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If a mixed popnlation in a given territory tends to segregate rather
than to merge (as whites and colored in-the United states it will
become two peoples which should not necessarlly prevent them from
living side by side under the same government). In a democracy the
people, however defined, is not only the object of government but also .
its agent. The operatlons of the government are necessarily a part of
the people’s life and history |

- Alfred Schutz, Collected Papers, Vol. II 221 -

'Federalism is about the protection of spatially demarcated
values and interests.

- D V. Smiley and R. L. Watts (1985) cited in I. D
‘ Duchacek, 1986:91.

~ Canada is divisible because it is not a realrrcountry.\
- Lucien Bouchard, The Premier of Quebec, 1996.

If Canada is d1v181ble Quebec is divisible.
- Jean Chretien, The Prime Minister of Canada 1996.

Introduction

- The notion of citiaenship has been Inuch ‘problematized and oontested
in political science and international‘ relations literature in recent years.
This can be attributed to the re-emergence of ethnonationalism and
separatist, secessionist movements where peoples are seeking their self-
government and sovereign status in a multinational state. Another reason
. is that, with the advent of “a new Europe” and “the global society”, many
democracies increasingly face growing culturai diversity as a cnallenge‘ to
democratic -governance. So what we eee as political reality is the rather

contradictory yet simultaneous phenomena of the integration and



disintegration of states. The question of a people’s cultural identity poses a
basic challenge to our understanding of citizenship, the nation-state, and the
relationship between them. In examining the challenge posed above,
Schutz’s analysis’ of “the well-informed citizen” will be used as a point of
departure. Looking through polii;ically relevant maiterials in kSvchutz’s work
that the theme of citizenship is readily identified.! ~Related to the theme of
citizenship, one can also id.entify the liberal conception of citizenship as
fo}und in Schutz’s analyses of equality and the issue of minority rights. The
liberal coiiception of citizenship has been stretched by demands for the
accommodation of “minority rights” and “self-government rights” in federal
states like the United States and Canada.

This issue will be explored with reference to the notion of
“multicultural citizenship” recently vadvanced by Will Kymlicka. Kymlicka
explains why such rights should be accorded to “national minorities”
consistent with the liberal conception of citizenship with which Schutz was
primarily concerned. @ What is at stake is not only the subjective
interpretations which Schutz’s social phenomenology elucidated. The issue
also concerns the conflict that is generated by the -dichotomous
interpretation of citizenship centered around the issue of fgrbup-
differentiated rights, or ‘the distinct society’ as Quebecers in Canada call it.
Secessionist movements therefore pose a theoretical challenge to the liberal
conception of citizenship. In addition, the Quebec case raises an interesting
political question of how demos (political community) and ethnos (social
community) can live together in a multinational state or a federal form of

government, which was intended to accommodate the minority rights of



efhnie groups (etfmds) in 'the‘jﬁrst‘pla'ce. Thus the seceseion of .Quebec from
the Canadian federation,} or the demend of national Inino‘rities for self-
government, challenges the long cherished liberal concepfion pf citizenship
in our time. ’As a corollary, the qnestion of whether or not federalism is a
viable élternative to secession is negatively assessed.? Quebec may be seen
as autonomous ‘region’ buﬂding, which is not in the mode of m_odern nation
building, but which | is indicative of the emergence' of a

postnationalist/postmodern Quebec.

Schutz_’s discouree on citizenship B

| Schutz’s distinctive and unique afguments i'egarding eitizenship can
be feund in his ideal-typical constructs ef persons (e,g.; the man on the street,
the expert, and the well-informed). These ideai consﬁructs cerrespond fo
knowledge which arises in the course of social life as a pefson deals with the
pfoblems of social existence. | The man on the stiteet, the first type, _deals
with his own eurvival, whieh normally denends en ‘rec_ipe knowledge’ S0 i:hat
1ts potentialr in‘.consistencies} and contraditiene | efe’ generally taken foxj
granted until furthefv~notice. The eecond ‘type is called the expert whose
| knowledge is ‘rigidly limited’ wiﬁh ite “single syetern ef relevanees,” but is
clear and distinct, a kind of technical, or ‘repair’ knowledge es it is applied fo
the recipe, or “teken for granted” knowledge. The well—infermed citizen is,
the th.ird‘type of Schufz’s construct who can reflect and deal laterally with
expert knewledge. - This 'type of citizen will gain a compfehensive and
coherent knowledge about the problems as they arise in the very existence of

social life. What is distinctive and unique in Schutz’s construct is that



these types of persons are not separate beings, but are inherent in us. Each

type corresponds to a different province of knowledge.

All three types thus roughly outlined are, of course, mere
constructs devised for the purpose of the present invéstigation.
As a matter of fact, each of us in daily life is at any moment
simultaneously expert, well-informed citizen, and man on the

" street, but in each case with respect to different provinces of
knowledge.?

Further, it is important to note that the three types of knowledge
differ with respect to “ their readiness to take things for granted,” and yet,
Sghutz ‘assi}gns a theoretical task to the well-informeid citizen. As Schutz
asserfs, “it is the well-informed citizen who cbnsiders himself perfectly
(iualiﬁed to decide who is a competent expert and»even’ to make up his mind
aftei' having listened /to opppsing expert opinions.”

Th‘e’ distinctiVe ‘manner in which Schutz relates sk(’)ciety} and the
po}iﬁcally active citiz:en‘was illuminated in Schutz’s. social phenomenology,
’Schutz thoﬁght bthat citiiéhéhip was “freé andA active deliberation oh the part
of a society’s members aboﬁt that society’s disparate activities,” which is
‘fconducive to that society’s internal integmti(')nk.}”v5 In the same vein, Schutz

characterizes a society as:

an agglomeration of different levels and spheres of knowledge,
- that two of them at least, recipe knowledge and expertise,
prevail as the means by which we manage the problems of
| livin'gl." But, by implication, the well-informed citizen when a |
society seems in disarray, takes to task the integrative function



in the interests of clarity and coherence.®
The point of it all is that, as Horowitz explains:'

it is at the ‘well-informed citizen’ level that a society’s life
becomes coherent and integrated...Taking the time to play the
citizen role in a society’s life makes it possible to cope with such -
everits. ..And without a great deal of analytical difficulty such
activity may be construed as ‘political’.’ |

Therefore, by implication, it can be said that the well-informed citizen

corresponds to the politically ideal citizen whose integrative capacity and-
function aré anticipated for {:he 7' dembcratic g\;w;e\:\x'fl;ance of society.
Conversely, in the same article, Schutz warﬁs of the daﬁger of the lapse into
a ‘mass’ democréicy which was noticeable in the 1950s in the Unitéd States.
This would entail a. concomitant retrogréSSién in the role of the Well-
informed VCitiien'. and\ the man on the street. His | defense of liberal
démdcraéy thus ‘liyltimat\e‘ly vdep-é}nds on the integrative role of the Well—
informéd pitizen,’ and his ‘privaté’ opinions "should pfevail over the "‘publiic’
obinibiis‘ of 'polls, interiziews aﬁd ’cflué's‘t'idnn:aires. As he concludeé the

article:

A certain tendency to misinterpret democracy‘“as a political
institution in which the opinion of the uninformed‘man on.the
_street must predominate increase the danger. It is the duty

" and the privilege, therefore, of the Well-ihfoi'med citizen in a
democratic society to make his private opinion prevail over the
public opinion of the man on the street.’



‘Multicultural’ Citizenship
For the purpose.of contrasting the notion of ‘multicultural’ citizenship
with the liberal notion of citizenship, Schutz’'s analysis of the issue of
minority rights will be referred to by elucidating the notion of formal and

real equality.’ Schutz states that:

the problem of minorities is a problem of subjective
interpretation of group membership and of ‘the subjective
aspects of the system of typifications and relevances valid
within it. Both the problem of formal equality in terms of
abolishing discrimination, and the problem of material equality
in terms. of minority rights, originate in the discrepancy
between the objective and subjective definition of a concrete
groups situation.’

What is more to the point in our discussion is Schutz’s elucidation of
the issue in terms of equality aimed-at and equality to-be-granted. In this
connection Schutz introduces the two types of’ minorities formulated by the
United Nations in thek Universal Declaration of Human Righte, which, as he
says, corroborates his findings as previously analyzed: Minorities in
category (a) “prefer to be assimilated by the dominant group; mirlorities in
category (b) feel that even full realization of the principle of norl-
discrimihation would not place their group in a position of real equality — but
only of formal equality — with respect to the dominant group.”! While
category (a) is called the “immigrant model,” the minorities in Category (b),
however, seek real eqdality. For the minorities, rule is imposevd by the
predominant -group, which- pr.events the prese'rvation' of distinctive

characteristics, or inhibits further the development of their aspirations S0



that the’ir relationship becomes strained 12 Schutz further elaborates that
for category(a) assimilation is the kind of equahty almed-at and for.
category(b) real equahty is the kind almed at, that is, obtalnmg spec1a1
r1ghts such as the use of thelr nat10nal languages in schools before the

913

courts, etc Then he recalls the cultural struggle of natlonal m1nor1t1es in

terms of formal and real equahty mentioned above:

The history of the cultural struggle of national minorities in the
‘old Austro-Hungarian monarchy is an excellent instance of the
point in question. The predominant group may interpret
equality-to-be granted as formal equahty, and may even be
willing to concede full equality before the law and full political
‘equality, and yet resist bitterly any claim to special rights.

The ‘tens’ions built up from diohotomous interpretations of
assimilation and real equality can be solved Schutz refers to Svimmel’:
observatlon that dlstmgulshes between shlfts w1th1n the prevalhng common
system of relevance or whether th1s system 1tself must be abohshed ” The
former attltude is characterlstlc of the conservatwe and the latter of
revolutlonary thlnkmg on the questlon of equahty-to -be granted” to
minorities. Between the conservat1ve and rad1ca1 attltudes on this issue,
‘and Schutz relates those to the positions held by Albert Salomon R H
Tawney and Crane Brmton, Schutz ultlmately adheres to the hberal
’ conceptlon of citizenship. He upholds the 1dea1 of equahty of opportunlty,
1nsofar as this s1tuat1on in social reahty permlts the rlght to the pursuit of
happmess in terms of his own definition for “the maximum of self-

realization.”?®
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| It will be shoWn that the notion of | “multicultural” citizenship
elaborated by Will Kymlicka is the affirmation and defense of national
minorities, virhich is ‘consistent with the liberal conception of citizenship.
Kymlicka correctly applies the distinction 'to national minorities as cultural
groups,‘16 w_here Schutz’s idea is a non-cultural definition of “the people” with
an integrationist impulse. This distinCtion is very crucial in designating
the United States as a “territorial” federalism rather than the
“multinational,” or “multicultural” federalism of Canada.'

Another important consideration is that both countries are peopled by
“immigrants,” thus ‘forming polyethnic states, but none of the immigrant
groups demands to establish a separate and self-governing society side by
side with the mainstream society. Rather, they aim to reform mainstream
‘institutions which enable immigr}ant groups to feel more at home with them.
Such “polyethnic rights are not only consistent with, but also often promote,
the 1ntegrat10n of 1mm1grants mto the pubhc 1nst1tut10ns of the mainstream
society. The s1tuation of national m1nor1t1es is, however very different in
that the component nations or peoples in most multmational states are
1nchned “to demand some form of pohtical autonomy or territorial
‘jurlsdiction, so as to ensure the full and free development of their cultures
and to promote the interests of their people "8 The history of Quebec
secess1onlsm must be seen in the context of francophone Canada where a
natlonal mmorlty demanded self-government and sovereign status for its
‘icultural survival”’? kThist was 'piarticular'ly so after Mthe debacle‘ of the
constitutional negotiations and the national referendurn on the Meech Lake

and the Charlottetown Accords. As an illustration, only the symbolic aspect,



though more decisive for the turn toward secessionism, is presented below.?

The Cultural Dynamic ot' Secession

Onevof the consequences of Quebec’s expansionist/ regionalism has
been an increased awareness, as a people and a nation, of a Quebec identity.
One pubhc opinion poll in Quebec indicated a shift from people 1dent1fy1ng
themselves as Canad1ens (French Canadians) to Quebecms from 21% (1970)
to 59% (1990).» It means, over a twenty year 1nterval/ Quebec’s national
identity became firmly established.ml ‘During the Meech and the
Charlottetown negotiations, the vision of a Quebecnation arose and then
clashed with a new Canadian national identity This had been promoted
and fostered by Prime Minister Trudeau since the 1982 adoptlon of the
Charter of nghts and Freedoms |

When the new Constitution was promulgated w1th the approval of
nine provinces (17 Aprll 1982), Quebec S opp031t10n to the Constitutlon was
w1dely shared by the Quebec federahsts 2 Nonetheless after its
promulgatmn Quebec’s separatlst movement subs1ded with the comeback of
R. Bourassa (the Liberal Party) as premler of Quebec and thus “Quebec
appeared tobe safely back in the federallst fold.”24 - Or S0 it seemed. What
we sawlsubsequently W’asv the resurgence of the nationaliSt moverjnent in a
new mo’uld as explained below: | | “ |

As it'happened, a resurge'ncevin nationalist fortunes did come

about, but it was generated by a division among the forces for

Canadian federalism rather than by a new mobilization of the
forces for Quebec sovereignty. Quebec federalists found
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themselves isolated from their ostensible allies in the rest of the
country, once again over the question of Quebec’s
distinctiveness. - The division in federalist ranks, already
manifest at the time of the constitutional repatriation, became
much more pronounced, and was ultimately to push support for
Quebec sovereignty to heights never seen before.?

Realizing} that Quebec was still not a vsignatory to the Constitution,
the nery arrived Bourassa Liberals began addressing the problem. They
Worked out the conditions which would enable Quebec to join the Canadian
constitutional family; These conditions, five in all, appeared to be rather
modest and fell well short of ones proposed by Quebec governments over the
years. These conditions were: (1) an expanded veto over constitutional
ohange; ’(2‘) the limitation of the federal government’s use of the spending
power in provincial jurisdictions; (3) participation in nominations to the
Supreme Court; (4) recognition of Quebec’s existing role in immigration; and
(5) formal recognition of Quebec’s status as a distinct society.?

'I;‘henine provincial premiersk under the leadership of Prime Minister
B. Mulroney agreed to Quebec’s demands contingent on an additional
provision that is, provincial participation in nominations to the federal
Senate whose seats will be allocated and elected in the provmces These
agreements reached between PM Mulroney and nine prov1nc1al premlers
came to be known as the “Meech Lake Accord.” Since the additional
provision was acce_ptable to Quebec it seemed thatvkat long last it would
formally embrace the new constitutional order which until then, had
limited legltlmacy in Quebec Then the accord faced a backlash from

federahsts outs1de Quebec who expressed a number of grlevances, some
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complained of the lack of popular legitimacy in the negotiation of the accord,
some feared that certain provisions (i.e., the res’t'riction on the federal
spending power and the linking of provincial lists to Supreme Court and
Senate nominations) would weaken the power of federal goyernment. The
most important objection was related to the distinct ‘society clause.
McRoberts recounts the clash of the two “mutually exclusive identities” and
that “the most 1mportant basis of English- Canad1an (and aborlgmal)‘
oppos1t1on was the clause declaring Quebec to be a distinct society. The
l’lOthIl that Quebec was not simply a province like the others was at odds

with the vision of Canada that was shared by a great many Enghsh

Canadians.”?

It 1s therefore 1mportant to recogmze how the 1982 adoptlon of the
Charter has become “ a statement charged w1th symbohsm and one to Whlch
Canad1ans look for an expressmn of their 1dent1ty as a people On the
other hand w1th the distinct soc1ety clause, ¢ a statement that was both
hlghly symbohc and amblguous the Meech lake Accord enlarged the
symbohc component of the Constltutlon and mult1p11ed the attendant
r1sks |

Constltutlonal documents hlstorlcal facts or almost any object can
become a symbol for a group or somety Symbohc statements such as the
.dlstmct somety or a charter of rlghts are not necessarlly controvers1al but
they assume meamngs beyond the1r mamfest content evokmg different,
often contradlctory 1nterpretat10ns A word 1s a symbol and by its verys

nature is polysem1c havmg more than one meamng Thus Breton asserts

that
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The use of symbols, like the use of other kinds of resources,
entails risk. The nature of the risk varies according to the
resource used. But whatever the resource involved —financial,
te‘chnological, natural, human, or symbolic — the way it is
invested and managed can yield either positive or negative
results.?

Symbols are then conveyors of meanings and vehicles for collective
identities in a society which can become sources of conflict. In other words,
“at the heart of the conflict is not the object or document itself but the
concepts of idealsthat it represents” where “symbolic conflicts are struggles
over different theories of society.”°

Three factors affect the degree to which the use of symbols provokes
social conflict. They are the ambiguity of symbolic statements, the role of
collective memories, and “climate creating events.”! ~ When ambiguous
terms Suchhas “distinct society” Were included in the Meech Lake proposal
for const1tut10na1 change nelther was a coherent explanatlon of this concept
provided, nor a systematlc framework presented to explain the changes
Quest1ons and cr1t1c1sms against the pohcy makers became inevitable. The
Quebec government apparently refused to define thlS term intimating that
the accord was 31mp1y an ofﬁc1a1 recogmtlon of Quebec s cultural
d1st1nct1veness or a mechamsm for redlstrlbutmg power ' Whlle 1n
Enghsh Canada the central issue ralsed by the accord was one of power and
the oppos1t10n to it was largely related to power In Quebeclthe central
notlons were recogmtmn and status. The questmn of power and the issue of

recognition came to dominate, what Breton calls, “the 'interpretive schemes
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on each side of the linguistic divide.”®

The opposing side assumed that Quebec’s‘socio-economic conditions
had improved in the past, and that the province had been given enough
power; Some argued that the federal baiance of power had shifted in favour'
of Quebec, which now had more inﬂuence on national issues and which
needed to be redressed. Even those who did not see the imbalance found it
hard to justify further changes. They believed that francophone ‘grievances
had been met sat1sfactor11y by now, though many Enghsh Canadians
supported them as legitimate. In a word Quebec now was better off.
Breton contended that, “change must be justiﬁedrﬂithireference,to valued
objectives” and opined. that “it will improve ‘an aheady acceptahle situation,
[as] a movev toward some social or moral ideal,v or confirms elements that are
already part of people’s identity.”® A crucial pole of identity for the
Quebecoie is language. ‘ | | | |

In 1979, Charles Taylor already perceived that the majority of the :
Quebec people saw their language/culture as Valued objectives, and .he'nce
their linguistic community as a viable pole of identification. “That is, even.
opponents of independence and of the 'Parti Quebecois accept some rnoderate
variant...that language and thelinguistic community form a crucial part of
the horiaon» that defines their', identi‘ty."’35 Without having a more
comprehensiye View of the aCcord,'however, ‘proponents only streesed the
urgency of ratification and the negative justiﬁcation that is would be
detrimental if the public failed to bring Quebec back inthe Canadian family.
As the prime minister put it, Quebecs 1solat10n would become a fact of

‘constltutlonal hfe slowly creatmg two Canadas in respect to the country’s
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basic law.”%¢

The English Canadian reaction to Quebec’s demands for increased
autonomy was ambivalent — while they generally recognized and accepted
Quebec’s distinctiveness, they wondered if the locus of the accord should be
the Quebec government rather than Quebec society. What would be the
underlying intention for more power? Was it protection of language and
culture, or “a disguised pursuit of sovereignty-association” to get more
advantages through “asymmetric” federalism while ‘bearing little cost?
Was the “distinct society” clause “a symbolic instrument” to be used without
an end? Unfortunately, proponeﬁts and government authorities were
unable to answer these questions and convince “the suspicious.” Even
some Quebec government officials suggested that the accord was a means for
“a substantial transfer of powers and that the distinct society clause was to
be used for this purpose in subsequent negotiations” - és in the terms of
. reference of the Allaire Committee that was set up months before the Meech
deadline.” |

The central issues of the accord for French;speaking Quebec were

recognition and status. As Breton explained:

The questions and oppositions expressed by English Canada
were perceived as a refusal to recognize Quebec’s

- distinctiveness, both cultural and historical. They were also
considered a withdrawal of historically acquired status in
federation. Losing something is probably always more painful
than failing to acquire it. |

Perhaps more important to note is that this status anxiety is also at
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the root of Quebec’s resistance to the’notion of the equality of the provinces,”
which, since the Constltutlon Act, became one of the deﬁmng pohtlcal
principles of Enghsh Canada. Nonetheless, Quebec S denunc1at10n of the
opposition was expressed in terms of hum111at10n, re]ectlon and isolation andk
“its perceptions ufere “cast in the context of the history of English-French

relations in Canada.”®

The resistance and opposition to the view that the
francophone‘province should’ rely on itself for culturalsurvival and vitality
was interpreted as an impediment to their “cultural ‘aspirations.”

| »The "t‘hird factoror the “climate-creating events” which pushed‘ the
accord to the point of rejection (52% support in June 1988 fell to 31% by
January 19‘89)"should be nvoted as well. Several events durmg those si}r
'months inﬂuenced the way people interpreted the accord, and two of them .
are dealt wlth beloW' (1) a bill was passed in July 1988 amending the Oﬂicial
Languages Act to expand bilingual services in the federal government (2)
Quebecs Blll 178 on the language of commercial s1gns was also passed
Both Bllls colored people’s view of the accord. The former met cons1derab1e
~ opposition from the Western provi’nces and accentuated the ’feeliyng‘ that
Central Canada and the "francophone province already had disproportionate
power in Ottawa. The latter legislation was ‘also.intensely debated and
'clashed w1th the Charter prov1s1ons relatmg to 1nd1v1dual rlghts over and
\agamst the collective rlght of French language. The Quebec Nat1onal
Assembly, us1ng the ° notw1thstand1ng” clause of the Charter (which allows
provmces to overrlde some of 1ts prov151ons) challenged the Supreme Court’
’declaratlon of the unconstltutlonahty of B1ll 101 and passed a new vers1on

of Bill 178 restr1ct1ng languages other than French.
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This event seemed particularly crucial in creating a faultline between
tWo ‘alrea‘dy ’visibly divided communities adding also a particular meaning to
the notion of a “distinct society.” “It was generally perceived as unfair:
bilingualism was imposed in the rest of Canada while unilingualism was
imposed in Quebec.” It was a critical event, in retrospect, which was
confirmed by Manitoba’s decision not to ratify the aceord. | Breton’s analysis
above suggests among other things that those differing interpretations of
the accord were also reflected in their competing conceptions of pohtlcal
community. The Charter’s individual rights conﬂicted with the collective
rights of Quebec as a people and a nation, which became n'reconcﬂable in the
last ditch effort to save the situation in August 1982 at Charlottetown.

The collapse of the Meech Lake Accord triggered a smashing reaction
in Quebec. It confirmed to the Quebeo francophones that the English-
Canadian opposition stemmed from a rejection of their claims for recognition
of their distinct status. It no less meant the rejection of Quebec itseif.
More importantly, it also triggered a surge ’of nationaiist sentiment | WhICh
was reﬂected 1n the two reports commissioned by the Quebec Liberal Party
(one was the 1991 Allaire Report). The Belanger Campeau Comm1ss1on of
the National Assembly proposed a radical reduotion in federal powers and
‘responsibilities as ,Welvl as ‘calling for a referendum5 Tt saw only tvto
| available ontions foi' Quebeo Which are either renewed fedeifalism or Quebec
sovereignty.41 | S |

| The' Charlottetown Acc_ord, a new scheme for COns'titutional revision,
ywas an agreement reached among the elleven first ministers, two territofies,

and four national aboriginal organizations, which in the main reflected “a
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two-pronged strategy to satisfy Enghsh Canadlan concerns. The purpose
was to tone down the ob]ect1onable parts of the Meech Lake Accord and to
incorporate new provisions for -constitutional change that English
Canadians had been expressing. “Thus the infamous ‘dist_inct society’
clause was now only one of eight ‘fundamental characteristics’ of Canada
enumerated in a ‘Canada clause’.”** |

The revision now was also to include Senate reform, strengthening
the social and» economic union, recogni'tion of the aboriginal people’s
inherent right to self-government, etc. The accord was to fail primarily
over the issue of recognizing Quebec’s distinctivene,ss, It appeared that the
recasting of the “distinct societf’ clause \might lessen English-Canadian
concern. Senate reform was an attempt to molhfy Quebec01s dlscontent
was as it would increase Quebec’s representatlon (along with Ontarlo) in the
House of Commons and would even guarantee Quebec 25% of seats in
perpetu1ty, more seats than its share of the Canadlan populatlon It was
observed that‘“[f]or many English Canadians thls new attempt to
accommodate Quebec’s d1st1nct1veness was no less ob]ect1onable than the
Meech Lake Accord’s distinct somety clause.”43 | | .

Thus,’ the accord vrhich tried to ’straddle the faultline ‘between the
Enghsh and French Canadlan divide ended in “the resoundlng defeat” in a
natlonal referendum on October 26, 1992. The vote in Quebec was spht
45.7% for, and 56.7 % against; outside Quebec the result was 45.7% for; and
54.3% against. Thus “the second attempt to secure Quebec’s signature to
the 1982 constitutional regime ended in abject failure.”** And the “abject

failure” was the critical turning point for Quebec regionalism to further
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expand beyond asymmetrlcal federahsm and to move towards the ultlmate

demand which is secessmn In the words of another political scientist:

 The result of the No vote on 26 October is that the

~ counterweight that has existed in the past against the
- sovereignty option in Quebec (the ‘renewed federalism’ of
Claude Ryan and Pierre Trudeau in 1980 and Bourassa in 1992) -
is now unequivocally dead. The choice in the future will be
between sovereignty and the status quo. = The death of
asymmetrical federalism may then become a clue to the
mystery of the dog that suddenly began barking again — very
loudly.45

| In the aftermath of the failure of executive federahsm the English
and French Canad1an d1V1de was even more pronounced and visible and 1t
was obvrous' that there were two mutually exclus1ve conceptions of natlonal‘
community” ~As McRoberts explained in English Canada “the new
Canadian 1dent1ty had taken root, thanks in part1cular to the const1tut10na1
rev151on of 1982 By the same token, it was ‘the commltment of most
Enghsh Canadlans to the new principles of Canadlan nat1ona11ty that
explained the1r resistance to such 1deas as asymmetry W1th1n these’
principles, there was no room for recogmtlon of Quebec s spec1ﬁ01ty The
conﬂ1ct1ng v131ons then seemed to ensure deadlock for any const1tut1onal
negot1at1ons for Quebec and for any attempt to opt out of Canada wh1ch

1ndeed had already been not1ceable in the Quebec leglslature
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Concluding Relnarks

Reading Schutz's politically relevant Writlngs he clearly delineates

- the liberal concoptlon of citizenship, and the theorétical and critioal role of

- the “well-informed citizen,” hé who seeks clarity, coherence and integl‘ation
of society. Oner could also see his intellectual affinity to Plato and Aristotle
so that his version of liberal democracy goes back to the idea of citizenship in
ancient Greece. Therefore, irl reading Schutz, we should be careful to lnake
a distlnction between atomistic, abstract individuals and contraotafians
which are presupposed in modern democracies. The most basic
commitment of‘ liberal democracy is to the freedomi and equality of its
individual citizens, which .is entfenohod irl the constitutional bills of rights
guaranteeing ba‘sic civil and political rights to all individuals, regardless of
their group mémbership. A basic question raised is how can liberals accep’t
the demand for group-differentiated rights, which relates to self-govefnment
rights by francophone national minorities?

This issue ia raised nowadays in the context of “individllal” VS.
“collective” rights which ultimately creates a false dichotomy. Too many
people, according to Kymlicka, tend to view group.-differéntiated rights or
collectivo rights as reﬂecling a philosophy or world- ﬁew opposlte to that of
liberaliém. ‘They are concerned more with the status of groups than with
that of individuals, and troat individuals as “the mel‘e carriers of group
identities and objectives, rather than as autonomous personalities oapable of
defining ﬁhelr own\, identity and goals in life.”" But, tihis‘ is a. misperception
resting on a number of conquions‘, says Kymlicka. And he'triés to show

‘that many forms of group-differentiated citizenship (i.e., self-government
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rights, polyethnic rights, and special representation fights) are “consistent
with liberal principles of freedom and equality.”*® |
Without a detailed analysis, it is sufficient to illustrate Kymlicka’s
main arguments with regard to the false. dichotomy. Collective rights often
refer to the rights exercised by collectivities, Whiéh are seen as distinct and |
perhaps conﬂicting with the rights accorded to the individuals who compose |
the collectivi_ty. Thus, by definition, many agree that collective rights afe
not individual rights.‘ But, as Kymlicka illusfrates, “many forms of group-A
differentiated citizenship are in fact exercised by ’individuals. Grbup-
differentiated rights cén be accorded to the individual mexﬂbers of a group,
or to thé group as whole or to a federal state/province within which thé
;gro'up forms the majority.”* Consider for example minority language rights
or the rightvof the Quebecois to preserve‘ and promote their culture as

affirmed in the exisﬁng system of federalism:

- []t is exercised by the province of Quebec, whose citizens are
~ predominantly Quebecois, but also include many non-
francophones. These are all group-differentiated rights, since
they are accorded on the basis of cultural membership. But
- some are accorded to individuals, some to the group, some to a
province or territory, and some where members warrant. The
fact that certain minority language rights are exercised by
individuals had led to a large (and largely sterile) debate about
.whether,they are really ‘collective rights’ or not. The debate is
" sterile because the question of whether the right is (or is not')l
. collective is morally unimportant. The real issue in evaluating
language rights is why they are group-specific — that is why
francophones should be able to demand court proceedings or
education in their mother-tongue at public expense when
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Greek- or Swahili?‘speakers cannot. The answer...is that
language rights are one component of the hational rights of the
French Canadians. Since immigrant groups are not national
minorities, they are not accorded similar language rights.*

One last theoretical task is to clear away a common
misunderstanding often expressed in a non—culturaly conception of national
membership where “a truly liberal conception of national membership
should be based solely on accepting political principles of democracy and
rights, rather than integration into a particular culture.” This is raised to

distinguish the “civic” or “constitutional” Iiationalism of the United States

from illiberal “ethnic” nationalism.”’ “What distiné;;ishes “civic” nations
from “ethnic” nations,” Kymlicka contends, “is not the ebsence of any
cultural component to national identity, but rather the fact that anyone can
integrate into the common culture, regardless of race or ’colour.”52

With the advent of “global society” many liberal democracies will
increasingly encounter, if they have not already, a growing cultural diversity.
This in part at least raises .the issue of democratic governance and calls for
rethinking citizenship, not just in a multinational state, but perhaps in all
states. The Quebec case in Canada gives us some food for rethinking on

that score. Kymlicka elsewhere argues rather persuasively that:

A well-designed federal system may defer secession — perhaps
into the indefinite future. But secession will remain a live
option in the hearts and minds of national minorities. Indeed,
it is likely to form the benchmark against which federal systems
are measured.”
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One may be permitted to speculéte that Quebec will shape itself as an
autonomous “region” outside the mode of the modern nation-state of the 19®
century. One other lesson of “multiéultural” citizenship in Canada might
be that nations, peoples, citizens have a janus-faced quality of demos and
ethnos, after all. On the Eﬁropean debate on citizenship, Schnapper makes

a similar point:

No society can exist as a purely civic entity...Can we conceive of
a form of politics that would not spring from the specific values,
traditions, and institutions that define a political nation?

- Every organized, democratic society indissolubly carries ethnic
elements — cultural, historical, and nationalist — as well as civic
principles.® | R
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