SHOULD THE LIBERAJI STATE HELP ITS CITIZENS MAINTAIN THEIR
VOLUNTARY ETHNOCULTURAL IDENRTITIES, AND USING WHAT MEASURES?

by
JENNIFER ANN JACKSON
B.A. (Hons.)}, The University of British Columbia, 1991.
A THESIS SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF
THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF
MASTER OF ARTS
in
THE FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES

Department of Political Science

We accept this thesis as conforming

to the required standard

THE UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
July 1992

C) Jennifer Ann Jackson



In presenting this thesis in partial fulfilment of the requirements for an advanced
degree at the University of British Columbia, | agree that the Library shali make it
freely available for reference and study. ! further agree that permission for extensive
copying of this thesis for scholarly purposes may be granted by the head of my
department or by his or her representatives. K is understood that copying or
publication of  this thesis for financial gain shall not be allowed without my’ written
permission.

Department of ‘Ooli‘hwl 6(_1‘8 nee

The University of British Columbia
Vancouver, Canada

Date —(-)-'(:}'\I ;2 lcic"?\
f

DE-6 (2/88)



i1

ABSTRACT

This thesis offers a general discussion of the reasons
which might be given to justify a liberal state's political
affirmation of all ethnocultural identities in its
jurisdiction. Although I hope my argument may be pertinent
to practical debates about state recognition of
ethnocultural identities, I am primarily concerned with
liberal theory's ability to provide such a justification.

An immigrant society that contains veluntary
ethnocultural associations raises important normative
considerations of the sort that politiecal thecorists address.
These associations, perhaps unlike those of the ceolonial
plural society, are to be valued by liberals because they
are driven not only by fate but also by choice. In societies
made up in part of immigrants from diverse ethnocultural
backgrounds, some people choose to express their
individuality in this way. However, this choice is not
always easy to make. In the historical experience of plural
immigrant soclieties like Canada and the United States, for
example, there have been certain periods when ethnocultural
association and expression where neot affirmed but despised
by the majority of people. In circumstances ¢f majority

hostility and government indifference such choices can only
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be made by individuals who possess courage and determination
to go against pubklic opinion. People lacking these
exceptional traits will, in effect, be denied an essential
element of freedom. This seems both unreasonable and
unwarranted if something can be done to change it which does
not sacrifice a value of egual importance.

I conclude that no such sacrifice is necessary in the
case of political affirmation of ethnocultural identities.
No one will be disadvantaged as a result of this kind of
state intervention. In acknowledging all ethnocultural
identities to be good and worthy, in no way can the liberal
state inadvertently inflict indignity on any individual or
group. Nor does this measure involve taking anything away
from the political community as a whole. Political
affirmation of ethnocultural groups in a plural immigrant
society is an integrative--although not assimilative--
principle. Members of such respected and worthy groups would
have a stake in the political community that adopted such
measures: they would have a significant reason to obey and
be loyal to that political community. In sum: the political
affirmation of the dignity of all ethnocultural identities

in a plural society is integrative,



entails no significant costs,

liberal state to do.

and is the right thing for a
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FOREWORD

How does one choose a suitable topic for a masters
thesig? This guestion precccupies every graduate student
faced with such a task. Fortunately, my thesis supervisor
gave me a word of advice that was, in retrospect, very
helpful. He enccuraged me to choose a topic for which I felt
a dgenuine intellectual passion.

I live in a plural immigrant society and my
ethnocultural heritage means a great deal to me. I am proud
of my ancestors who came from Denmark, England and Croatia
and I have engaged in activities which reflect my interest
in these countries. I have travelled to Europe and vigited
Denmark, England and Croatia. I have researched my English
family tree in 8t. Catherine’'s House, London, and studied
English literature. I have read East European history and
literature in translation. 1 am a member of Husak--the
Croatian Students' Association at the University of British
Columbia--and 1 proudly wear a sweatshirt that reads "Zivila
Hrvatska" or "Long live Croatia".

While it is easy for me teo wear my Croatian zentiments
on my shirt in public, such an cpen display would have heen
more difficult for my grandfather to make when he was a
newly arrived immigrant to Canada in the 1920s. He and his

father were ridiculed and chastised for being 'bohunks”--a
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pelorative term then commonly used in reference to Slavs.
Even ag a young girl I c¢ould not understand why someone I
ioved would have been despised simply for being who he was:
an immigrant who was proud to be a Canadian citizen--he
always wore a maple leaf pin on his lapel--but at the same
time also proud to be Croatian. Why, I asked, did he change
his name from Josef Prpic to Joe Perpick? That way it was
easier to get jobhs and to get along hetter with other
Canadians. I received the same answer from my Danish
grandfather when I asked why he gave up Johannes Joachumsen
in favour of John Jackson. By the 1970s, however, this
anglicizing of names was no longer necessary. My newly
arrived Croatian cousins retained Prpic just as it was.
This new state of affairs is in my opinion better
rather than merely different. I believe it is intrinsically
right for citizens in plural immigrant societies to have
their ethnocultural identities respected, and wrong for them
to be despised on these or any other irrelevant grounds. I
will attempt to justify this moral conviction in terms of

liberal political thecory.
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INTRODUCTION
There are...ethnic¢ groups whe want to maintain
their o¢original language and culture, at least
in their homes, in their private meetings and in
their churches. Should the state help them achieve
this objective, and using what measures? I am not
vet ready to answer this question very precisely.
I'll only repeat what I said in Sainte-Marguerite:
in human relations, majorities can afford to ke
generous. ...Civilization begins when the stronger
voluntarily refuses to abuse his cor her power;
in other words, when the majority recognizes
"minority rights."

Andre Laurendeau

This thesis was inspired by a political practitioner
who was dealing with a specific pelicy issue in a particular
country at a certain moment in its histery. Andre
Laurendeau, while reflecting on his experience as co~
chairman ¢f the Canadian Royal Commisgsion on Bilingualism
and Biculturalism, wondered if the Canadian state should
help ethnocultural asscciations maintain their language and
culture, and using what measures. Laurendeau was not able to
give a detailed answer--although it is important to note
that the Commissicon itself recommended Canadian government
suppert of ethnic associations which laid the foundations

for Canada's policy of multiculturalism®. Laurendeau did,

1l Preliminary Report, The Roval C LS

Bilingualism and Biculturalism (Ottawa: Queen's Printer,
1965), p. 51.



however, suggest a general principle fer dealing with such
normative questions: "Civiligation begins when the stronger
voluntarily refuses to abuse his cor her power; in other
words when the majority recognizes minority rights."2

I share Laurendeau's humanitarian conviction about
minority rights and will seek to justify an affirmative
answer to his provocative question. This thesis will
investigate the value of social dignity for ethnocultural
groups and their members in plural immigrant sccieties. This
is an emerging subject for liberal political theorists,
perhaps owing to the fact that free societies with
ethnocultural associations are a relatively recent
phenomenon. The existence of these societies may require
modification of libkeral assumptions and arguments regarding
the legitimate role of the state in conferring dignity on
its citizens.

My guiding moral principle--to echo liberal thinker
Judith S8hklar~-"is that social diversity is something that
any liberal should rejoice in and seek to promote, because
it is in diversity alone that freedom can be realized.”>
However, it is important to emphasize that I will not ke

concerned with the particular experience of any real state

2 Patricia Smart, i of dre Laurendeau
(Toronto: Lorimer and Company, 19%91), p. 1469.
3 Judith N. Shklar, Legalism (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard

University Press, 1986}, p. 5.



or society, and I do not offer any prescriptions or
solutions for specific plural immigrant countries and their
problems. What I do offer is a general discussion of the
reasons which might be given to justify a liberal state’'s
political affirmation of the dignity of all ethnocultural
identities in its jurisdiction. Although I hope my
discussion may be pertinent to practical debates about state
recognition of ethnocultural identities, I am primarily
concerned with liberal theory's ability to provide such a
justification.

In addressing this question, I make a number of
assumptions which are important to identify and defend from
the outset. For my discussion to be more than merely
fanciful-~-and thus a bgona fide political thecory topic--it
must, of course, have some foundation in human experience.
That is to say, it must address circumstances which, though
general in nature, nonetheless are breoadly similar to those
which really exist in particular countries. I therefore
assume, firstly, that free societies with ethnocultural
associations do exist. If asked what kind cof living society
my thesis has in mind, I would respond that it would belong
in the same category of societies as Canada, the United
States, and Australia--in short, it would be predominantly a

society of immigrants and thus one characterized by a



variety of secondary ethnicities.? It would therefore be a
soclety in which a substantial number of people voluntarily
belong to ethnocultural associationsz. This is in fact the
case in the above-mentioned c¢ountries. Even if such pecople
represent only five percent of the overall population of a
country, they would still constitute a considerable number
in their own right--one million in a country of twenty
million, ten million in a c¢ountry of two hundred million.
Thus, even at this relatively low level, voluntary
ethnecultural association and expression would be
significant.

I assume, secondly, that individuals who are inclined
Yo associate in this way value their identities as members
of such ethnocultural greoups. Their individual sense of
self-worth is contingent to some degree on the social
dignity of these associations. As Donald L. Horowitz

suggests,

4 FPred W. Riggs has suggested a distinction between
primary ethnicity--referring to expressions of ethnicity by
ethnic groups within the confines of their ethnic homeland--
and secondary ethnicity--referring to expressions of
ethnicity by immigrant groups in countries not of their
ethnic origin. See "Modes of Ethnicity,™ in &. Devetak and
M. Rogac (eds.), Ethnicit oday! East estern
Approaches (Ljubljana: Institute for Ethnic Studies, 1988),

pp. 71-91.



1f the need to feel worthy is a fundamental human

requirement, it is satisfied in considerable measure by

belonging to groups that are in turn regarded as
worthy. Like individual self-esteem, collective self-
esteem is achieved largely by social recognition.

Everywhe;e...col?ectiye sgcial recognition is conferred

by political affirmation.

This scciological view of the relationship between dignity
and association raises important normative questions of the
sort that political theorists address. S8ince liberalism is
committed to promoting and justifying the values of liberty,
personal autonomy and equality, a liberal state would want
to ensure that individuals who desire to express their
ethnicity are free and able to do =zo and that such
expression is respected by society at large~~-in other words,
that this choice is given as much respect as other choices.
As Laurendeau points out, this basic sccial esteem would
seem to be a requirement of civilization, or at least of
liberal civilization.

This is not to say, however, that members of
ethnocultural associations are excused from civil
regquirements themselves--far from it. Reciprocal
responsibilities apply to them also. Ethnocultural
asscociations must respect the legitimate demands of the
state concerning the associations' treatment of their
members, non-memberg, and the public at large. Ethnocultural

associations--and all other voluntary associations for that

matter--cannot usurp the state's authority but can only

5 Donald L. Horowitz, Ethnic QGroups in Conflict

{Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985%5), p. 185.



employ free consent and persuasion. This restriction enables
individuals to adopt and relinguish various memberships--
ineluding ethnocultural memberships--as they wish. It
therefore preserves liberty. Thus, there is no contradiction
between ethnic association and freedom in such a society.

Thirdly, I assume that negative liberty is inadequate
for the task of providing social dignity. My thesis will
attempt to illustrate why--when applied to ethnocultural
association and expression--negative liberty assumptions
allow a situation prejudiced in favour of the dominant way
of life--where one exists--and against other ways. Negative
liberty can ensure that one's freedom to assaciate will not
be obstructed by any other agent. But it cannot ensure that
individuals who choose to associate in ethnic or other
particular ways will be accorded dignity by the public at
large. Indeed, negative liberty--~other things remaining
equal=--is more likely to produce assimilation, since the
only way individuals can acgquire dignity in such a situation
is by conforming to the dominant choice.6 Thus people are
discouraged from making associations they might otherwise
have considered valuable.

FPinally, my thesis assumes, values and affirms a world
of diversity that reflects an endless variety of voluntary

associations and encourages corresponding identities which

6 Jegan Laponce, a3 Their Territories

(Toronto: University of Toronte Press, 1987).



the unencumbered human personality c¢reates. Consequently, in
discussing the grounds for a liberal state's affirmation of
ethnocultural identities I am in no way excluding the
pessibility that other kinds of veoluntary identities may
also justifiably receive state recognition on similar
grounds. In no way do I intend to privilege the decision to
associate along ethnocultural lines and I do not deny that
members of ethnocultural associations may also possess other
memberships and corresponding identities or that such
identifications may be freely taken up or discarded at any
time. My fundamental value is voluntary choice within a
rlural society--including the cheice of ethnocultural

identification and affiliation.
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VARIETIES OF PLURALIST THECRY

Political theorists have reflected on plural scocieties
in several different ways. It is important at the outset to
sketch these apprcaches and locate my argument within them.
We can conveniently classify pluralist theory into two
general categories: descriptive pluralism and normative
pluralism. Descriptive pluralism is mainly concerned with
characterizing particular historical societies.’! Normative
pluralism, in contrast, celebrates an ideal plural society
and explicitly identifies it as good in its own right.
Although I have in mind the kind of pluralist society
represented by Canada and the United States, the argument is

written in the genre of normative pluralism.

Descriptive Pluralism
Within this categeory it is important to distinguish the
purely descriptive pluralism of anthrepologists and

sociologists from the mizxed descriptive-prescriptive

7 For a discussion of the category I have termed

"descriptive pluralism" see David Nichells Three Varieties

of Pluralism (London: Macmillan, 1974). Blso see his The

Pluralist State (London: Macmillan, 1975), esp. ch. 5: "The

State, the Group, and the Individual™.



pluralism of British political theorists and American
political scientists. The pluralism of anthropologists and
sociologists attempts to describe colonial societies in
tropical areas.® The overarching colonial society is the
result of an external imposition--European imperialism--and
would not otherwise exist. By contrast, the internal
societies are the local populations and their traditional
organizational units--tribes for example. The overarching
society created by European imperialism and ccolonialism is
plural since it incorporates but does not assgsimilate these
many smaller, indigenous ethnic societies. This general
plural society is held together by a common economic and
administrative system backed by force which does not permit
warfare or other hostilities between the indigenous groups.
But the externally created plural socciety is not liberal: it
pays limited attention to the personal freedom or well-heing
of individuals within the indigenous groups it encapsulates,
being concerned mainly to establigsh and enforce an
overarching rule of law between the groups and their
membkers. Primarily for this reason liberal political
theorists would be inclined to regard it as paternalist or
authoritarian. However, they might f£ind reasons to justify

it--John Stuart Mill justified foreign intervention and

8 The classical study is J. 8. Furnivall, C nial

Policy and Practice {(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1948).



colonial rule over indigenous despotisms.g But
anthropologists and sociologists have been concerned mainly
to portray this type of society and not to justify it.

A second variety of descriptive pluralism--one which
possesses a prescriptive element--attempts to describe
advanced western societies. Unlike tropical colonies, these
plural societies are characterized not simply by ethnic
group diversity but also by a diversity of many kinds of
voluntary associations-~religious, economic, artistic,
professional, and so forth. This pluralist theory, according
to David Nicholls, represents a reaction against political
theories which tend to ignore the presence and importance of
groups within society.10 Its advocates argue that political
theories which focus merely on the relationship between the
individual and the state fail to capture and therefore also
to consider the significance of society's collective
elements., More than merely emphasiszing the existence and
importance of voluntary association in saciety, they make
the prescriptive claim that social diversity is desirable
since it constitutes a check against state absolutism. These

theporists therefore conclude that any attempt by the state

9 J. 8. Mill, "A few words on Non-Intervention, in 6.
Himmelfarb {(ed.}, a Politi a tu Joh
Stuart Mill (New York: Doubleday, 1963}, ch. 10.

10 Nicholls, Three Varieties of Pluralism, p. 2.

10



to undermine the existence of voluntary association sheould
be resisted in the name of freedom.

The kind of pluralist argument I have bkriefly described
was ftirst made by J.N. Figgis, Harold Laski, Ernest Barker,
and other English political theorists.ll Later it was
adapted by Dbavid Truman, Robert Dahl and other BAmerican
political scientists to explain and justify the American
form of government.12 Because pressure groups which lobby
governments are a ubiquitous feature cf American politics
which seems to reinforce constitutional checks and balances
they are considered by these plural theorists as not only
significant but valuable as well. In sharp contrast, British
theorists usually condemn action by veoluntary associations
that seeks partial and preferential! treatment by the

state.13

11 J. N. Figgis, C es jp th oder te (London:
Longmans, 1913), H. J. Laski, Authority in the Modern State
{New Haven: Yale University Press, 1919), Ernest Barker,
Pri ipl cf Social d Political Theo (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1961).

12 David Truman, The Governmental Process (New York:
Knopf, 1951) and Robert B. Dahl, A Preface to Democratic

Theory {Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1956).
13 Nowadays single issue groups are often considered to
obstruct rather than facilitate American constitutional

democracy.

11
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Normative Pluralism

This variety of pluralist theory celebrates pluralism
as a good in its own right since it is only in situations of
social diversity that freedom can be fully realized. In
celebrating diversity, theorists like Judith Shklar, Isaizahl
Berlin, and Joseph Raz are not concerned with describing
group co-existence--like anthropologists and sociologists--~
nor exclusively with limiting state absolutism--like British
and American pluralists.l4 Instead, their emphasis is on the
individual's ability to define, pursue and realize his or
her conception of the good life--in other words, to be fully
autonomous and esteemed. A diverszity of choices is
identified by these theorists as an essential requirement
for such an existence--which they would argue is the most
fundamental political good of all. The Judith Shklar
guotation which I cited in my introduction is a good example
of this kind of value statement. The works of Isaiah Berlin
and Joseph Raz are also representative of this liberal point
of view.

Judith Shklar observes that pluralism is a cenfral

feature of modern societies which no contemporary political

14 shklar, Legalism; Isaiakh Berlin, C ed Timber
Cf Humanity (London: John Murray Ltd., 1990); Joseph Raz,

The Morality of Freedom (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986},
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thecry c¢an ignere without looging its relevance.ls More thzan
this, however, she endorses the belief that diversity should
be cherished and encouraged by liberals since it is only in
situations of diversity that individual freedom can be
realized. In Shklar's view, a free society is one in which

individuals are both allowed and encouraged to make

m

effective social choices from a variety of alternativez. Sh
makes plain that it is not only the range and number of
choices available which determine the degree of freedom, but
also the respect among those who choose different
alternatives. Shklar reminds liberals of 2 frequently
forgotten point: if it reguires extraordinary determination
and courage to pursue a c¢ourse of life or express an opinion
which contradicts those of the majority, then one is not
living in a free society. Judith Shklar specifically
acknowledges that this view of liberalism reflects both the
apprehensions and adverse experiences of minority groups.
Isaiah Berlin defines humans as possessing wills,
sentiments, beliefs, ideals, and ways of living peculiar to
themselves.1® Consequently, humans crave room to "he
themselves”" and opportunities to express those
characteristics which define their individuality: the wish
to be and do something ¢f their own choesing, and not simply

that which another has ordered them to do or to become,

15 ghklar, Legalism,

E.
16 Berlin, The Crooked Timber Of Humanity, p.




Berlin insists that governments must recognize human dignity
and sheuld not try to reduce everyone to a "universal human
material" devoid of individuality. Many of the choices an
individual makes will concern his or her relationships with
others: human beings are sccial animals. In totality they
desire and form an extremely diverse range of associations
which reflect their above noted sentiments, beliefs, ideals
and ways of living. Included among these are associations
which reflect their identifications with particular
religious, racial or ethnic groups. Most people want to
associate freely with other people like themselves: people
with whom they can feel at home. They dc not wish to be
obliged to assume personas or form associations which are
contrived for them by others: whether that is the state or
the party or the corporation or any other agency which aims
at reducing if not eliminating the recalcitrant
individuality of human beings. Berlin believes that humans
seek liberty of action, determination of their own lives,
and are naturally resistant to dilution, assimilation and
depersonalization. For these reasons he advocates pluralism.
A human being must always be an end--his own man or woman--
and never the means of somebody else.

Joseph Raz thinks that an autonomous persen is above

17

all elge part author of his or her own life. The

autonomous person's life is as much a result of what he or
»

17 Raz, The Mcrglity of Freedom, p. 204.
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she might have chosen a3 1t 1s5 what he or she did in fact
choose. In other words, a person is autonomous only if he oy
she possesses a variety of acceptable choices., If those
cholces are restricted or inhibited in any way the
individual is acceordingly deprived of auteonomy and freedom.
By the same token, if choices are erxpanded autonomy and
freedom are accordingly increased. Raz believes that scocial
plurality widens human c¢hoice and in so doing is a
precondition of personal auteonomy. Social diversity is =a
good thing and a means to the good life. Consequently,
governments dedicated to personal autonomy must do more than
tolerate social diversity, they must take positive measures
to support and encourage it.

The argument I present in this thesis falls within the
tradition of normative pluralism. Like Shklar, Berlin, and
Raz, I too believe that diversity is a good in itself. I
share with them a view of humans as unigque individual
personalities. According to this liberal view, a society
predicated on individuality will require diversgsity--
including a diverse range of voluntary assocciations among
which may be ones based on ethnicity or culture. My argument
seeks to justify not only government teleration but alszoe
pesitive government action to promote ethnocultural
diversity and to a2ffirm the dignity. esteem and mutual
respect which~-as Judith shklar reminds likerals--ave

intrinsiec tfo robust individuals.



an immigrant society that contains voluntary
ethnocultural associations raiges important normative
gquestions for pluralist theory. These associations, perhaps
unlike those of the cclonial plural society, are to be
valued by liberals because they are driven not only by fate
but alsc by choice. In societies made up in part of
immigrants ¢f diverse ethnocultural backgrounds some people
choose to express their individuality in this way. However,
this choice is not always easy to make. In the historical
experience of plural immigrant societies like Canada and the
United States, for example, there have heen certain periods
when ethnocultural association and expression were not
affirmed but despised by the majority of people--at least in
part, I will argue, because governments did not actively
recognize and regspect them. Consequently, Judith shklar's
conditions for a free society--at least concerning
ethnocultural asscciation and expression--have not always
been satisfied. In circumstances cf majority hostility and
government indifference such choices can only be made by
individuals who possess courage and determination to go
against hestile public c¢opinion. People lacking these
exceptional traits will, in effect, be denied an essential
element of freedom. This seems both unreasoconable and
unwarranted if something can be done to changs it which does
not sacrifice a value of equal importance. I do not helieve

any such sacrifice is necessary.
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What implications deo issues such as these have for
normative pluralist theory? Given the fact that many human
beings do neot possess a rcobust individuality which would
enable them to rise above such adversities it seems entirely
appropriate and reasonable to consider what a liberal state
might do to compensate., T turn to this question in chapter
V. It is first necessary, however, to clarify the value at

stake: what is human dignity and why is it a social goed?



ITI

HUMAN DICNITY IN POLITICAL THEORY

Dignity as a Social Good

It might be thought that dignity, esteem, respect,
self-worth and similar topics are appropriate subjects only
of social psychology.18 There is of course no question that
social psychologists sheould examine these topics since they
obviousiy have to do with individual states of mind.
However, dignities and indignities are alsc fundamental
subjects of political theory since these individual states
of mind arise out of sccial evaluation by other ageants--
including not only other people but alse the state. They are
human valuez which can be szocially and politically affirmed,
denied or ignored. Conseguently, dignities and indignities
provoke normative guestions of the sort that pelitical
theorists ordinarily discuss. What ¢laim can individuals
have on other individuals and the state to respect their
dignity? In what circumstances should liberal governments
legitimately deny the dignity of particular citizens? When

should liberal governments actively affirm the dignity of

18 The Oxford English Dictionary defines "dignity"™ in
its first signification as: "The gquality cf being worthy ov

honourable; worthiness, wor*h, nobleness, excellence.”



citizens? And can governments ever legitimately ignore their
indignity? I address this last question in the nerxt chapter.

I will argue here that values which dignify persons--~
esteem and respect for example--are primary sccial goods
that every individual in a likers! scciety has a right tc
enjoy. Of course, dignity has many sources but for some
people in immigrant plural societies this enjoyment will
come from membership in ethnocultural associations. The
liberal state--because it fundamentally values liberty,
perscnal autonomy and equality and thus a scociety
characterized by diversity--is reciprocally obliged to
affirm the dignity of all individuals--including those who
choose to be members of such assocociations. However, because
ethnocultural identities have sometimes been despised by
majority opinion in immigrant plural soccieties which claim
to be liberal I am singling e¢ut this particular source of
human esteem and contempt for attention.

A caveat is necessary at this peint, I do not deny that
certain human choices and actions may be justifiably
despised by liberals and by liberal states.1? They should
despise murderers or child abusers or wife batterers or
terrorists or any one else who inflicts harm upon innocent
persons. Public contempt can justifiably be directed against
such agents not only hecause their actions warrant it but

also because such contempt actually encourages a social

1% Raz, The Morality of Freedom, . 404.

19



good: a sociebty that will! not condone such people. No
liberal and no likeral state should refrain from expressing
such contempt when and where it is justified. And 1f a state
did refrain from condemning such agents--perhaps because 1t
could do little about them~-it certainly could not claim to
be a liberal state--cr perhaps even a state, for that

matter .20

However, indignities which are bestowed upon
individuals exclusively as a result of their race,
ethnicity, language, culture or religion are an entirely
different matter and cannot ke justified. In a liberal
society this particular type of indignity is intrinsically
wrong because it is not merited in any way. To¢ indulge in it
or even to teolerate it would be unacceptable conduct for any
genuine libkeral.

Dignity, esteem, respect and self-worth are, I argue,
intrinsic social goods. By "intrinsic good” I mean a human
value whose merit will be self-evident to any reasonable
person. For example, we are identifying intrinsic¢ goods when
we acknowledge that every child deserves love or that no
person should be tortured eor tormented. Similarly, an

"intrinsic evil" is a human abuse which any reasconable

20 This calls to mind a famous remarvk of Augustine:
"States without justice are but robber bands enlarged." City
of God {(Chicage: Benton Publishers, 1%82), part IV, section

iv.
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person would recognize and condemn. Murder, child abuse,
wife battering, and terrorism are examples of intrinsic
evils., I maintain thzat 1t is alse intrinsically wreng for an
individual to be despised exclusively because of his or her
ethnocultural membership, and, furthermore, that the liberty
of individuals who are €0 despised is thereby diminished in
a significant way. I elaborate on this point in the next
section.

A liberal state which encouraged or even merely turned
2 blind eye to such indignities weould, in the first place,
undetmine its own legitimacy. Individuals who were despised
as a result of their race, ethnicity, language, culture or
religion would have legitimate grievances against it. Why
should individuals support and obey a state which
participated or acguiesced in a diminution of their libherty?
Why should they pay taxes or serve in the army or in other
ways be responsible citizens if this were the case? In
short, why should despised and disesteemed citizens remain
leyal when their suffering is encouraged or ignored by
public officials? Political theorists will recognize these
gquestions as highlighting important problems of peliticeal
obligation which could arise in liberal countries where
minority ethnic groups and their members are held in
ceontempt.

These problems would not be as likely to arise,
however, in liberal statss which affirmed the dignity of

ethnocultural groups and their members. Zitizens who are
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publicly respected by their governments are more likely to
recognize them as legitimate. Individuals and groups would
have a stake in that state which recognized and affirmed
their dignity: they would have a compelling reason to
identify with that state and be leyal te it., One could
therefore argue that the affirmation of ethnocultural
identities by the state would be not only the right thing teo
do, it would also be in the state's interest. I return to
these issues in the final chapter.

Even beyond this, a state which affirmed the dignity cof
ethneocultural groups would benefit not only those groups and
their members or even itself but all citizens and the
country at large.21 In affirming the dignity cf minorities,
such a state would be encouraging the development of a
pesitive social climate in which every particular
asscciation and expression would be welcomed. The dignity of
the minority would make a contribution to not only the
dignity of the majority but to the good cf the society as a
whole. A society of such widely distributed social respect
would gualify as a good society in normative pluralist

theory.22

21 Raz, The Morality of Freedom, p. 256.

22 Shklar, Legalism, p. 6.




Freedom and Dignity

There is an important relationship hetween freedom and
dignity which must be clarified. While freedom alone cannct
create esteem or self-worth--as I will argue in the next
chapter--contempt and scorn which is tolerated can
nevertheless diminish or restrict freedom. Despised and
denigrated identities-~as indicated--will only be displayed
and the associations based on them will only be supported
and sustained by individuals who possess exceptional courage
and determination in the face of strong and persistent
sccial pressures to do otherwise. However, the average
person--whe must be the main focus of any realistic
political theory~-~cannct be expected to possess such
strength of character. Given this climate of negative public
opinion, he or she is less likely to support these
associations--even if he or she privately values them. Thus,
because public opinion iz, in effect, dictating the kind of
choices such average people make, these individuals can nc
longer be considered "free"” in the full liberal sense of the
word.

The tyranny of majority opinion has been of great
concern te liberal thinkers a%t least since the time of John
stuart Mil1.23 Indeed, Mill is the preeminent liberal

commentator on this subject and fzor this reason it is

23 John Stuart Mill, ©On Liberty Apnd Othey Writings

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989).
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necessary to gucte him at some length. Liberals cannct
ignore that society az much as government can exercise
"mandates", and if society exercises wrong or illegitimate
mandates then "it practices a social ityranny more formidable
than many kinds of political oppression, since...it leaves
fewer means of escape, penetrating much more deeply into the
details of life, and enslaving the soul itself." He
continues: "The likings and dislikings of society, or of
some powerful portion of it, are thus the main thing which
has practically determined the rules laid down for general
chservance, under the penalties of law or opinion.”

Mill particularly seges in the development of religious
pluralism~-in which minorities eventually gained "permission
to differ"--the "battle field"” on which "the rights of the
individual against society have been asserted on broad

grounds of principle, and the claim of society to exercise

authority over dissentients, openly controverted." However
he continues: "sc natural to mankind is intolerance in

whatever they really care about, that religious freedom has
hardly anywhere been practically realised...In the minds of
almost all religious persons, even in the most tolerant
countries, the duty of toleration is admitted with tacit
reserves." % As T will argue below, in our time this egually

applies to ethnicity.

24 M1ll, On Liberty, zh. 1.



Mill develops his argument for individuality and
individual liberty with awareness of such difficulties fully
in mind. "There is a limit to the legitimate interference of
collective opinion with individual independence: and teo find
that limit, and maintain it against encroachment, iz as
indispensable to a good condition of human affairs, as
protection againgt political despotism."25 He goes on to
explain why harriers to the encroachment of public opinion
on individual liberty are necesszary: "Az it is useful that
while mankind are imperfect there should he different
opinien, sc is it that there should be different experimentsz
of living; that free scope should be given to varietieg of
character, short of injury to others,..Where, not the
person's own character, but the traditions or customs of
cther people are the rule of conduct, there is wanting one
cf the principal ingredients of human happiness, and gquite
the chief ingredient of individual and social progress."26

These arguments can serve as a springbeard for
exploring the relationship betwesen hostile public opinien,
dignity and freedom. Social tyranny and the pressures for
conformity whichk express it do not enncble the individual
human being in the way liberalism desires. Instead it
restricts, reduvceg, and handicaps individuals ky obliging

them to adapt to the conforming expectazticns of the majority

2% Mill, QOn_Liberty, ch. 1.

111, on Liberty, ch. 3.
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and refrain from freely and fully expressing their own

desires and inclinations in associating with whomever they

7

"experiments in

wigh.” They cannot ag effectively conduct
living™ which, for liberals, is the purpose of life,

Imagine the alienation, frustration, low self-esteem
and other suffering that social conformity produces. Suppose
I really value my minority immigrant ancestry, whatever it
may be, but public opinion and social pressure prevent ne
from expressing this openly by joining with others like
myself and forming an ethnocultural association which
celebrates our common heritage. I avoid associating with
them, and they with me, because we genuinely worry that
public opinicn would take real cffense at our ethnic pride.
We fear that we would very likely become the object of
derision and contempt. If I am a person of average
sensibilities and strength of will I might very well deny
myself and give up this social experiment for the sake cof
avoiding a public stigma which might otherwise be attached

to me by all those who cannot tolerate people who are

different from themselves.

27 Will EKymlicka argues in a similar vein, referring to
aboriginal communities, that cultural membership iz 2
primary good for people because anyone who is stripped of
such membership is stunted in his c¢r her personal
development. See Liberalism, Community and ¢Culture (Oxford:

Oxford University Press, 198%;).



We can readily imaginse plural immigrant societlies in
which individuals who valued ethnocultural associatioen
become victims of such social fLyranny and are effectively
inhibited hy it. Public opinion would ridicule thos=se who
were openly "ethnic" and applaud those who assimilated. In a
predominantly Anglo-Saxon immigrant =society, for sxamp
"Smolensky" might be not only difficult for most pesopls io
pronounce and spell but it might alsc be despised. "Smith",
on the other hand, would be recognizahle and respected. Thiz
iz a small example, to be sure, but it represents a big
issue: the opportunity for people to be who and what they
happen to be, and freely express that identity, even if it
is incenvenient and unwelcomed by the majority. Shedding
ethnicity for such expedient reasons would be regretted by
liberals who value free cheice and expression and condemn

what Mill terms "moral coercion of public opinion".28

"

"Maelting pots" which resulted not from freedom of choice in
questions of identity but, instead, from such moral coercion
would be illiberal and would not be justified. 2 Iiberal

would want to prevent situations in which an individual fe!

" for zomething other than what he or she

chliged to "pass
really was in order to avoid social ridicule and contempt.
The social tyranny I have described imprisons the

genulne interests, desires, passions, and sensibilities cf

the human personalities affected. It prevents certain
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1, Cn Liberty, p. 173,




individuals from living and enjoying the life they really
value, Instead, they are obliged Yo live a deception: to

s - b 1 oon 21 +rei t halief d inecli Lo = 3
suppress and ceonceal their true beliefs and inclinations and
values beneath a veneer of social conformity defined by
majority opinion. This is not conducive to the free
development of individual personality. Nor is 1t conducive
toc the development of the kind cof likeral society in which

such individuals can flourish.29

Contempt as a Social Fact

It i3 2 human predilection tec respect those who are
like curcgelves and despise those who are different. Monastic
retreats, hippie communes, Hutterite villages, nudist
colonies, and other attempts to live--ut least for a time--
in isolation from the larger surrounding society although
perhaps extreme are nevertheless expressions of a gsneral
human desire. Even 1f the vast majority of people would not
go tec these extremes of isclation, they still se=k ocut the
company of those who share theip c¢onvictions and
inclinations. This commen desire is the hasgis of
friendships, c¢lubs, churches, parties and asscciaticns
generally. However, if one such conviction or inclipation

dominates the larger scciety it may be the crigin cof that

29 Vaclav Havel, Living in Truth (Roston: Faber and

Faber, 1986), part one, discusses an extreme version of such

a social tyranny.



"moral coercion of public cpinion" which targets individuals
and groups whe de not conform to its expected model of
behavior.

As long as everybody choases to exercise his or herx
freedoms in the same ¢general way, their freedom remains
untested, It is easy to respect my neighbor's freedom when
he or she exercises it as I exercise my cwn, When this is
the ~ase, my neighbor's choices and values will bhe similar
to mine and consequently I will have little if any excuse to
chastise these choices. Por example, my neighbor and I may
enjoy freedom of religious worship but as long as we both
choose to attend the Anglican service on Sunday there i=s no
way of knowing how powerful or effective a freedom it really
ig, The same cannot be said of situations in which two or
more different creeds exist side hy side in the same
society. The individual who adheres to one will have far
less in common with and probabkly much that is different from
the individual who adheres to another. Thus disrespect for
and even interference in the life ¢f another become real
temptations. Consequently the freedom of everyone to
bractice his or her preferred religion with dignity bhecomes
a challenge. If suddenly my neighbor attends Catholic mass
on Sunday or--even more controversially--gces to 2z synagogue
on Saturday and works on Sunday while I continue to attend

the Anglican service, the right of free religious woership

Fh

and the protection it can provide bhecome far more important.



In an ethnically homogeneous society like England the
earliest attempts to limit the moral tyranny of pubklic

opinion--as Mill reminds us~-were made out of a regard for

religicus nenconformists—--who were its most cbvious targets.

John Locke's famous Letter Concerning Toleration, for
example, argued that religious beliefs must not be
coercively imposed.30 This conviction bhecame enshrined in
British law beginning with the Act ¢f Toleration {(1689)
{which granted freedom of worship beyond the established
Church of England to Presbyterians, Congregationalists,
Baptists, and Quakers) and in subsequent acts that extended
this freedom to Unitarians (1813), Catholics (1829), and
Jews (1858).°%

In immigrant plural societies this human predilection
for intolerance will also tend to assert itself along
ethnocultural! lines. On the same street or even in the same
apartment building one perscn might be English and ancther
Italisn, or Pelish, or perhaps even Chinese. They may =at
different foods, read different hocoks and magazines, play
different games, listen to different music, speak different
languages, and perhaps even possess different physical

characteristics--in addition to possibly having different

30 John Locke, A Letter Copncerning Toleration, J. H.
Tully (ed.) (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1983).

31 J. B. Bury, A History of Freedom of Thought (London:

h

Williams and Novgate, nce date), pp. 106-105,

30



religiocus keliefs. In short, those usual boundasries which
separate people intc more or lezs homogenecus national
geographical units do not exizt in immigrant countries, and
this fact inevibtably generates distinctive problems of
teleration and respect. Conseguently, race, ethnicity,
culture and language--in addition to religion-~are likely to
he tests cof liberty for the plural immigrant societies cf
the twentieth century,

These difficulties may be further exacerbated if one
ethnocul tural group arrives first and establishes the
prevailing values of the immigrant society as a whole. This
ploneer ethnic group may come to disparage groups which
arrive later and do not easily conform to their beliefs,
customs and way of life, It may even promote assimilation
through public opinion--especially if it is the majority.

This, of course, was the case in both Canada and the United

States where the pioneer Angle-Saxon group for a time lcoched

down upon later immigrants of different ethnic origins.
Yankee Americans and English Canadians even c¢reated a

vocabulary which consisted of pejorative references for all

other ethnic groups: Irishmen were "Paddies"™, Poles were
"Polacks", Spaniards were "Dagos", Chinese were "Chinks'",
African Bmericans were "Niggers'", and so forth. These

derogative labels were symptomatic c¢f a more important
general contempt which placed assimilationist pressures on
members of disparaged sthnocultural groups--all whs wsre not

Anglo-Saxon,

31



Contempt is often accorpanied by discrimination. For

d during the time when Canada

1
1
o

sxample, both were widespr
and the United States were cuperiencing great waves of
immigration. Thus it ie¢ important to clarify the

vrelationship between them. A person who discriminates

necessarily also disestieems *he object of hisg

=

[

discriminaticon, but 2 pzrson who disesteems may o

discriminate., Take, for example, ths case of 32 ninsteenth

T
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century Yankes (Bmevican of English descent) whe da2spis
the Irizh. This Yankee holds all Jrishmen in contempt; they
are Catholics, have toos many children, are drunkards, znd
even believe in fairies., The Yankee who discriminatss takes
this contempt one step further: he not only despises Lhe
Trish but also refuses to have anything whatzcever to do
with Irishmen in his public as well as his private life.
B2bove the decor to his businessz hangs the sign "No Irish
wanted here”™., Thus he actively discriminates against the
object of his contempt. However, the consequence of contempt
is rot alwzys discrimination. It is plausible that znother
Yankee who egually despises Irishmen may nevertheless worl
alongside an Irishman dawn to dusk. Monday to Friday, year
in and year out--theough he wenuld never voluntarily azsociate
with zany Irishman in his own free time. Thus while contempt
is present wherever discrimination occurs, 2 lack of
discrimination is not procf of respect. Consequently,

hanning dizerimination does not necessarily remove

disestesm. That may require positive affirmation cn the part



of liberal governments as I will

chapters.

argue in the fsllowing twe
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NEGATIVE LIBERTY AND DIGNITY

The Idea of Negative Liberty

Negative liberty signifies the idea of freedom from

interference or coercion by the state, private individuals,

2 , . . .
or groups.3“ Arcording tc this conception, interference
presuppeoses an identifiable interfering agernt. Underlying

on that each

[N

this definitior of libkerty is the assumpt
individual left to himself or herself has an equal! chance tao
gucceed or fail in hig or her chosen life plan. According to
this ideal, human beings do not need te be further ompowerasd
to exercise their freedom; this zbility is inherent in the

unencumbered individual. Consequently, if interference in

the lives of individuals is prohibited, each person will ke

able to develop whatever talents and pursue whatever

03]

interests he ¢r she desires. If an individual in thi

i

position falls to carry out "experiments in living™ it i=

his or her responsibility zlene.
\

Mill's "moral coercion of puklic opinion"™ is obviocusly

an amorphous and pervasive f£ovm of coercion unlike the

32 Benn and Peters, The ingiples Political

Thought, pp. 247-249.
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identifiable interfering agent idea of negative liberty.”~

Consider, for example, situations where an Bnglo-Saxon
majerity ¢f which Tom Brown may be a member cconsiders ail
Irish to be ignorant, irresponsible and contemptible,
Negative liberty assumptions would not identify this
contempt as a form of coercion: no significant connection
between freedom and states of mind like dignity and
indignity is acknowledged. For example, Sean Murghy's
freedom 1s seen tc be complete as long as Tom Brown does not
threaten him with a gun, or steal his 1life savings or
dismiss him from work on wrongful greunds, or refuse him
service in a restaurant for discriminatocry reasonz, and so
forth.

According to the negative liberty ideal, how should a
liberal state act? Of course, it should noct abuse its own
powers: its actions should be limited to the negative role
of preventing one agent from c¢oercing ancther. Two general
principles cf state action follow from this ideal: state
nonintervention and neutrality regarding the lives of its

citizens. First, a liheral state committed to negative

L
1]

i

liberty should not intervene in the private affairs of it
citizens as long as they harm nc other agent. It is only

when coercion of one agent by another zgent arises that the

33 The discrepancy between "moral coercion’” and the
"harm principle’”™ may be an anomaly in Mill's argument on

liherty.
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state is obliged to intervene. Second, a liberal state
comnitted to negative likerty should be neutral regarding
the freely chosen values and lifestyles of its citizens.
Partiality is to be avoided and even cendemned because it
favours one interest, activity, value or way cf life over
another and therefore has discriminating consequences on an
individual's ability to pursue these options. If a liberal
astate cupports one interest, activity, value or way of life,
then an individual or group of individuals who prefer
ancther will be unfairly disadvantaged.

Given these twe leading principles, what actions would
a liberal state constrained by negative liberty take to
preserve individual freedom?3? 1t would, of course,
establish and enforce a system of c¢riminzl law that
prohibited coercive hehaviecr on the part of private
individuals and groups. The intention here would be to deter
physical threats to individual liberty. Suzh a state would
na doubt also prohibit negligence, bhreach of contract,
wrongful dismissal and other such wrongs~-i.e., a gsystem of

civil law would be enfeorced. A liberal state would alsco
prohibit discriminatory practices in empleyment, in
education, in the provision <f zervices, and so forth--hy

both public and private agsnts. Purthermore, in itz dealings

24 Andrew Viuoent, Theories of the 8izte {(0xford: Basil

Blackwell, 1987), esp. ch. 3: "The Constitutional Theory of

the State".

Lad



with citizens, such a state would not want to favour or
penalize one equally valid mecral belief {(i.e., one that did

not entail harm) over another 22

Advantages and Disadvantages of Negative Liberty

The principles ¢f libkerty have in practice encouraged--
among other things--the development of anti-discrimination
legislation. Discriminatory practices in employment, for
example, have in recent times bheen recognized as
infringements upon the liberty of individuals. Conzequently,
liberal states--such as Canada and the United Stateg--have

enacted similar although not identiczl! legislation te bhan

L
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discrimination by both public and private agents. Unde:
kind of legislation, for example, it would be illegal fcr a
Yankee to¢ advertise "No Irish Wanted Here" or use other

irrelevant c¢riteria such as race, religion, sex, and so

35 Por a detailed analysis of negative liberty see Benn
and Peters, incipl £ it i , esp. ch.
10: "Freedom as a Political Ideal"; Isaiahk Berlin, Fgour
Essays on Liberty (Oxford: Ozford University Press, 198%),
esp. ch. 3: "Two Concepts of Liberty"; and J. R. Lucas, The
Principles of Polities (Oxford: Clarenden Press, 1985), esyp.
section 22, "Freedom", section 33, "Freedom to and Freedom
From," section 34, "Freedom under the Law", secticn 35,
"Legality: The Ezternal Aspect", and section 36, "Legal

Liberty"”.



forth in hizing. Discriminatory government practices have
alse been rescinded and prohibited in these two states. Por
eyamnple, country of origin guotas in immigration that gave
preference to certain ethnic groups and restricted others
have been abandoned by Canada. Similarly, discriminatory
legislation that impesed a head tax on Chinese immigrants cr
that denied suffrage to specific ethnic or racial! groups--23
existed in early twentieth century Canada and the United
States--has been abolished. Measures such as these have
definitely furthered the cause of libkerty in plural
immigrant societies.

The ideal of negative liberty has also influenced the
liberalization of legislation designed to uphold specific
beliefs or morsal judgements.36 H. L. A. Hart, fcr example,
employed the principles of state nonintervention and
neutrality to advocate the legalization of private
homosexual acts between consenting adults.37 His argument
opposed the conservative position--defended by Lord Devlin--

that to permit such practices would ultimately destroy

Britain's prevailing morality and thus alsec the political

36 For a discussion of various liberal responses to law

and morality see Basil Mitchell, Law, Moraljty and Religion

In cul ¢l (Oxford: Cxford University Press,
1967).
27 H. L. A, Hart, Law, Libertv and Mgrality {Stanford:

Stanford University Press, 1963).



enshrined as law. However, as I will now argue, they can do
little or nothing to prevent the "tyranny cf puhlic opinion
and in particular the unwarranted infliction of indignity,
digesteem and disrespect on ethnocultural minorities.
Likerals have emplcyed the principles of negative
liberty to combat the use of coercion by human agenis to
obstruct or interfere with the liberty of cthers. Yelt as
Mill reminds us, "social oppression” is more formidable

since it penetrates "more deeply into the details of life”

]

i

and enslaves even "the zoul itself'"--by depriving human
beings of that social dignity which they have 2n intrinsic
right to possess. Without dignity, individuals are not free
in the fullest liberal sense. Unfortunately, the ideals of
negative libkerty cannect be employed to combat this insidious
form of "social oppression™.

Non-intervention and neutrality allow social tyranny
and moral coercion teo continue unimpeded. Paradoxically,
therefore, nonintervention is not neutral at all because it
allows a situation prejudiced in favour of the dominant way
of life--where one exists--and against other ways.

Nonintervention cannot prevent or discourage the

&
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38 Patrick Devlin, The Enforcemernt of Mporal

Oxford Universzity Preszs, 18257,
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from "meral coercion” rather than freedom of choice.
Az I intimated earlier, negative liberty assumss

individuals are inherentiy robust and thus fully capakle of

conducting "experiments in living" without further suppeort.

£

This assumption would appear to indicate that self-eztesem is

internally rather than socially created aznd therefore not a
fit subject of pelitical concern. Becording to this view, if

an individual lacks dignity or self-esteem, it iz his or har

Hh

own fault and not the fault of any other agent. Therefors ac

I

coercien--which can only occur between agents--can pescibly
have taken place. Such assumptions are, I have argued,
mistaken. Dignity, esteam, respect, and self-worth are
individual states of mind that arise cut of sccial
evaluation by other agents and therefore can be fargets of
Ymoral coercicn”™. When the relationship between freedom and
dignity is properly understood it becomes apparent that the
principles of negative liberty cannot be employed to combat
"social oppression" in plural immigrant societies.

The logic of prohibition ig inapplicable to states of
mind like dignity, esteem, respect and self-worth. The state
could not control what its citizens thought, and--if it

tried--such an attempt would be considered illiberal.

Liberals do not dictate what other people think; they l=t
sach person decide what to believe for himself ov herself,



The aprropriate way for a liberal state to remedy and
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mful effects of indigrity iz thovafore by
affirmation--the state should affirm the 2igrnity of thoss
whe are now or previously were held in contempt. In this
way, 1t may convince--as opposed to dictate or force--publiz
opinion teo view ethnic or other identities with respect.

Ok jections to positive affirmaticn could still be
raised even if one recognizes that dignity is both socially
conferred and related to freedom in a significant way. It
could be noted that the Irish in the United Statez
eventually gained general social approval and occupied =a
proud place in American society. This suggests that
immigrant societies ccntain a social mechanism which--over
time--eliminates social contempt for minority ethnoeulturzl
individuals and groups. This may very well be the case.
However, I am arguing that it is wrong that someone weould
have to suffer such contempt in his cr her lifetime even
though his or her children or grandchildren would not have
to suffer it in theirs. Liberals absclutely insist that
every individual be treated as an end in his or her own
right and not as a means to somebody else's end--even if
this somebody is their own pregeny. It is wrong that someone
must be, in effect, a "second class™ citizen if something
can be done to correct it which does rnot require
unreasonakle sacrifice on the part ¢f everyone else. I

believe that no such sacrifice has to bhe made to support
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public policies which af

groups and their members.

2 oecritic could zlse argue: that in calling for the
S TR | - - _ - : PR
likizral state *o zffivs ths zf dezpized
ethneoultural groups I am espousing a version o0f affirmative

action--which is in itself preblematic. Affirmative action

is designed to counteract the effects of discrimination--
which I have ackncwladged is relzted Lo contempt. Members of
groups discriminated against in the past are given
rreferential freatment in the present 22 compensation. While

the motivation behind affirmative action is unguestionally
liberal and valuable, unfortunately the pelicy itself may
have consequencee which raise further problems o
and equality. While affirmative zotion assicts membsye o
previously discriminated groups, in so doing it

discriminates against aoveryone else (the Bakke case is an

illustration cf this resulting reverse discriminationQO).

39 Nathan Glazer, "Individual rights against group
rights" in Eugene Kamenka and Alice Erh-scen Tay. {edsz.)},

Buman Rights (Leonden: Edward Arnold, 19%78), pp. 87-103.

40 Bakke applied for admission tc the Univerzity of
California Medical School at Davis and was twice turned down

even though he satisfied the minimum entrancs requirements.

o]

ater argued kiz right to be ascessed on non-
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il despising ancother 2 T will

argue in the next chapter.
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irmation of dignity: zffirming the dignity of one

The United Statesz Supzsnz Tourt eventually ordered th

-1

RBakke receive a place in the medical school but ambigucusly

[

upheld the legitimzacy <¢f affivmative action.
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THE POLITICAL AFFIRMATION OF DICMITY

I Justification of State ARffirmation

2 want to eansure that svery individual is fres

fe, In order to exerciss

ndividual

[
[

this freedom in the full liberal sense, an

reguires dignity, esteem, respect, and self-worth.

[

naic social

n

Consequently, these states of mind are intr
goods which every individual has a right %o possess.
Recerdingly, indignity, disesteem, disregpect, and contempt
can neither be promoted nor even ignored by the likeral
state.

The state must actively intervene teo counter the "meral
coercion of public opinion" which tends to bestow esteem and
to inflict contempt on ethneocultural identities in an
unwarranted and discriminatory manner. The state can do that
by explicitly affirming that every citizen has a right to

display his or her ethnic pride if he or she chooses, and ic

R T - - - - t [ap—— LA fa e T LA “— L

thrlioiry 1z not "un-Amerigzzt, Tun-Zanadian’ oy un
~ + 1 - - - - .- - L 1
anything elge £or that watter On the contrary, the Unitec
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choices.

While state affirmation of dignity cannol by itself
prevent or eliminate the tendency for public opinion to
become oppressive, it can nevertheless go a considerzkle way
towards counteracting it. In conferring digrity, nc other
agent has as much authority as the state. When the state

acknowledges a choice to be valid and worthy of respsct--

even if public cpinion keslieves ctherwise-~that choice
becomes nct cnly zcceptable but alse honorable. For example,

it cannot be dishonorable to possess an Irish, a Ukrainian,
an Italian, a Chinese, a Japanese or any other ethnocultural
identity if the Carnadianrn state szays the Irish, the
Ukrainians, the Italians, the Chinese, the Japanese, and
every other ethnic group in Canada is an important part of
the definition of what it means to be Canadian.

Moreover, by acknowledging ethnocultural identities as
worthy the state may convince individuals whe previocusly
despised some or perhaps even all of them tec change their
attitude--and thereby change public opinion. For example, 1f
the state says Irishmen are valuable citizens and that ITrich
culture c¢an centrikute to the richness and diversity of
American scciety, then the Yankee Tom Brown may eventually

come Lo respect and even like the Irishman Sean Murphy.
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acceptance, Tom may even admit that his mother waz in fact
Trich herszelf and declde to rediscover Niz own Irizh

heritage.

I

Furthermore, the affirmation of dignity dogz anot sntall

any sooial costs~-unlike affirmative action policzies. No one

slats

e
[
)
ot
v
th
Ve
-

will khe disadvantaged as a result of this k
intervention., In acknowledging zall ethnocultural identities
to be good and worthy, in no way can the state inadvertently
inflict indignity upon the ethnic identity cf any individual
or grtcup: neither the Yankee Bmerican nor the English
Canadian nor the person who chcoozes not to posszess an ethnic
identity will have his or her choices disesteemed as =z
consequence of such state affirmation. Bestowing dignity
dees not invelve taking a social good away from one greoup of
individuals in order to give that same good to ancther
group-~it does not require any "Robin Hood practiceszs™
whatsoever, Nor does it involve taking anything away from
the political community as a whole--as I will argue in the
next chapter.

Therefore, a liberal state has a duty to ensure that

the dignity it confers is enjoyed by everyone. This would be

+

the intrinsically right thing for any liberal state to do.
By the same token, it would be intrinsically wreng for any

liberal state *o allew puklic cpinien alone to dis

b L .
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past and it is right that Canada does confer it cn them all
today.

The good society of ncorma

t

society wherein a diversity of values, interests,
activities, and ways of life flourish in an atmosphere of
respect. Nobody's choices would ke despised or ridiculed cor

held in contempt on irrelevant grounds such as ethnicit

L
-

ion, sex, and so forth. "Melting pots" that might

s}

race, reli

te]

emerge 1in this ideal society result from cheices which zre
freely made rather than from inhibition cor stigmatizetion.
Here, people would abandon their ethnic identities only if
that iz what they really want and not hecause public copinicn
would ctherwise make them guffer. Furthermore, assimilaticn
would never be a final deciszsion: individuals would always be
free to reclaim or rediscover their ethnocultural heritage

if they desire.

Possibilities for Affirmation

What measures could a liberal state take to affirm the
dignity of all ethnocultural identities in its jurisdiction?
Puklic policy-makers would, of course, have to consider the

specific circumstances of their own country and tailor

measures to them. It is not the role of the political
theorist to provide specific advice. However, poelitical
r b

hecrists should be prepared to cffer general--zltheough

icatiecns ef thelr rovmcitive znalyses. There are severs



Pirstly, 1t could provide funding to ethnocultural

ations which met certain minimum membership

2ESCC

b

regquirements. Cf course, the state could not reasonsbly bs

L

expected to fund an ethnocultural group having an
insignificant membership. Such funding would be primarily
symbolic and would cost the government comparatively little,
Irish folk festivals, Ukrainian dancers, Italian singers,
Chinese cultural centers, Japanese martial arts centers, and
so forth could all be eligible for such financial support
from the state. The government could alsc assign
respensibility for the funding of ethnocultural groups to
one of its ministries which might thsn adminiszter a grant
application and distribution program. Such an institutioconzal
arrangement would itself be an important affirmation of the
worthiness of ethnocultural cheices; if the organization of
government reflects such choices they must be impertant and
honorable.

Secondly, through school curricula it could promote--
among others--the history, religion, customs, languages,
literature, architecture, music, and dance of its many

ethnocultural groups. Students presumably would not only

gain greater insight into varicus cultures but might also

learn to respect and celebrate social diversity. The ztate
might thereby foster in tle next generation a public epinion
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For ezample, radio and televizion staticns ¢
to include a minimal percentage of ethnocultural content in

their regular program scheduling asz part of state licensing

'L'!

regulaticons erkaps a separate station or channel could
fo

even be set aside for this purpcse. Such programs could
provide ancther oppeortunity for individuals to maintain or
rediscover their ethnocultural! heritage if they choose.
Admittedly, *his weuld ke a zsmall encroachment eon the
freedom ¢f most of the audience--but surely it would nct he
mureasonakle

Finally, a liberal state committed tc affirming
dignity ¢f the ethnocultural identities of all its citizens

ceuld decide te constitutionalize that affirmation. It

might, for ezampls, include a clause in its ceonstitutien
which recognized that the country wag in significant mesasure

the creature of its many immigrants of diverse ethnocultural

s

backgrecunds. Such a clause could also require the ztate to
preserve and promote the dignity of all ethnocultural grcups

in its jurisdiction.

Andre Laurendeau's Legacy
This theszsis was inspired by the reflections of 2

political practitioner whe was dealing with a specific

-

policy issue in a particulas countsy at a oe

a4

rtain moment in

"!"

uld be reguired



itz histery; that man was Andre Laurendeau and his country
was Tanada, Following the recommendations of The Royal

uralism (1964-1967)--
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what one liberal country with a plural immigrant scciety haz
done to affirm the dignity of 211 the ethnocultural
identities of its citigens.

Prigr *¢ the 1960's, Canadian governments did not
41

affirm the dignity of ethnocultural identities.

1l Qover ament

b

when ethnic diversity was considered at al
cirvceleg-~-and, one may conjecture, in Canadian scclety 2%

element w

Lim

large--it was looked upon as a disintegratin
required assimilation inte 2 singular Canadian identity.
Whether this assimilation would assume an Bnglo-Saxcn meld

¢ of much debate.

(¥R

oy something entirely new was the tep:

0

a - Hmy, 1TRCN -
i . riswoulier, L v U N r ¥ o h
41 T, ¢, Christophe: The 1282 Charter of Rights and

Freedoms and Multiculturalism", Canadian Revieuw o ydies

42 For a discussion of the changing attitudes towards
non-English and non-French ethnic groups in Canada during
the twentieth century see Howard Palmer, "Reluctant Hosts:

Anglo-Canadian Views of Multiculturalism in the Twentieth

Century",
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Jehn Diefenhzker's visien of zn "unhyphenated Canad: g

: X : 42
was 2an ezample of the lotter kind of aszimilzstion. ™~
Recognizing that distinct ethnic identities cculd becoms the

targets of discrimination, he endeavored to create a
Canadian identity in which all ethnicities would blend
form a common "Canadianess".
However, Quebecois demands for status and recogniticn
L1 |

as one of Canada's twe "founding nations™ produced a dualist

response from the Pearson government. In an effcrt tco accord

o

Quebec the special status it sought, the federa

=
[oN

created the Royal Commission on Bilingualism a
Biculturalism. Canadz was to bz concesived a3 & nation horn
of two parents--the English and the French--each of which

the fature cof

e
b

had an important and dignified role to play
the rountry. To ths surprise, chagrin and possibly even
dismay of some members of the commission, this definition of
Canada met with unexpected and fierce opposition from non-
English and non-French--the so-called "third-forae™--
Canadians. This dualist visgion c¢f Canada was felt tc have
little if any regard for the dignity of "other"
ethnocultural groups. In presentation after presentation,
especially in Western Canada where the "third~forcs" was
demographically most significant, the gquestion was asked:

1

nglish and non~Frenc

k3]

"Lut where am I 25 a Canadian of aor

v

ancestry in this definition of Canada?" "What zgle dc I have

4

b

Palmer, "Rzluctant Hosts", pp. 20-100.



i the future of my sountoy?” "Is the wentoiborion of mo
srvebuears ¢ he dgnerad, obscured, forgotten? Pm I

Lecome & second vlass Canadian?
constitutional doctrine of dualism had a powerful emcticnal

impact upon these ethnocultural groups, whe felt cheated,

ignored, irrelevant.?? The word "multicultural"
have heen coined by "third-force”™ Canadians as they tried to
create a political discourse that dignified their
ethnoculiural identities,.

This demand feor multicultural recognitien and respect
wag net--in fairness could noct be--overlocksed Ly the
commission. Consequently, the fourth volume of

was dedicated to the concerns

*

of these "cther Canadians." By reccgnizing their
contribution to the development of the nation as important
and honorakle it sought to dispel their fears of bheing
ingignificant and perhaps unworthy. Bgook IV specifically
outlines the historic contribution of many of the most
sizeable enthnecultural groups--Germans, Scandinavians,

Dutch, Ukrainians, Deukhabours, Jews, Hungarians, Italians,

44 For a discussion of the symbolic repercussions of

duzalisy fer "third-force” Canadians, see Raymond Brston,
"The Production and Allocation of Symbolic Resources: An

Anzlysis of tls Linguizrtic and BEithneocultural Fields in

[l ]
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15, Greeks, Slavs, Icelanders, Negroes,

Cut
]
i

Anese,

,
v

i
[

Lzsians. The commission made sixteen recommendations which
reflected multicultural demands for sccial dignity

including: anti-digcrimination legislation, the rejecticn of

[}

try of corigin quotas in immigration, the creation of

i
T

ou
heritage {(that is, ncon-English and non-French) language
education programs in public schools, <Canadian Radioc and
Television Commission {(CRTC) provisions for heritage
language broadcasting, and general government suppecrt of
ethnic associations.45
In response to these recommendations, the Trudeau
government in 1971 officially rejected the idea of
Bieunlturalism, advocating instead "hilingualism within a
multicultural framework."46 In announcing this change in
policy, the prime minister declared "there cannot be one
cultural policy feor Canadians of British and French origin,

another for the original peoples, and yet a third for alil

others. No ethnic group takes precedence over another and no

in
[



citizen or group <¢f citiczens is other than Canadiza nd7
Cznadians were told that a hiervarchy ¢f "CTanadianess"™ did
not exist and would nct be permitted teo exist; Canudians of
2very ethnocultural identity were fully and egqually
citizens.

The federal govermment thereby commitied itself to:r (1)
suppert all of Canada's cultures, and tg aszsist--resources
permitting--thoze cultural groups which have demenstrated a
desire and effort to continue to develop, & capacity to grow
and contribute to Canada, as well as a clear need fo:
assistance; (2) assist members of 311 sauch groups to
overcome social barriers to full participation in Canadian

(

seciety:;

cultursal

2

-

) promote interchange anmongst zl

7

4

groups in the interest of national unity;

Canadian

(4

assist immigrants to acg¢quire at least one of Canada's

)

official languages in ocrder to become full participants in

Capnadian society.

To achieve these goals,

introduced a number of administraztive changes.

4

8

the Canadian government

Minizster of State for Multiculturalism was appeinted to

promote the new federal pelicy,

the Canadian Consultative Councii on Multiculturalizm
47 Multlicoulturalisn and the Coveranment of Canada
45
48 Multiculturalism and *he Qevornment of Caaada

{1

and in the following yve

e

In 1972 =

o
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= 2 4o sneourage discussicon of oultural! peoliciss at botrh
tha fadaral and zmrovinecial levels. In addition +eo funding

special multicultural programs conducted by various federal

agencies such as the National Museur of Man, ths Nztionz

Film Board, the National Library, and the Public Archkivers.
It zlzec estaklicshed a number of federally funded programs at

the provincial level-~in particular, heritage languag=
preservation designed to encourage heritage language
acquisition and retenticn by children of various cultural
communities. These programs have been particularly active in
Alberta, British Columbia, Manitcbha, Ontario, and
Saskatchewan where demographics reflect a noteworthy
ethnocul tural diversity.49

Enccuraged by the recommendations and policies of the

late sixties and early seventies, multicultural groups were

dizmayed by the Trudeau government's initial propesals

i

{1972-1979) for a Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 0

A T e R
oS oEnon

In *rying Yo secure the rights of English an

19 For an overview of the “zpadian policy of
multiculturalism see T. C. Christopher "The 1282 Charter cof

k] - 1 "
nd Freazdoms and Multiculturaliem", gn RBeview
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5¢ Roy Romeanow, John Whyte znd Howard Leeson, Canads
Neotwitkstandineg: Tre Melsiam of the Constituytion 1276-31927.




Tanguage groups acrors the country, the government had--in
the oprinion of multiculturals—-completely lgnored o parhaps

convenisntly forgottan the intersstas of thase whoge heritage
"Third-force’™ ranadians
again fzared they might become relegated to a "second class
status in Canads. Where, they asked, was the government's
avowed commitment to the multicultural heritage of
Canadians? Had this commitment to foster ethnic diversity

been only so many words? Or, even more incriminatingly from

the multicultural viewpoint, did the federal government

Jdw

belleve that multiculturalism wasg, relatively speaking,

nstitutional principle?

Q

trivial. A policy, yes, but oot a ¢
In the eyes of ethnocultural leaders, multiculturalison had

| P " P ; oo o PR TR
to be more than "so many ethnics dancing in o chursch

hasement'™; it had to reflect fundamental values about
cultural equality and the very definition of anada.>?2

51 Alan Cairns has noted that multiculturzl leaders and
other "constitutional outsiders”™ employ "the language ¢
ctatus...they evaluate their treatment through the lens of

pride, dignity, honour, propriety, legitimacy, and

recognition~-or *heir reverse.” This cbservation suggests
social goed in guestion 1s dignit Disrvplions

the sccial geood ix guestion 1s dignity. I ok

Congtitutionag! S+r-uggles fragm +the Charter o Mesoobl Tale

{Torento: MaClelland § Stewazcst, 1201y 0 122

P oen vy B R e
52 For a discussion of minority sthnoculiara

2otions of the sysntg leading wun fo o trhe 1922 chartar of




malticulturalism entrenched in Canada's constitution. In thse
13%80-31981 Joint Senate and House of Commons Commiites
Hearings on the Proposed Constitution their representatives
repeatedly emphasized three basic pointzs: (1) "third-force™
Canadians had made an important contribution to Canadian
development; (2) this contribution deserved political
recognition and encouragement; (3) in particular, the

ropesed charter must entrench a general commitment to

multicolturalism, heritage language rights, and protection
againet discriminaticn.

These ethnocultural demands were embodied in zeverazl
clavges »f the 1982 Canzdian Charter cf Rights and Preedoms.

The principle of multiculturalism found expression in
section 27 which stipulates that everything in the Charter
"zhall be interpreted in a manner consistent with the
preservation and enhancement ¢f the multicultural heritage
of Canadians." Section 22 specifies that the legal or
customary rights cf any language that is not English oz
Prench is neither akrogated nor derogated by the Charter.

the equality rights clauvse of secticon 185 prohibits

Rightz and Freedomsa, sse Mancly R. Lupul, "Ths Troagedy of
manada’s White Ethrnica: B Constitutional Pocot -Marter®
dJourna, ¢f Ukrainian Studies, wvol., 7 {1222Y, pro. 2217
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provisions in the Canadian Charter include both the

(positive) affirmation of ethnocultural dignity and the

[ b

by

{negative) prohibition of discriminatcry act
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ethnocultural c¢riteria.
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CONCLUSION

There are several cbjections concerning political
affirmation of ethnocultural groups in plural immigrant
societies that cculd ke raiszsesd and must be addressed to
bring this argument to a conclusion. First, it might he
fezred that such affirmation will! undermine the legal
ohligetions of memhers of such groups to the larger
pelitical community or state. They might think that within
their own ethnic communities the rulsg of the largsy
political community do nct apply. For example, certain non
Western groups may helieve they are free *to praotice ritual

mutilation of children.
dictate--at penalty of

te with,
group may
t ztate to

count

how they must vote,

Or an ethnic group may think it can

expualsion-~-uho its members must

and sc¢ forth. Or members

think they
buy

might even think they are
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ainst rival ethnic
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citizens, remain bound by the laws 2f£ the state.
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soolations--1like any other veluntary
assoclations--are not above the law: they cannct appropria
the authority or powers of the state; some of their member
cannct resort te threats cor acts of viclence against cther
. . R3
members, nonmembers, or other associations.”~” Every state
has a criminal jusitice system and law enfsicsment agysncies
to deal! with these and cther criminal zcts. In shoeh,
members of ethnocultural groups are subject to the rule cf
law like everybody else.

Second, it might be feared that political affirmaticn
of ethnocultural groups will undermine loyalty, patrictiswm
and other political sentiments toward the present state.
This fear could arize from the belief that members of =zuch
groups will retain a primary loyalty to their ancestral
state or nation. For example, some members may not only
think of themselves totally in terms of their ethnic
membership and nc longer as citizens of their present stat
but may even think--as a result of this affirmation--that

ethnic loyalty is the only pelitical sentiment their prazse

state reguires of them.

cpinions and seantiments--pcolitical or ctherwiss- -thei:
ziticena might hald, FPurthermere, if such groups and thet

te
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members did possess sbreong foreign allegiances there would

»

be very few occasions when that patriotism conflicliesd witk

=S

ent country. RAsg lonyg ag leoyalties do

i
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allegiance to their p:

roakl

not conflict, there is ne iaherent preoklen with posseszing

more than one. But suppose such a confliict did arise and

in contempt by public opinion, and further that libkeral
states have zan obligation to promete this contempt in the
name of a social good-~a society that will net :tolerzte harm
inflicted upon innocent individuals. Public opinica should
despise anyone engaging in disloyal acts. In so deoing it
would inkibit many individuals from acting on their private
pelitical keliefe in this unacceptable way. However, =suppo
a few individuals neverthaless were prepared to act on the
disloyalty despite laws that forbid it and public opinion
that weuld despise them for deing it. Such izolated acks are

no mere lilely to pose 2 serious threat to the larger

political ~ommunity than zny cther coriminagl hehavios
Third, it could he argued that immigrants and their

deecendents mant accept znd cooform o the rrevalent ways

and standa:
nat be expected to use private oroper

in the swoes way they would uzs it in their ancestral



coeuntry, for erampls, crowding 3 large exisnded family into
a2 small nuclear family Auelling, or keeping livectochk in

urban kackyards. This argument cannot be denied: cerbtain

standard lifeways of their adepited country must be chzerved

oul of courtesy to their neighbors. They have ne right Lo

impose oo citizens of their adopted country in such ways.
In & likeral country the universal standard imposed on

all is a standard of law--ia the above ezamplesz, locazl by
laws. A uniform cbhservance of what could genserally be tzrmed
the "harm prioceiple™ by all citizens 1z & fundamsntal

1]

I dress

requirement of a liberal state. Diversity in all cth

ife 18 an
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o atringic good for liberals, and iz celzkroated
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than condemned. By conducting

a

e
which do net violate this harm principle citizens are coting
in accordance with the liberal ideal. There is no valid
reascon in liberal thought why such experiments cannot

include ethnic ways of life 1f they are freely chosen by

1]
o
(11

individuals inveolved and

lse.

]

Behind these obiectionz there may be a fundamental

corceyn shout zccial diszsintegration. However, this fear is

political community that adepted such they would
Yave & significant reacon to identify with and he lorzl fc

[
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that political communi By the same token, & government

[V
widlich dgnored or tolerated public opinicn which was heztile
to oauch groups and individuals would be encouraging sccietal

divicions among itz citizens and inviting the disaffection

cr disloyalty c¢f those whe were zuffering from acts of
contempt and discrimination by the majority. In sum: the

4
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olitical zffirmation of the dignity of all ethnocultural

o

identities in a plural immigrant zociety iz
entails ne significant zceial cests, and is

o]
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for a liberal gtate t
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integrative,
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the right thin
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