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WHAT IS MULTICULTURALISM? A Political Answer



I am writing a book about multiculturalism tentatively entitled "What Is Multiculturalism?" This afternoon I will try to outline its main argument, stripped of supporting details and references to the work of others. Multiculturalism I assume has at least three basic elements. It is a particular social condition of racial and ethnic or cultural diversity resulting from immigration; it is a complex network of laws and policies for managing that diversity; and it is a vision of a free and diverse society in which all individuals live peacefully and amicably on a footing of equality with each other. These are the basic elements of Canadian multiculturalism, and it's our multiculturalism I'll be discussing. My subtitle should perhaps have been "A Canadian Answer." But any discussion of multiculturalism in Canada is bound to be a discussion of Canadian multiculturalism, and no one is likely to be very surprised if a Canadian social scientist disregards the other national varieties of the phenomenon. So I have used my subtitle to emphasize instead that it's a political answer that I will be offering to my basic question. What do I mean by a political answer? When people think of the politics of multiculturalism, they often seem to think of its petty politics -- ethnic rivalries and coalitions, nomination fights, promises of symbolic rewards for casting one's vote for a particular party, the use of multicultural grants and appointments by the party in power to win support in ethnic communities, the demands from the Right to do away with the policy, and so on. Multiculturalism is political through and through, but it's not this kind of partisan politics that I



2 am going to be talking about. I will focus instead on what can be called, by contrast, its great politics. Those who developed multiculturalism -- and I am thinking particularly of Pierre Elliott Trudeau -- were not just responding to the demands for recognition of the smaller Canadian ethnic groups. They had much higher ambitions. They were trying to overcome some of the fundamental problems of the politics of the past three or four centuries, the problems inherent in the national organization of political life. They wanted to establish a new basic pattern of politics. Multiculturalism can be seen, and my contention is that it can be seen clearly only if it is seen, as an alternative to nationalism. I will begin by explaining what I mean by nationalism. Then I will outline Trudeau's critique of it and the alternative he envisioned. Third, I will summarize what he did as Prime Minister and after leaving office to make Canada a multicultural country. Fourth, I will point to some important ways in which, as an alternative to nationalism, multiculturalism breaks with our political traditions. Finally, I will briefly say why, as something new and untested, it is best described as a political experiment. If it were possible to put an epigraph at the head of a talk, mine today would be something that the great conservative writer, and great political scientist, Edmund Burke says about politics as an experimental science. In his Reflections on the Revolution in France, he observes in passing that "the science of constructing a commonwealth, or renovating it, or reforming it, is, like every other experimental science, not to be taught a priori." (p. 53) In other words, our knowledge of the good or bad effects of different constitutions or regimes is experimental knowledge, for it is based on our experience of the effects in practice of various institutional arrangements. Metaphysicians and moral philosophers, Burke is saying, cannot



3 throw much light on which innovations will be accepted by people, because they produce good results, generally speaking, and which will be rejected because of their bad effects. Only experience will tell, and popular acceptance or rejection, based on experience, is far more important than conformity to or departure from any abstract philosophical standards. Indeed, our whole knowledge of politics, including our theories and principles of justice, rests on a long history of political trials and errors. To increase our political knowledge, one may conclude, we need bold new political experiments. Canadian multiculturalism, I want to suggest, is such an experiment, and we will not really understand it until we see it in this light.



I First, then, the meaning of nationalism. The term is ambiguous. In one of its meanings it refers to intense patriotic feelings. The nationalist, in this sense, is the persion who identifies with a nation or state such as Canada, who takes pride in its achievements, who is willing to sacrifice his own welfare for the good of his compatriots, who enthusiastically denigrates his nation's enemies or rivals, and so on. A nationalist in this sense, if he belongs to a multicultural nation or state, such as Canada, will naturally be an ardent supporter of multiculturalism. Multiculturalism is not the antithesis of nationalism in this first sense. But the term nationalism can also be used to refer to something that is the antithesis of multiculturalism. It can refer to a principle of international organization, the so-called principle of nationalities, according to which the boundaries of sovereign states should correspond, more or less, to those of ethnic nations. Acceptance or rejection of this principle may have little or nothing to do with patriotic feelings. Nationalism in this second sense is not at all the same as



4 nationalism in the first sense just explained. It is nationalism in the second sense that I am mainly concerned with here. There are two key elements of nationalism as a principle or political theory. First, there are sovereign states, or the idea that political authority should culminate in a large number of mutually independent hierarchies, sovereign states, all of them on a footing of equality with each other, at least in principle, because none of them are obliged to recognize any common authority over them, such as a universal church or world empire. In the jargon of my trade, this is called the Westphalian system, because it is usually traced back to the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648 that put an end to the Thirty Years War. The second key element of nationalism as a theory is the idea of nationality, that is, the idea that there are large aggregates of people, occupying definable territories, who share important cultural traits, above all languages, that set them apart from each other. These nations, it is held, are the product of obscure social processes, influenced by geographical, climatic, social, historical, and economic factors, working over long periods of time. They are, as is said, pre-political, that is, they are not the result of political will or deliberate nation-building. In short, just as there are, or can be, sovereign states, there are, or can be, ethnic nations or nationalities. Nationalism, as I will use the term, is essentially the idea that sovereign states ought to be ethnic nations, and vice versa. The boundaries of states should be drawn to coincide with the boundaries of nations. This is the principle of nationalities. When it is applied, the result is a nation-state. There are lots of pretty good examples of this kind of state -- none perfect, of course -- and lots of important states, such as Britain, India, and Nigeria, that are not nation-



5 states, in this sense, but rather multi-national states.



II Nationalism has always had critics, and Trudeau is clearly to be counted among them. If you read Trudeau's writings from the 1950s and early 1960s, before he held public office, when he was still just a writer, editor, and law professor, you will find that he was writing about little else except nationalism. The great issue of capitalism vs. socialism was still being hotly debated in the 1950s, but it rarely evoked any comment from him -- as if he thought that the question had been settled long ago. But he wrote repeatedly and at length about nationalism, objecting not just to the excesses and distortions of French Canada's traditional clerical nationalists, but to the very principle of nationalities, in other words, to nationalism as a theory, because, in his view, it bred these excesses and distortions. I will not quote Trudeau's early writings except on one point, but let me try to summarize the three main conclusions that I think a sympathetic reader will draw from his various analyses of the reasons for and shortcomings of nationalism. First, that sovereignty plus nationality is a formula for war. The great potential for violent conflict in any system of sovereign states -- independent states recognizing no common superior -- is greatly increased when these states are as large as nations and when their citizens and leaders are imbued with the strong feelings associated with national -- that is ethnic or cultural -- similarities and differences. So the world of sovereign nation-states is inherently very dangerous, and it becomes more dangerous as warfare becomes more destructive because of modern science and technology.



6 Second, the national feelings naturally fostered and stirred up in any system of sovereign nation-states would still be deplorable even if the danger of war could somehow be overcome without altering the national basis of political life, for these passionate feelings tend to overwhelm our more reasonable reflections. They tend to close the minds of those under their sway. Consequently they strengthen national prejudices, undermine the willingness to deal justly with dissenting individuals and groups even at home, let alone abroad, and generally currupt culture and education. Finally, something that Trudeau never says in so many words, but that may be inferred from what he does say: neither of these problems -- neither the problem of war nor that of national narrow-mindedness and exclusivity -- can be overcome without overcoming the other. A system of world government that overcome sovereignty, but whose basic units, analogous to the provinces within a federal system, remained ethnic nations (a "united nations," strictly speaking), could not be stable because its very structure would continue to generate the disruptive forces of national rivalry and channel them into dangerous conflicts. Similarly, any direct attack on nationality and national differences within a system of sovereign states, even if it succeeded in extirpating the old linguistic and cultural differences and loyalties, might just replace them with new and more dangerous political-cultural loyalties and differences, such as American democratism and Soviet communism. Or the attempt to do away with differences, being in practice the project of particular nationalities, such as the Russians or the AngloAmericans, might backfire, since clumsy, humiliating attempts to assimilate others are what seem to produce the feeling of national identity in its most intense and disturbing forms. And even if the managers of Planet America or Planet Russia were so subtle and skilful that they never



7 provoked any backlash against their efforts, the result might be widespread cynicism and alienation. People might become too sophisticated for mere nationality, but lack any larger or more adequate loyalties. They might profess lofty sentiments of patriotism and cosmopolitanism, but in their hearts be more and more mere egoists. The solution, in Trudeau's view (again taking some liberty with what he said in order to clarify what I think he meant), was to move gradually to larger units of government -- gradually to build a system of world governance -- while simultaneously blending the populations of the various nations and taking precautions to slow down and disavow the assimilation of migrants to existing national patterns. The goal should be a world in which different nationalities lived intermingled on common territories, as next-door neighbours, so to speak, while maintaining their distinct identities and many of their distinct customs. By gradually building a system of world governance -- gradually being the only way it can be done in practice, without war -- the threat of war would be slowly reduced. By blending populations, national differences and antipathies would be slowly reduced and brought under better control. Different parts of the world would become less different from each other and less fearful therefore of cultural contamination from abroad. By fostering distinctive customs and identities, even in new homelands, the dangers of alienation and individualism would be reduced. The new pattern of politics Trudeau envisioned, in the writings I am referring to, he called "polyethnic pluralism." By embracing this new ideal, rather than the discredited theory of nationalism, he said, Canada could show other countries, and indeed the world as a whole, how to organize political life on a basis other than that of sovereign national states. If Canada's two largest ethnic or national groups, the British and the French, would "collaborate at the hub of a



8 truly pluralistic state," he said, "Canada could become the envied seat of a form of federalism that belongs to tomorrow's world. . . . Canadian federalism (he continued) is an experiment of major proportions; it could become a prototype for the moulding of tomorrow's civilization." (pp. 178-79)



III Three years after writing these words Trudeau became a Liberal Member of Parliament, and three years after that he was our Prime Minister. During those middle years of the 1960s, multiculturalism became the standard term in Canada for the social condition and the appealing vision of Canadian leadership that Trudeau had called polyethnic pluralism. The change was due to the reaction among Canada's non-British, non-French citizens, the so-called "third force," to the dualism of the terms of reference of the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism, which had been appointed in 1963. A two-nations view of Canada, these critics argued, would relegate them to second class citizenship. Multiculturalism, they said, was better than biculturalism as both a description and an ideal. Trudeau endorsed their argument in his statement on multiculturalism of October 8, 1971. This is his best known contribution to the development of multiculturalism in Canada. In it he disavowed assimilation as a goal, declared that Canada has no official culture, and promised some modest financial support for the cultural activities of Canada's smaller ethnic minorities. By this statement he made Canada the first officially multicultural country in the world. Important as this was, however, it was by no means the only thing that Trudeau did to



9 advance the cause of multiculturalism in Canada. He made at least six other major contributions worth noting. Together they form a new pattern of politics. First, there is the Charter of Rights and Freedoms, Trudeau's most famous achievement and the solid basis for the current politics of multiculturalism. The Charter safeguards individual rights, of course, but it also affirms certain group rights, and it shifts the definition of these rights in practice from elected representatives to appointed judges. The significance of this for multiculturalism is easy to see: elected representative, who depend on majorities, or at least pluralities, for their election, are more likely to side with majorities in any conflict between majorities and minorities. Ideally, however, the group rights of majorities should not be given any more consideration than those of minorities. Appointed judges are more able to resist majority sentiment, and they are more likely to do so if, as seems to be the case, their education and professional culture dispose them to favour minorities. This disposition is sometimes encouraged by Sec. 27 of the Charter, which requires that judges interpret all its other sections in such a way as to preserve and enhance the multicultural heritage of Canadians. Secondly, there is immigration policy. Its importance for multiculturalism can hardly be underestimated. Without a large flow of racially and culturally diverse immigrants, official multiculturalism would be a pious declaration of intent rather than, as it is, a vibrant social reality. Trudeau did not, as is sometimes thought, make the basic change from a racially discriminatory policy to a selection system based on education and other racially neutral criteria. But as Prime Minister, he maintained a high level of immigration, and the numbers coming from so-called "non-traditional" sources grew rapidly from 1968 to 1984. In 1976 his government confirmed the changes in policy of the previous 15 years with the passage of a new Immigration



10 Act. Today Canada has one of the highest levels of immigration, relative to its population, of any country in the world. Trudeau's next three contributions to federal multicultural policy I will mention only very briefly. They have to do with combatting the prejudice and discrimination associated with racial and ethnic diversity. A major legislative achievement with this purpose was the passage of the Canadian Human Rights Act in 1977. It established the Canadian Human Rights Commission to combat the tendency of the native-born and well-connected to discriminate against newcomers, particularly when they are racially or culturally different from themselves. A further step in the same direction was taken in 1986 with the passage of the federal Employment Equity Act. This was of course two years after Trudeau had retired as Prime Minister, but it was the direct result of recommendations made by the Royal Commission on Equality in Employment (the Abella Commission) which he had appointed in 1983 and whose terms of reference had largely determined the direction of its recommendations. In short, Trudeau deserves much of the credit for this fourth basic element of our multicultural policy. Fifth, and least well known, there is the 1969 amendment to the Criminal Code that outlawed the promotion of hatred against identifiable groups. In 1965, just before entering electoral politics, Trudeau had served as a member of a special committee, reporting to the Minister of Justice, which was charged with considering the problem of hate propaganda and recommending relevant changes in the law. In 1969 his government adopted the change recommended by the committee of which he had been a member. As with the prohibition of racial and ethnic discrimination, and the promotion of employment equity through affirmative action, new restrictions on freedom of speech are among the things that distinguish a real multiculturalism from a merely imaginary ideal.



11 Finally, there is Trudeau's most recent contribution to making Canada multicultural, the defeat of the Meech Lake Accord. With its distinct society clause and other provisions it revived the idea of Canada as a bi-national state. If Trudeau had not opposed it, it probably would have been ratified. Its defeat was the confirmation of Trudeau's alternative vision, that is, multiculturalism. These six things -- the Charter, immigration, human rights or anti-discrimination, employment equity or affirmative action, the outlawing of hate, and the defeat of the Meech Lake Accord -- fit together with Trudeau's 1971 statement on multiculturalism to make Canada the world's leading multicultural country. They fit together, too, with what Trudeau wrote about nationalism before 1965, that is to say, with his broad objections to nationality as a principle of international organization and his biting criticism of the intellectual foundations and practical effects of Québécois national feeling. Trudeau rejected nationalism and adopted instead polyethnic pluralism or multiculturalism, in theory, but also, and more importantly, in practice.



IV The political perspective that I am suggesting we adopt -- that of Trudeau as a critic of nationalism -- reveals multiculturalism as an alternative to nationalism. But is it not also, or rather, a nation-building policy or strategy? Was multiculturalism not meant to strengthen Canadian unity by smoothing the integration of newcomers and giving all Canadians a new, more unifying political identity? "Yes, of course" must be the answer to these rhetorical questions. But to think of multiculturalism as an immigrant adjustment program, or to present is in terms of nation building



12 and national unity, is to obscure what is radically new about it. It is a major innovation, not just legally and institutionally, as already suggested, but socially and spiritually because of high levels of immigration from non-traditional sources together with the new norm of equality between cultures that was proclaimed in 1971. There is no simply way of explaining Canadian thinking about status and immigration. Clearly there was a time when the immigrants enjoyed higher status, at least in their own eyes, than the native born, that is, the aboriginal peoples. But for a long time in the more recent past the native-born population, putting aside the aboriginals, believed that they were somehow better Canadians or more authentically Canadian than the recent arrivals. Multiculturalism challenges this still common belief. It aims to overcome culture and rootedness as the basis for a sense of superior entitlement and to put all on a footing of equality, regardless of their cultural background or time of arrival. Its goal is to make migration possible without the experience of subordination to the native born -- migration without immigration, so to speak, just as people can move from Regina to Saskatoon without feeling that they have to wait a generation before their children will be accepted as full-fledged citizens. The racial and cultural differences separating Canada's recent immigrants from the native born, and the native-born whites from aboriginals, are of course greater, generally speaking, than the differences separating the citizens of Regina and Saskatoon. Among these differences, the most important in the long run -- the ones that will pose the most interesting problems -- may be the religious differences. Old Canada -- the Canada of the native-born whites -- was broadly speaking a nondenominationally Christian society. It was not officially Protestant or Catholic or even Christian,



13 but because the overwhelming majority of Canadians (about 97% in 1961) were at least nominal Christians, the society as a whole was Christian in many subtle and not so subtle ways. Today this latent or residual Christianity is being challenged by the growing number of Muslims, Hindus, Sikhs, Buddhists, and others in our midst. Through their devotees, gods and goddesses who have generally lived apart are beginning to rub shoulders. Who can say what will be the ultimate result of these close encounters of a spiritual kind. The challenge of creating a universal spirituality that will integrate a far broader range of doctrines and practices than is attempted in mere ecumenism, is a world-wide challenge, and not just Canada's, but it is perhaps here, because of our high level of immigration and our doctrine of equality, that the challenge will be faced most directly in daily life and where it will have the deepest political repercussions. That's a problem for the long term, however. For the present and the immediate future the liberal principle of the privacy of religious belief and a lingering sense that the native born should enjoy certain special, theoretically unjustifiable, privileges, such as their religious holidays, solves the practical problem of religious pluralism and equality. The more immediate problem is the break that multiculturalism makes in principle with our liberal democratic political traditions. Now no one would seriously argue that Canada is not a liberal democracy, but is it really right, as many think is right, to present multiculturalism as simply the application of the familiar principles of liberal democracy in our new circumstances of ethnocultural diversity? To the extent that we become multicultural in theory and in practice, do we not leave behind the institutions and the spirit of liberal democracy? The answer depends essentially on what we mean by liberal, but first a word about



14 democracy. Plainly there is no particular affinity between multiculturalism and majority rule. For the cultural minorities of a multicultural society, as for the dissenting individuals who are the heroes of classical liberal theory (of John Stuart Mill's On Liberty, for example), majority rule -- "the tyranny of the majority" -- is the problem, not the solution. When all the minorities together constitute an electoral majority, as perhaps they do in Canada, then majority rule support dedication to minority rights, but the practical problem is how to hold such a diverse coalition together through the rough and tumble of democratic politics, so that each minority is not exposed in turn to the power of its complimentary majority. The ordinary working of party politics are part of the solution to this problem, as I suggested earlier, but I think the more basic remedy is to shift power from legislatures to the judiciary, under a Charter or Bill of Rights, so that judges rather than elected politicians can be responsible for making the difficult choices between conflicting minority and majority demands, doing so in such a way as to maintain confidence in their overall impartiality, so that they remain a rallying point for the coalition of minorities. This reliance on judicial power is of course a point of resemblance between multiculturalism and liberalism. Both profess concern for minority rights and both rely in practice on an independent judiciary to protect these rights. But they differ in how they understand minority rights. The standard way of describing this difference is to say that liberals value individual rights while the proponents of multiculturalism aim to protect group rights. This formulation is perhaps as good as any brief statement can be of some complex differences, but it can be misleading, as is generally recognized. It may be more to the point to say that



15 multiculturalism differs from liberalism in its basic ways of thinking about man and society and the problems of politics. Let me quickly outline three basic contrasts that correspond to three possible ways of understanding liberalism. One may think of liberalism, first of all, as a theory of inalienable natural rights, evident - even self-evident -- to all reasonable people, and therefore the same everywhere, for everyone, at all times. There is good historical justification for thinking of liberalism in this way, but then multiculturalism, along with most of the isms of the past couple centuries, because of its emphasis on the variability of rights and the importance of culture in making us what we are and in giving us our basic notions of right and wrong, is not liberal in theory. Rather it is part of the reaction against the classically liberal way of thinking about natural rights as a standard of positive law and convention. Like nationalism, it is at bottom a form of conventionalism or cultural relativism. Rights are relative to cultures -- they vary from culture to culture -- and the primary task is to protect cultures, not rights, which are derivative. All rights -- individual rights, group rights, group-specific individual rights -- must be defined with a view to protecting and fostering the best cultural context for individual flourishing. Of course there are other ways of defining liberalism. One may think of it as the theory and practice of limited government -- separation of Church and State, for example, or reliance on market mechanisms for economic coordination, or the defence of historically evolved notions of individual rights. From this perspective multiculturalism appears as a shift away from the ideal of the limited state and a return to a more positive or interventionist conception of political authority. Liberalism, one could say, was the theory and practice of individual freedom in the face of outmoded authority. Individuals should be free to adopt and express their own opinions,



16 even if these opinions were, in the view of the religious and other authorities, horribly mistaken and apt to lead others astray, into eternal perdition. Similarly, individuals should be free to pursue their own economic interests, more or less rightly understood, rather than being compelled to serve the common good as the political authorities of a mercantilist state understood it. Social mechanisms, such as markets and ostracism, not courts and prisons, should be relied upon to check all but the most flagrant abuses of freedom. With respect to the prejudices and discriminations of a diverse society, the old liberal rule of thumb was neutrality or colour blindness. The state should not discriminate, but neither should it intervene to fight social or private discrimination. Multiculturalism, by contrast, abandons the church-state model of neutrality. Its rule of thumb is not "hands off," but rather, as Professor Carens has explained at length in his recent book, "hands on, evenhandedly" (Joseph Carens, Culture, Citizenship, and Community). It embraces the use of racial and other ethnic classifications or discriminations in government programs to counteract private prejudices and discrimination. Contrary to the classic liberal sanctification of free speech, it simply outlaws the worst, most hateful opinions about "identifiable groups," that is, about the politics of intergroup relations. Finally, there is a third common way of thinking about liberalism, as welfare liberalism, that is, the theory and practice of the positive freedom that is increased by income redistribution, state pensions, universal health care, social welfare programs, and the like. Again, from this perspective, multiculturalism represents a clear departure from liberalism. The goal of multiculturalism is not economic equalization but rather what might be called ethnic equalization. Equality, for the proponents of multiculturalism, is not a situation in which all individuals have more or less the same incomes, but one in which all ethnic groups have the



17 same average incomes, the same proportions in positions of prestige and authority, and so on. Attainment of this goal is consistent with the persistence of great variations in income and authority within the groups in question. For these reasons I conclude that multiculturalism is something fundamentally new in our politics. Not only does it involve new laws and institutions, and new social and spiritual challenges, but also a break with the fundamental principles of our political tradition. For practical purposes it may of course be called liberal and democratic, but if we are to understand clearly what it is, we must see that it is not democratic in spirit or principle and not liberal democratic because it is not liberal. Rather, it is something fundamentally new.



V The simplest and clearest way of summing all this up, I think, is to say that multiculturalism is a political experiment. It is a major innovation, and as such we cannot know what its long-term effects will be. As we pursue multiculturalism as an alternative to nationalism, we leave the well charted waters of liberal democratic politics within a national or even a multi-national framework. We strike out in a new direction, without really knowing where it will lead. By doing so -- by continuing in this direction -- we will eventually add to the political knowledge of mankind. This is what I mean by calling multiculturalism an experiment. Admittedly, the term is being used loosely or metaphorically. I don't mean to compare multiculturalism with well designed experiments in agriculture or medicine. It is more like tinkering in a lab. There are no control groups, no clearly defined experimental and response variables, not even any clear hypotheses that are being tested.



18 Political experiments are admittedly peculiar in many ways. Perhaps their strangest feature is the relationship that must exist between those who conduct the experiments, the political scientists, so to speak, and their experimental materials, ordinary citizens. The experimenters must claim to know ahead of time, before any results are in, that the experiment will have good results as judged by the standards of the experimental subjects. But the experimenters may also use -- really cannot help but use -- their authority and control over the education of the citizens to influence their standards of judgement. They are expected to use their power to ensure that the experimental subjects will return a favourable verdict about the experiment being conducted upon them. This is very strange from a strictly scientific standpoint -- as if it were normally part of a social psychological experiment for the social psychologist to give his experimental subjects a persuasive account of the theory he is testing and how he wants them to respond to his experimental manipulations. In strictly scientific social psychology, great efforts are in fact made to keep subjects in the dark about the real purposes of the experiments in which they are involved. It is a feature of political experiments to let a little light into the lab, though not too much.



VI What conclusions follow from the analysis of multiculturalism I have outlined? For the present I can draw only one conclusion, having to do with approach or methodology. Much of the discussion about multiculturalism seems to me to suffer from either other-theorizing it or under-theorizing it. I hope my theorization is neither underdone nor overdone, but shows the advantages of what might be called theorizing of the middle range.



19 Over-theorizing is the result of drawing back very far from its everyday challenges and realities, in order to focus on its curious conceptual and philosophical puzzles. For example, what is its moral epistemology? Does it entail moral skepticism or moral relativism? If so, isn't it incoherent? But if not, if it eschews relativism, can it really offer the accommodation of cultural diversity that it claims to offer? Or what do we really mean by identity and difference? Can we have one without the other? Are they complementary or antagonistic? Or what is the relation of multiculturalism to the postmodern critique of reason? These are all fascinating questions, but they are not easy to answer, and the attempt to do so doesn't throw much light directly onto multiculturalism. Under-theorizing seems to me to be the problem of many practical discussions of multiculturalism by policy analysts and policy advocates. Broadly speaking, they are trying to facilitate the integration of new immigrants, to ensure equal opportunity for all, to give each group appropriate recognition, and thus to overcome the conflicts and injustices associated with different origins and customs. Much work needs to be done to describe clearly the diversity that needs to be accommodated. There is much room for debate about which policies are most effective and how the public can be persuaded to support them. Multiculturalism will come to light, from this perspective, as essentially a set of policies for managing a diverse society. This is a legitimate but narrow understanding of multiculturalism, but it doesn’t deal with its larger reality. I have adopted a perspective between the practical and the theoretical – the perspective, I have argued, of its founder, Pierre Elliott Trudeau. What can be seen from this perspective is what I mean by giving a political answer to the basic question, what is multiculturalism?
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I am a rock (Paul Simon) 

C. I have my books and my poetry to protect me;. Dm G7. F C. I am shielded in my armor,. Dm7. Em7 Dm7. Em7. Hiding in my room, safe within my womb. Dm7.
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The entire chromatographic process being controlled by a dedicated user-friendly software allows 24 hour a day unattended operation in a GLP environment.










 








What Is Data Mining 

You may wonder, why can't we dig out the knowledge by using SQL queries? ... You may write a query to find out how many male students attend college.
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... â€œthe customs, beliefs, art, music, and all other products of human thought made ... It is important to always keep in mind that we must look beyond the obvious, ... written about organisational cultures; identifying certain patterns of behaviou










 








I am John. - Wooskills 
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the thirteenth century we can only realize but not systematize this reality. ... nineteenth century, Nguyá»…n-CÃ´ng-Trá»©. The later was a man of action but.
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data varies by supplier and the software being used, but, many ... into account such issues as carton quantities ... people name first when they discuss VMI. In my.










 








WHAT IS KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT? 

Jan 15, 2001 - KNOWLEDGE AND INNOVATION: JOURNAL OF THE KMCI ... Introduction [1] ... definition of knowledge: Knowledge is understanding gained through experience, ... enterprise uses its collective intelligence to accomplish its ... knowledge base,










 








What is mass? - Professores 

Jan 11, 2005 - categories than those of object, property and number. By 1960 mass had fragmented in other directions, into inertial mass, active gravitational ...










 








What is Sociology? 

What is the difference between sociology and the other social sciences? ... Human world sciences humanities ... What is culture? â‰  common sense meaning.










 








What is OpenOffice.org? - MDP 

Aug 28, 2005 - What are the specific differences in use between PowerPoint and Impress?.........................3 ...... Database Guide for details on the new Base component of OpenOffice.org ...... It is possible to open files from the web using URL
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(2008), Common innovation in e-learning, machine learning and humanoid (ICHSL.6) (pp. 49-55). ..... comprehensionâ€�, Journal of Reading Behavior, vol. 6, no 4 ...










 








What engine Bigger i 

plunk down a lot of money for an engine ... project and are satisfied that your work .... The relatively few homebuilts flying with the more powerful auto engine ...










 








What is CElixir.cdr:CorelDRAW - Microsolv 

use pH as a solubility tool, a selectivity tool or as a sample matrix option to retain the biological activity of your ... Save Money buying solvents and disposal costs.










 








What Is Data Modeling? 

Items 1 - 9 - 10.8 Hierarchies, Networks, and Chains 290. 10.8.1 ...... creativity in data modeling requires a deep understanding of the client's business, familiarity .... The answers to these questions largely determine how quickly the .... Exploit
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