanous manifestations of Canadian diversity 



must be bound together so that they form a unity while at the same time maintaining their 

distinct characteristics. The eternal quest for Canadian unity, for the bais  of cohesion, 

thus arnounts to a search for mechanisms that wili operate through diversity in order to 

achieve unity. 

The first of two distinct, yet related, binding mechanisms is the muIticultural 

panopticon, which operates through processes of differentiation, condensation, and 

cohesion in order to govem Canadian diversiîy and encourage unity (Chapter Three). 

The multicultural panopticon is a form of liberal governance that acts on and through the 

behaviours of Canadians so that they are conditioned and trained to behave 

multiculturally, to seek recognition as multicultural subjects. In response to demands for 

recognition, the Other is studied. Canadians are encouraged to place their identities on 

public display as weI1 as to take part in the mutual surveillance of other identity 

categories. The result is a common Canadian approach to diversity: in a sense, to be 

Canadm is to participate in this process of multicultural study where, despite their 

diversity, Canadians are expected to achieve the kind of universal multicultural 

perspective necessary for them to study one another. However, in spite of its universal 

flavour, the multicultural gaze does not level out identity categories, but is instead 

preoccupied with analyzing, categorizing, and defining them. 1 argue that there is a logic 

of identity in operation here, and this logic has a range of problernatic effects. As it 

defines and categorizes the identities of Canadians, the multicultural gaze attempts to 

construct and contain them. Furthemore, the logic of identity obscures the manner in 



which identity categones actuaily emerge out of relations of power and domination, 

leading us to view these categories as ifnaturd or ahistorical. Since marginalized groups 

are most likely to be rnisrecognized, and thus to demand recognition, the multicuiturai 

gaze is most repeatedly directed at them. Thus, forms of resistance that operate through 

the politics of recognition often serve to reinforce the ways in which those who are 

marginaiized are defined, categorized, and contained. 

This logic of identity extends to the second binding mechanism, the equal 

citizenship discourse (Chapter Four). Equality, or equal citizenship, represents an 

atternpt to assert unity through a layer of uniformity, an attempt that many minority 

groups understandably reject on the grounds that it suppresses their differences. As a 

result, the dichotomy is reversed and difference is valued over equaIity. Still, it is 

necessary to displace this dichotomy altoget her. When difference remains opposed to 

equality it takes on its own unified flavour. "Difference" becomes unified against the 

attempt at suppression, leading to the development of congealed and totalizing units of 

dierence. The failure to displace the equality/difference dichotomy perpetuates and 

exacerbates the logic of identity, leading to increasingly static and dogmatic counter- 

unities. 

To examine firther the failure to displace the equalityldifference dichotomy, 1 

argue contra Taylor that the Canadian impasse does not in fact revolve around the 

liberaVcornmunitarian divide, but instead arnounts to a stmggle between alternative 

conceptions of the Canadian political community (Chapter Five). This struggle - 



between equal provinces and asymmetrical federalism (or deep diversity) - represents the 

clearest manifestation of the impasse, at least where Quebec is concemed. The conflict is 

between hvo cornpeting routes to unity, one centred on equal citizens and provinces 

(symmetry), and the other premised on the dialectical play of unity-in-difference, whîch 

is seen to evolve into a harmonious whole (asymmetry). To fiirther complicate the issue, 

these two conceptions of cornmunity are dnven by recognition claims rooted in mutually 

exclusive understandings of which units of identity shouId be valued in the context of the 

whole. As a result, this manifestation of the impasse is irresolvable. Understanding this, 

Will Kydicka and others who propose a multinational vision of Canada try to solve this 

problem by shifiing the terms of the English Canadian nation away fiom pan-Canadian 

unity so that the two visions can be pursued in a mutually-reinforcing and non-conflictual 

manner. Yet 1 argue that this solution merely replicates the dynamic at another leveI, 

within each of the nations, since Kymlicka's proposal continues to operate within an 

imperative to unity and a logic of identity. 

The equality vs. difference stmggle takes the dichotomous forrn it does because it 

is set within a search for cohesion, a logic of identity, an imperative to unity. Together, 

the logic of identity and the imperative to unity generate the difficulties central to the 

Canadian impasse. Everyone has a conception of the "units" that should be 

institutionalïzed and prioritized and around which recognition should be demanded and 

granted. While there is considerable disagreement over what the core units should be and 

how they should interact, that we must pnoritize units of some sort is never really placed 



in doubt. Consequendy, the logic of identity prevails throughout. The tensions that 

result Erom the logic of identity are exacerbated since demands for recognition are 

pursued within mutually exclusive units of identity. Therefore, it does not make sense to 

search for new configurations of identity, nor does it make sense to search for alternative 

routes to unity. As long as the Canadian impasse is set within the parameters of a search 

for unity, then it will remain unresolved, since these parameten are self-defeating, 

creating not unity but fùrther disunity. 

Must unity be imperative? 

To return to the question 1 asked at the beginning of this conclusion, How can we 

achieve unity? 1 have argued that this question, this concern for the whole, has 

paradoxical effects, that it has exacerbated the Canadian impasse- Given this, several 

other questions follow: Do we need unity (or do we need to pursue unity) in order to have 

a healthy democratic community? If not, what would an alternative politics (Le. one 

where unity is not pursued) Iook like? I do not deal with these normative questions in 

this study, prefemng to bracket them in order to view more clearly the effects of the unity 

imperative. But now 1 ask, Must unity be imperative? This question is important yet 

only rarely is there an attempt to explain why we should be seeking unity in the first 

place. Given al1 the time, energy, and passion Canadian politicians, activists, 

intellectuals, and scholars have expended trying to develop some formula for unity, it is 

odd that this quest has so rarely been defended or justified. We are stuck in an ongoing - 



and eequently extreme - disagreement about what unity should look like in Canada, how 

unity might be achieved, and disagreement over precisely what it is that needs to be 

unified. Yet is it not possible that we are unable to escape Born this situation precisely 

because we take the imperative to unity for granted? 

Certaidy, just because people accept unreservedly the need for unity does not 

mean that they are necessarily wrong to do so. CouId it be that to justie the goal of unity 

is to justifL the obvious? In particular, since much of the debate about unity revolves 

around the question of whether Quebec will remain a part of Canada, the quest for unity 

may simply reflect a desire for Canadian survival. As long as there is a chance that 

Quebec will separate, Canada's continued existence seems precarious. Thus, to place the 

quest for unity in doubt is really to jettison the idea of Canada as an ongoing political 

community.' 

But does Canada have to be centred on an imperative to unity? Is unity a 

precondition for the suwival and health of a political cornmunity? If t he  answer is yes, 

then the findings of this study become especialIy paradoxical since 1 have demonstrated 

that it is precisely the imperative to unity that has generated the Canadian impasse. If 

s u ~ v a l  entails a quest for unity that instead generates disunity, then the very foundation 

of the political community we are trying to constmct rests on this paradox. Perhaps this 

is simply a paradox that we have to live with and deal with. Perhaps there is no real 

solution here, and instead we simply have to manage the situation, to resolve it at least to 

'For an example of this type of charge, see Robin Mathews, Treason of the Intellectuals: Enalish Canada 
in the Post-Modern Period. (Prescott, Ontario: Voyageur Publishing, 1995). 



the point that a basis of unity is developed that does not generate excessive hostility nom 

Quebec and First Nations and other groups. Although some Canadians rnight be willing 

to see the unity imperative as a problem, they might argue that rather than trying to 

eliminate the unity imperative altogether we should instead aim for as thin a conception 

ofunity as possible. Indeed, they rnight argue that Canada is already an excellent 

exarnple of this paucity as reflected in the  Canadian approach to the mosaic, where the 

identity of the whole is lefi undefined. Yet 1 have demonstrated that even this minimaiist 

approach to unity generates exclusions and antagonisms. The Canadian impasse exists 

despite - indeed, because of - our chosen path of unity in diversity (Le. the path of the 

multicultural mosaic). 

Rather than ask how we can achieve unity, it makes more sense to ask once again, 

Should we desire unity in the first place? Is unity a necessary goal? Given the 

preoccupation with the first question, How unity? it is rather remarkable that we seem to 

have skipped asking the second, Why unity? Or, if we have not exactly skipped it, we 

have not focused sufficient scrutiny on the answers usually provided. Thus, it is assumed 

that without unity our existence will always be in doubt or the country will be perpetually 

unstable. Without unity, we cannot live together in peace. Without unity, there will be 

no basis for solidarity, and we will thus be unabIe to pursue social justice and the 

collective good. Without unity, we will lack mutuai concern, and so we will be unwilling 



to sacrifice for one another in difncult times.' Unity implies tnist, toleration, public 

spiritedness, civic v h e  - each is important and worthy of pursuit, yet does each require 

unity? 1 believe that it can be shown that the constant pursuit of unity is actudy 

undern-g our ability to achieve these goals. Still, as 1 have said, my focus has been 

the problematic effects of the unity imperative, and so I have not engaged with these 

normative questions. 1 am well aware that it is necessary for fbture research to 

demonstrate that those who defend the need for unity are wrong to do so, to show that we 

will be more successfùl in pursuing justice and equality once we have displaced Our 

concerns with unity. Future research must demonstrate that the struggle for unity is not 

only darnaging, but that it is dso unnecessury. 

But ifunity need not be imperative, what would an alternative politics look iike? 

Over the last decade, a number of theorists have proposed versions of what has corne to 

be known as a politics of di~erence.~ Generally speaking, this theorizing attempts to 

move beyond liberd pluralism (or liberal multiculturaIism) to embrace instead alternative 

forms of cornrnunity charactenzed by critical pluralism, where difference is prioritized. 

For example, see Charles Taylor's chapter, "Against Fragmentation," in The Malaise of ModemiW. 
(Concord: Ontario, 199 1); Wi11 Kymlicka has put fonvard a cautious defence of certain f o m  of unie in 
several works. See his chapter "The Ties that Bind," in Multicultural Citizenshi~: A Liberal Theory of 
Minoritv Rinhts. (Oxford: O.dord University Press, 1995) as well as a similar discussion focused on the 
Canadian context in a chapter entitled "The Bonds of Social Unity," in Findinn Our Wav: Rethinkinq 
Ethnoculturai Relations in Canada. (Toronto: Odord University Press, 1998). 
4 For example, Homi K. Bhabha, The Location of Culture. (London: Routledge, 1994); William Connolly, 
The Ethos of Pluralization. (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1995); William Corlett, 
Cornmunity Without Unit: A Politics of Demdian Extravagance. (Durham and London: Duke University 
Press, 1989)); Drucilia Cornell, The Philos~hv of the Limit (New York: Routlege, 1992); Janet R 
Jakobsen, Working Alliances and the Politics of Difference: Diversitv and Ferninist Ethics. (Bloomington 
and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1998); Iris Marion Young, Justice and the Politics of 
Difference. (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990). 



Although they are sometimes codated, the politics of difference is an alternative 

to identity politics, or what 1 have described in the Canadian case as the problem of 

wmpeting unities. Yet, in rejecting identity politics, the politics of difference does not 

attempt to revive the notion of the detached universal individual - for we know that this 

is impossible, that any such attempt is inevitably infùsed with particulansms and 

exclusions. Nor does the alternative rnean rejecting identity altogether - instead, it means 

rejecting the logic of identity, where identities are reified in the form of static categones 

whose borders are "~vercoded"~. It means rejecting the idea of the mosaic and the 

multicultural panopticon, where each identity is set out, defined, categorized, normalized, 

and sanitized. It means encouraging forms of identity where difference can receive full 

play - not simply difference as a stark differentiation (difference between identities) but 

rather a more cornplex form of difference, difference from itself, the constant working of 

difference into identity. It means rnaking a greater space for the hybnd character of our 

identities, instead of aîtempting to formalize thern to ensure that their borders are 

carefblly delineated and contained! 

Furthemore, the politics of difference does not reject unity outnght. Such a 

rejection would, in any case, be neither possibIe nor desirabIe since there must be some 

form of gathenng together, some way of relating with one another, and some type of 

setting within which communication can occur. The alternative is not to reject unity in 

ail of its forms, but rather to focus constant attention on unities that congeal and becorne 

This tenn has been used by William Connolly, The Ethos of Pluralization. 
6 For a discussion of this, see Homi Bhabha, The Location of Culture, 



the basis for exclusion, narrow-mindedness, fundamentalism, and intolerance. It is to 

reject thepreoccupalion with unity, to reject the idea that unity is something that we 

always need to work towards, that unity should be an ovemding goal. Rather than seek 

unity, we need to place al1 manifestations of unity - as well as a11 efforts to achieve unity 

- under constant criticai scmtiny. This vigilance wilI mean taking a very different 

approach to diversity, fragmentation, and contestation, a different approach to the 

presence of the Other. Instead of approaching the realm of the political with the aim of 

containing, suppressing, or minimizing it, the politics of difference acknowledges that 

there wili aiways be contestation, splintenng, and struggle. 

Of course, there are many difficult questions invoIved in this type of alternative 

critical project. How do we get there? How would a politics of difference deal with 

questions of citizenship, distributive justice, solidarity, nghts, and political 

representation? 1 do not pretend to have answered any of these questions. My purpose 

has been to show why they rnust be asked differently - in a manner that shifts the tems 

of political discourse beyond the logic of identity and the imperative to unity. 
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