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A4 A Aole) AN Faho]

"
v

A2 2P McGillk )

) A FHE ZFHEL $<(recognition) S WoBE 279} BAH W, o Aol £ X
FHoz aF|E . 5UE ot aTopRE ANH WEFe| $59| FAYolt}. an &
Aol Ui AFA 27E 2599 FANA TR P02 o] Pasta Yok 253, ‘59
e Wog gxshe APUFEY “ORFY” e U2 FIFHoz avdw Yok

FA9 3% 599 27 A4l ojsh dvdthe A AFF #io] Hm Yok 47|14 A
Ae Ao] B w7 AAE ko2 FHSRE ZEA SHL Rzl hE ojsiel Ane
o o] F39 8AE 219 Aol FEHOR U2 AFEY $U9 FF, fzE 2909 A §
BEte Aolnk. w2tA F9] AlghEolut ALsi7} 7l Aol HGo] £ JiQloly Ho] 220 o)
3 AR, HisH, BEH 4E 7HAA ohE, 2 AiQlely e 4AFQ W, 4AF gFoe
154 £ Qi) B<(nonrecognition), F-& 2 (misrecognition) & FZ7lolAl WS Y 4 9o
o, ARHL A5 - S48 EAYGY &9 7FFolEE AT AYA P40 4 & Uk

et A AHYAEEL, 7R ARBlelN GHEE 2220 s AEA onAE AL
frEdda 2390 282 ANES AFsthe 49 AZe Uusisy, ety 15 ARE 7)E
T ABAHA FAE F ARt A A9oE A2 7)3E o]8F & QA "ok 974 2xR)
A0 A% A% 15 AZAY BEoz nENT Yk 39059 AT Hl&H Ho| Heyy =
FAhel 23 WAAS)= EAE) tha) ZAHA on|AE FALL, EAEF Y¥E o] g o]u||o)
ARG 5 W B Aok oA HolA 25 A Arulshe AN AYse MY BES =7
79| sholck. 180 dof & AUA FAle ANEoA oY HHH YL Bohe Aotk
A2 B3 A0AAe] BANME vl%F Hol Uebiteh 1492 o) 43AES 150] F%aka “n)
& olulAE FABISIL, $F FHL AHSIA o] o|n|Ag FHEUA ZAZ BRI |
o AlQj2asjole] A4 L& Ze)ulCaliban)ol @ QB AXA] PFESe] gt Ado] oyt A
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IREAE B8 BoAFE delch

ol FHAN 2L 9] E4o] YUvhe Aol FRHA Kk 2L I HAAEANA A71Y
Lehs AW FS A2 3A AU FAE 32 F A $BE APE A @ dEo] oh
. 27 QA QoMe He Aol

HFtauthenticity: 217]344) Bde $4 o AAHYW QA9 8¢ 55 2HHY Ao] 5
Ak oo} #AFHA ¢4 F2rehe olFo] Wz, ax o] #de FAAe oA, 1 7]
o]g 2AHoz RRYY Aotk FErE, felE AV} ATeEA Aopke A{FE WL 7]
I Qltks #9E ANAY F 2E UK O L a1 A9 “HETVE AT Y. ol @ #d
2 g oL 2 FFE vtk AL Y2 IdolRlek 184)7] B ojHdlE Fik Ut
EAETY Aoz} ol F T/ =93 F24S 7ML Aok AZekA) gt IkezA doprt
€ W U9 WHo] Aok gE Al & ishs Ao] ofe} U Adle] AR i &g dopr}
ofgt). a2y o]2§ AL U Ao FAdhe Aol AR FLAS Fo@T Wzt U Al F
AskA] F3ITHE, U A9 dolA 71 23 AL FAA Aok Aoz Hoprke Zo] LA 7t
Ae 9JulE A He ot

oA $2EAAZIA olojW A =HF otk 2R Y A HE, Al T U A
o Wy 243 F&3he A =93 Fa4E Fo¥. o] AL A 49 4719 Hade A
02 AZEd. 1 ol et 2318 olfojof sk T2 SHY wlEo|vIk St E U Al of
o =73 #HE AT EN YHY Eied AE 7Y F Ae 9L HoHRHe F= W] 9F
oltk. ARE B Alorignality) DAL AZIFOZH ANhe HEe) F24S UNE ZANAT: 92)
§ A 1R 488 7T Yok -9 23457] A8 2 Bl U] &8 2F F flok
olzk W7} obd & RllA o A2l9] 49l BHE A% 4 ¢lok Wl oAt 2R #AE 5 3
)
1) ‘2 IR TR AEMaaso)E 7HAT Uk A oH) 9] BAA o] S Dol S5G PAE

893h= 2= 2t}”, Johann Gottlob Herder, /deen, chap.7, sec.1, in Herder Simtliche Werke, ed. Bemard
Suphan(Berlin: Weidmann, 1877-1913), 13:291.

2) & AFO|E UL o] JuFolH AVFEF| Y-S wol M 00N 244 Bdn fARE od A
& A9 718 B =59 7122 eIk 53] 336l & “deolAd Fulldle 27 o1 ol
desioa F3ct “ojd Algho] oA i 9% 35E /HAL JAohd - 2% £33 50
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U Aol FAsiths A W7t 747 afAdl st A oulahe, 232 o tho] 8% &
i ¥A% & Qe oE Aojtk U A n44E FHehe 7R v v AE Ao U
JopEkz v} AHAle] Rojekm § 4 e AAHS AP o)eld Mol i) td FohH o4L
ojsjsi= iAol HH, o]#g oldo] thf EFEA e Ao H} AV dHogke ERE olsshe
H AME 7)Z27} Bt o] AHelA, 2zt 2fA AEE T FF, F W8 AN o) &
34 A5E Fh3he UEdE HEAcke Ho| AHE Fart Aok AAe] -9 vpriA R uF
Al 2 A, F 259 B3l FAs0L ditt. ZH=Y diArt AW Aoz, 5L ZFA 1S
o] ggRIFold}, (28|Y) 257 Zg2Qlo] HAR M= e Aoltk e RIFSS A9 23
Folopgt k. 123 Fo AUFde A3 oo sta, A 7t A3AAE}L FEE UFE0
whaita) g A9 A& AHTE 5 e 7)3E AFortt 2l AN 2d UEF9] 34
3 233 Y 259 vl A 943 AES #ag £ sk

of M2& A71FA4 I EIPY W PR FRAcRE AL EE Ads U
Eftth. o] ALEloIA 49] AAAolzhe AL ARA fiA]d o) diFE 2HAD. F AHEC] A
AAA Fasitty Azshe AL R 189 A8A Y o] A9 278 4%, B9 93 2
AEAT. VFF9 A3]e] gAo] I AR Z o] AL U= I sl AFFELS o33 A
33 Ao wheh A4S A 7] wEolth a2y o]HA ARFjAeE w3E P BHE 2
AFoz Fshe o] TAYT HiEHIEY S22, @El2dddA A3 » A9 afd EA
A4S YR dart AARG. B, of EAYAL ABFHoE x3E & fla Ao YA4H
of %t

aey o] A7t 7k 547, S99 Wi gAolgke AL EASHA getk AR U9
BT AeE olsfshy] AsiA, SHEA Al F7 HEo] 7k gle AEAY AHF 54
& Ao} #ok

Azt doll ABH 54L& 270 TERACE tfFN 44 S 7HAL Acke Holdh fele F5E
A A0S 52N QAT ovdA ARFAZE Ha, $8 AdS o3 & 3, $2

7 uge) Ao e a B4E0A 1 AN B4 HHsh Rojeh - 1t 0w 42 character)
S 7T ATk B 4 A 7 “olE Algo] A A A4 A4S AT Aok Ale #4)
g BAZKe 19) WAL Ao} Aoltk 1 AHMZ HnAAs} ohel, 23] 1 Ale] HHAle]7] Bio)
c}” John Stuart Mill, Three Essays(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1975), pp.73, 74, 83.
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9 AAEE Y & ATk o] 29 B4 v A0iE B9 r|E ofdjsla Atk 97 B
o ARSShe o okl dg, B3, Al F9 Aol s} 2o fErt 222 E A7) s AR
dhe o8 FETHEMA X}E. 28U fEle ol2E RBFTE the ARHEHe] alfi{exchange)
& Bl vtk AlgEC] Qg #5553k AL I A7 Aol e A% AL ol 23] ¢
€ Eo d9E O AIRE - 24 ME v|=v) "o A g B 20 - 3] 35AES
A AL OE ARRFEAA A% o2 ulelA A o] B FNMAH F& F 74 )
o] YFHE AAHF FAo| ohzt digH 2 7M.

ggol, oA YFde FAE £E e L3 #dE AMTE ofrh fele tiskkeA Aol
€ W9 Ao XA 43, 2 AN FHS 93 Aol ALHA A Bk BE fe A
Ao ), AAR, AHEd] i 4 & BHAA Wieksta, o] F 43 o] uEd S §
3 ol FolZtk 2y ol g WAL AAYEHA 2L FLY FASA d3He AL o $
© & TR BAE0] FElA ZIddia e AER] dEE Fi, W2e 23 A¥sHEA, A
A4S STk FU 27 ol BAE - dlE W BE - B o 3A At 28] ¢
oA ARRRRIGa A2k, $271 dolle # 153 gl A&y

3

e $471 1344 g ddid 28 FAske 71939 shiela Azt v FAHeR
FHF A GkA FA40] Aol AW EQGAT HAF FAo) A3 AAAH AV HA] FAU F
A AEZA 9d(hierarchial honor), “E38)” (préférences)ol] )3t E7}2 ¢ niBAPL. TEHSE
(Discourse on Inequality)?] § 23+ tj5oA, 2 ARSj7} Rajoh o2 Yrta, Alghsoe] 5% &
7J(preferentical esteem)& 28k ¥ 9}EH £7HE AT o)d= fE2HOE v BE Ao

3) George Herbert Mead._Mmd. Self, and Society(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1934)

4) o] A dhEkinner dialogicality)- v]8}] ulE 33} 119] Aol P @2 AlgHEl o3 AFEY
o} upEA(MM.Bakhtin)2] R20. 8= 53| Problems of Dostoyevsky's Poetics, trans, Caryl Emerson
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1984)E X2}, =3+ Michael Holquist and Katerina Clark, Mikhail
Bakhtin (Cambridge, Mass.:Harvard University Press, 1984) “12]il James Wertsch, Voices of the Mind
(Cambridge, Mass.:Harvard University Press, 1991)8 ®.z}.

5) Fat Hzol NS 08 Lol V14T UG “Avk dE AT AIE 2201 Yk 4zto)
271 AR, ol S FEANAM 4L e o] 71X E A HAtk kil E 71 olFRA FEx
& 7P 2 FAU E30] 7P 2 A AR 7P A AR AFE 2 Held Al e 3 M &
A she Abol £4E A =k el ojzlo] ¥¥EE ¥, 121 dHoz ke AFSIE

k" Discours sur I'origine et les fondements de I'inégalité parmi les hommes (Paris:Granier-Flammarion,
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BEsb 23 B(public attention)®] tl4fo] Hi B3l AN A4S 29e 23 gUcke 1
U #<lolehs A7k YHo] 71 AeG Belz thtolal AL s oMol

5909 T4 84 oy A Y4 oM BHAHoZ AYH T Qlrk 1WA FFo)A Ry,
TR BRI HEAGAAM Aol AL 5 dFE 55 ke S $u 2F A da 9
o A FEAA 2o, S UL 598 d8 ALHow AL Qtk o] F 47 v
7449 ddo] AU AL, o S FAHoE 2 Bajoa 4912 aAy A
8lar ok

AYY FEAM, S2E AT FAYS AT R a6, 24 289 Bt 298 sk,
$2€ Asjehouil wet 27 2ok 4 Aok gep A4S FslolA BArelationships)7h Afopit
Az AokRe) AN 2 PR AL FAR Yolt). Alke] BVl TR AL Ao Bt Q
A7 Rl 52 Bxsh] dRolch ¥u oz} of WAV 2HH £248 e AL o] 2ol
WA AAgo) YA $3zoly) Holch

ARE FEAA, Al A ke S F4HVIE s, dAR A8 2] o8 sl
/1= ks Joz 8, AEUE 59U FPshe A on gy § 288ka E 1F08 7S
itk AR a3 ddiAbglol A AR AR 284S VA HAh AEQE +9lo) BA A%
& AFAREE A% AP P A AL olnk AFN AFFFo] Qe 545E HAyH B
Aol ma2d, S99 ARc FAFshe AREAA HolE YY F ALk G AlgolA g5§ Z& |
A% oA E FARKE AL 1 ojuA} Y} 5L W, AAHog 1 AN gTsm AUt 4
ok @ DU ohle} IFwAS dESFSl BE EoEe Fels) AV} oigte] @ 84

1971), p210.

6) oll& & Considerations sur le gouvernement de Pologneo)¥ & Alghgo] dojah= muje] 2270
3l BARSIAL Q1 i8-8 e}k Du contrat social(Paris:Garnier, 1962), p.345. Z12]31 Du contrat social, pp.
224-259] Lettre a D'Alembert sur les spectacleso] & v1%:8 74 QA Hzsle) 7|4 £83 He =
hul-$-o} 73E7He] FHo| A glu, RE ARl RE ARSA BojAtks Mo} “I#u o] A
HEIZ| 354 i TR 1 oM F4e B A7) 28] DA, olpAE Ytk . 1AR
5 ARIGe] 2AEFo] HAlEa, 25 2Rlo] west S| e A RE Algo] Bl Qe A4S B
A ASHA shar, ayo2H AR o & $¢HA 9

7) Hegel, The Phenomenology of Spirit, trans, A.V.Miller(Oxford:Oxford University Press, 1977), chap.4-& Kz}
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2 9ok AAo] 7128k ok old 847t HFEAE skl tisiA dslE 2 E & AT,
QAT AR e oleld olslzl AEE 9] AR M2 ARG SolFUThe HLS €9
o) Holx EpAtE Q13 =g ARFTHE HolA oAl 2R 1 Uge A4 dE 7R AF
&l Qick

11

o)g7 MM 499 FELS F 7R FEoA FelolA & Aol HAurk WA AWYLHN, ¢
7 R5E AT Aokt a8 elxiste] A%AQ tsjet FAS Bl BYdche HE ¢ A
ooz 24 goda, AEge £ e ¥4 o F2F 4TS A =k I v
Z o] o] ¥ 999 AL W AEE U= Aoty

e 74 2 o] 22 Boly Apugle 4919 AX7 onlAd vk FAA) 22l
Olg 4 Qe W FOQHE g Bk

AR, AL Mz OE $AAE oujshed), o $7HE 4 @4 71ERY FUHA Fad wsiel
Azrgt. A, Qoi(honor) O ZHE £ A(dignity) 02 FA0] o] FdHA EE AlRle] F5% £94
o Az wAFe] A7 $ANL, o AXNE ALY A2 HEE gz ATt ofE Bl
T 385A Qe AL “UF (first-class)A| 913} “o] 7 (second-class) A 1 2] FRol). B3], o] ¢ o]
Aslshe AR, FAA 2 g gy g2 =4%0)7| Jck ofd ARFEAA BEe ©
2 AR EEAT BAEE Ho|Uck TR AlgEdA e ABZAAAN FA7A FFHe A
o)tk o] YAAA Hrpd, 7hdo g Qe ARpe] RS AR Faa AR 1FE A
= AEL o)lFA A AsE AlSolct metd HEsE B3 AR vide] AlFsi 1
A Thokg Rjol B RARTE, BES AN Pl 9L HAHoR FEHYT WA, WEH
9 QA7 T3 TE SJAo] o] U] Zutole M3tk o] Ao YZAF 7P &, 222 7HE A

) ol % 99g AAND FWS A 27 AW, 2 Ao S 53] T4 vela gl AL #
QAR AAEHSH A 71 HujyZolck ZARASHA HujuFe AgE B85 1ele] A
ojAe] 7] &Aool uka ) 1 o & Nancy Chodorow, Feminism and Psychoanalytic Theory(New
Haven:Yale University Press, 1989) 12|l Jessica Benjamin, Bonds of Love: Psychoanalysis, Feminism and

the Problem of Domination(New York: Pantheon, 1988)7} olch.
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29} gele 19609 vlFolA Uehd AR 5ol of A WA Folo] vig TR )
of whishe ARHE ZAE, A% SHA “AANY"S Aslol Brhe Hog AuSe PEe B
BFool A ke Fe o] UHo] g & JFAL YAWSS HolFy, '

oshe Aoz FHA W, & HjH A4 Bdel HAe dole] PG WAAAL HE o
7ol AT Fluko] EASL, § Alolofs SRt EMHo] EA@h BE ARE 1 EL 1Y
o E5 AL AGuolo} ek or)N A& Z T ou)E A o WA 2oj4e) A
oM, £ BAHo 2 FAR A, F Yelot WA o] F5¢ o7 AE 2Ash= TAlolY
Aols] FHM, S22k S2lshol sHe A A H& Yute] BEG FA4, e F T FREE
59 BE4otk oled T maw, NI A, AT, ANY B OeH JAPo ¥
SHEIUE AL W2 olF SEAoIT 12l oleld FSTHYL A7 FUA Plo] vk Azke
29 o]cky

°| 879 714l Qe A REH BEe Aok Ajole] A& o £F9 R ARy
AlTA] oA oW TE ARt oA B HFo) UHo] YA AXE ALY F 9
Al R 2y 9 RE Solvk =Y, o] 87 #2949 A S5 A5 duksid 1
AL HRAHOE FRHHA g oW g 55k XS HAF AL 2 78ly] yioltk gE Ao
2 HASAD, 1215 AR 55 A APz, A7 27t A He AL BHFow
EABh= A - EE Algho] BAAE 7T chs 4 - ojth o] e BAY Q7E AT E54S <
Aolehe Fag g8 dojE

Aole] BAe HEA 2P AN /714 QWL AT 2R 2HE A Utk o] 94
2 A A 2o tid M2 olazt S8 23S Bl Felo] 9Ho] AHo2 A o
M1 A He $8 AR 2@ 3 S B3 AT QA EAE AAARN 2o o =
Ashe 2o He wio] oAU tet olslE ulrgla, o]A] o|FAIRLE A% shdo] A&
Aot 22 AL guiap Sk 7)o E FAAo] AEuse Fo YHHT E 2 5 Yok
Azto] SoloA el wek, olFAIN & N2 olslzt SFeHA HUck A8 AAH HYoje &

Wop

r

9) HAUUZE BHAA ol BRE Xk dEAQ A AE 2Lt A 2w Tyutog
of @ ulgoldh e Wt B84 89 @A @ FUdtt £98 T & AURTE Add 3
FHE 2%l e Azbidd uigd #HE AAE ok vlwsi Gilligan, In a Different Voice
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1982)& X2},

_9__




3 A8A Z2ade] EqEYL oA FHS BUE @)% gick 5 A9ol g wstd 3o
2= wolSolx Qe ARSI, Thke AR Z2aWE 43 ARSA Fold 5HE 713=

]

wg Sa2 oA

olsh AN ZSo] Qi Aole] AAE FeaL WAL Stk BRHA 2G4 BA7H ARNET
o] o)) “E7o A (blind) HIAHEH AL Ash FAUD RelA, 2ole] AR £F WAPEEE
AR, o] 2HolE 2H52|(differential) -] 71ZE 4H& Ae a7t wey 2% 4579 A
Qe a7} wolEdAA By, ERVEL e AunRlEe] FelA ®ahe 54 B A
A 74AA | Ro|n, ERF A5ATE T ARES WAE e H2) 8 7M1 ANEY &8
A BAS fA%E A §58 & Aotk

o] 294 AAE FRAY ARFEA o)zl AT A, ujutolz} 150] 2%3] AAAY
NEe BAse A48 1Y 4 Aok gepA olE T A=t vehta, AR Mg =
Dake olgd 2XF Y7} AT 2949 4UF 71z AN BYsE 7 g Holuzt Ak o]
A8 2L ou AEAXE 4FAY § AUk E Eol, “Feldl PR o zRy 714 39
7 Baslo] et Aoz Az 2X7}h ok 23 ol Bololg A Hdd s 2%
o} Wetis AelE 7@ o Aud $9E Foiske QoI o] FAE GAHA ApEe T3 a2
o] AARoE Bolojg Frke 27NN LA dzpgo] $38 4 YU 2L 23|
A7 ZHoli, o|E Eal A7 AYe Ao FeAL, Fehe] "AelE BAER" 3ol Tl
T Bolole AR WAooz ANE & U Aok el AR (2 A 2A7} B’ 7
o3k ot ML olfd FAL A AxZ 45| = AXY golth. a2t 2R A &
0|8 7|2z Z2AHE 2% ZNEL P £ ok 2P 2AS FHL F2Ho g “Aol§ FA
" ARS|ERROE BoPhARe o] ohel, w2 FAl ohizt FU3 ol FAL £F3] 8
A= Aotk AR, AAA FAlol B3 & ojd AfE 23 AAsolME Hethes @8R

R Aol Yrho

_ I_O}__%_? 9,';]5]—7]-(‘“;1[1 _[';\y_mlicka)t‘i uj$- Eu)Fa AYsA =58 19 A Liberalism, Community and Culture
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989)0ll4 2¥2] z}o]e] H2)8 LEshs 5L BHA Yok Iv E3) iy
o gzue] Az)e} BAHA zolo] ANE FFBAN 19 o]EL AR3) AFFAH FHA o1&l 7
28 Aojg. 1= YAE Lo1A Baol 7)zsM - Hag FL Hol Ui 2 2o a4 AAle] W
Qolala 27 4 Qb gaska £4EA @e B81H o7t gt - =3¢ 930 53 x4

A Bolols ke AlgSe] Fatel BRAe /AR AdiNE BE AgEe vig) o B A E2

ztole] A e HUAH EGA BN £7150 Utw, FelolA s Y417 &oiES AH9

==}

oA o]FojAt. J¥ AAYE o] F A= A3 t& Z& Hojrlx Ut olHF #7149

71Ee 9] ZA7t 878k U9 WE - @ FoMe HHF A, e BdAe 55 A4
- & |0, 2 71Ad Zd /AR AHEE 4Y o s

T TUA AT BE o] HFEA EFolof fohe Aztol] 7% Aok 2R A% &
of EFuokol sk Ao] Slvke el o3| A€k $el7t obfe ‘Yol dEA” wiH S Hstes)
= ol WL E71H3T. o] ofuoM FAAN MFE& AHEE HE9 Q8L YEO HE

29, $E7} vjB3) EFWolof 3k olf= st $2l9 &S FHol uet o]EAZS e Fe
A YAAZRS Holth!! FAH] Aol Mzt AAAE, 11 wf o] FZ ]9} frAIRE ofd Zlo] F
T8 TP UiF 2o Hae] 72t HAok

m2A o714 EFuolol she Aog A8H AL BEHY o7t A, F RE o] 7HAn e
ol A S A3 THeold o| o] opet FAY A} 7} sjQlo] EF ool ke A
€ B33k Aold AM, o] F3lthe Az ASA S ofd $o R Qla FgAQ
o2 FAYS AT & Y AIEE - 48 9 FAAY EF3EH U A - AR &3
A =AU

Rolo] AAME 1 7lzE RHA FAdoleh Ho2 B S AUk = ¢ Ao 18w
& 22 A0 AL ek BT 4 A BAYo) 1 szekn BE & e Aol o
G BE AREAAN S5 EFsolel stk e} Ay g dc, o e

A7k Polslolor & it olel 74 M AFAY AAAY B P53 And =23} 0l f4}
3t
224 ol o] Frjaf el =5 AT [T - A 59 Avrie) Y FFolkes) Zga
ol§ AH3he AUERIE - o] A7lshe AAH 278 TAsh: div Ao 1 AW 180) 738
© E50urvival)olghe Eitoltt. El7te] FEL (olvtx) ARAlEe] F3l7h ghubbar Qloka Aztshe @
A9 (existing) AFHEAAE B8 4 Atk 8 FollA A71E v FE QAL obd +5 ok 22
e E5AF v AdEdA: A% 458 Bske 237 2 4 ok 28y 2 AdiEeAs 2
A AA7E ZA7E Aok Zg2a] AUoRlEe] Fshs “E4 (la survivance)?] JAHE o]ujo) ha) Azt
3fof gt

11) Kant, Grandlegung der Metaphysik der Sitten(Berlin: Gruyter, 1968; reprint of the Berlin Academy edition),
p434E Hiel




277 A2 AT 3 AAHoR Ese FoES $S3H EFsr drhe Aol 3 A,
wolxlujo] tha vge] MEw, 158 e FaiE YRS ¥ okl e ¥3E A= Bl
gs Aggon, olgg FolA o5l AU AT AMAE ThE ¥ ohid EHHO2E Axd A
olt}. AFE W2 $Saul Bellow)7} BHFDE dhe “EFFNAN E2Eo| 2 thidt ok, -2
% 18 9% A w7} A% Q4HT, H3F Lue WEHOE RAFE JEE WFET: oW
AAAE olf, W29} F5E BN tis) A FARckn M bz o 9
AL 17} QAEse] 958 BAsR Yt Ao HYY) Bl &7)H EF50l £330 2
o] g2 uZEy U8 1S AT AT e NEENT 2 #ES WEE 75 AHE 7}
Lae JeRE A o] 7FsAE Welsele A AVt AbBEE FATE A oju g} o
7N W2 ee) ZRL (BAY Aol ANE & Ye) BrHe] SAF ARl o ZEAHA 43
of thg 4l A

g9k o) T 7R Hive] AN BOR, AIGE $99 27E BE o] AN 55
& 7HE AT Aoks AE 9gske A ol ek, AL of A HRRAE FE 7
A% Solof B ovlgith oA A2 EAE wEoldth okdelA ke o] EA) thel 13 A
olck

9] B7hA) AAPAS BF S5 EFlequal respect)ol2hs o] 7)zsa AT M2 2T
SuA, E58 239 AXE ARYE Alole] zolg FAY AL FAU ko] Ho] EF}
ohiThe 2R AHQ Ago] UL BRE AL RE AZlA FEHA Aotk T FUAME 54
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The Struggle for Recognition and Human Rights
: Toward a Politics of Difference '

Charles Taylor (Professor of Philosophy, McGill University, Montreal, Canada)

A number of strands in contemporary politics turn on the need, sometimes the demand,
for recognition. The need, it can be argued, is one of the driving forces behind nationalist
movements in politics. And the demand comes to the fore in a number of ways in today’s
politics, on behalf of minority of “subaltern” groups, in some forms of feminism and in

what is today called the politics of “multiculturalism.”

The demand for recognition in these latter cases is given urgency by the supposed links
between recognition and identity, where this latter term designates something like a person’s
understanding of who they are, of their fundamental defining characteristics as a human
being. The thesis is that our identity is partly shaped by recognition or its absence, often by
the misrecognition of others, and so a person or group of people can suffer real damage, real
distortion, if the people or society around them mirror back to them a confining or demean-
ing or contemptible picture of themselves. Nonrecognition or misrecognition can inflict
harm, can be a form of oppression, imprisoning someone in a false, distorted, and reduced
mode of being.

Thus some feminists have argued that women in patriarchal societies have been induced
to adopt a depreciatory image of themselves. They have internalized a picture of their own
inferiority, so that even when some of the objective obstacles to their advancement fall

away, they may be incapable of taking advantage of the new opportunities. And beyond this,
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they are condemned to suffer the pain of low self-esteem. An analogous point has been
made in relation to blacks: that white society has for generations projected a demeaning
image of them, which some of them have been unable to resist adopting. Their own self-
depreciation, on this view, becomes one of the most potent instruments of their own
oppression. Their first task ought to be to purge themselves of this imposed and destructive
identity. Recently, a similar point has been made in relation to indigenous and colonized
people in general. It is held that since 1492 Europeans have projected an image of such
people as somehow inferior, “uncivilized,” and through the force of conquest have often
been able to impose this image on the conquered. The figure of Caliban has been held to

epitomize this crushing portrait of contempt of New World aboriginals.

Within these perspectives, misrecognition shows not just a lack of due respect. It can
inflict a grievous wound, saddling its victims with a crippling self-hatred. Due recognition

is not just a courtesy we owe people. It is a vital human need.

The ideal of authenticity becomes crucial owing to a development that occurs after
Rousseau, which I associate with the name of Herder--once again, as its major early
articulator, rather than its originator. Herder put forward the idea that each of us has an
original way of being human: each person has his or her own “measure.” This idea has
burrowed very deep into modern consciousness. It is a new idea. Before the late eighteenth
century, no one thought that the differences between human beings had this kind of moral
significance. There is a certain way of being human that is my way. I am called upon to live
my life in this way, and not in imitation of anyone else’s life. But this notion gives a new
importance to being true to myself. If I am not, I miss the point of my life; I miss what

being human is for me.

This is the powerful moral ideal that has come down to us. It accords moral importance
to a kind of contact with myself, with my own inner nature, which it sees as in danger of

being lost, partly through the pressures toward outward conformity, but also because in
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taking an instrumental stance toward myself, I may have lost the capacity to listen to this
inner voice. It greatly increases the importance of this self-contact by introi:lucing the
principle of originality: each of our voices has something unique to say. Not only should I
not mold my life to the demands of external conformity; I can’t even find the model by

which to live outside myself. I can only find it within."

Being true to myself means being true to my own originality, which is something only I
can articulate and discover. In articulating it, I am also defining myself. I am realizing a
potentiality that is properly my own. This is the background understanding to the modern
ideal of authenticity, and to the goals of self-fulfillment and self-realization in which the
ideal is usually couched. I should note here that Herder applied his conception of originality
at two levels, not only to the individual person among other persons, but also to the culture-
bearing people among other peoples. Just like individuals, a Volk should be true to itself,
that is, its own culture. Germans shouldn’t try to be derivative and (inevitably) second-rate
Frenchmen, as Frederick the Great’s patronage seemed to be encouraging them to do. The
Slavic peoples had to find their own path. And European colonialism ought to be rolled back
to give the peoples of what we now call the Third World their chance to be themselves
unimpeded. We can recognize here the seminal idea of modern nationalism, in both benign

and malignant forms.

This new ideal of authenticity was, like the idea of dignity, also in part an offshoot of the

) _li John Stuart Niil.l was influenced by this Romantic current of thought when he made something like
the ideal of authenticity the basis for one of his most powerful arguments in On Liberty. See
especially chapter 3, where he argues that we need something more than a capacity for “apelike
imitation”: “A person whose desires and impulses are his own--are the expression of his own
nature, as it has been developed and modified by his own culture--is said to have a character.” “If
a person possesses any tolerable amount of common sense and experience, his own mode of laying
out his existence is the best in itself, but because it is his own mode.” John Stuart Mill, Three
Essays(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1975), pp. 73, 74, 83.




decline of hierarchical society. In those earlier societies, what we would now call identity
was largely fixed by one’s social position. That is, the background that explained what
people recognized as important to themselves was to a great extent determined by their place
in society, and whatever roles or activities attached to this position. The birth of a democrat-
ic society doesn’t by itself do away with this phenomenon, because people can still define
themselves by their social roles. What does decisively undermine this socially derived
identification, however, is the ideal of authenticity itself. As this emerges, for instance, with
Herder, it calls on me to discover my own original way of being. By definition, this way of

being cannot be socially derived, but must be inwardly generated.

But in the nature of the case, there is no such thing as inward generation, monologically
understood. In order to understand the close connection between identity and recognition,
we have to take into account a crucial feature of the human condition that has been rendered

almost invisible by the overwhelmingly monological bent of mainstream modern philosophy.

This crucial feature of human life is its fundamentally dialogical character. We become
full human agents, capable of understanding ourselves, and hence of defining our identity,
through our acquisition of rich human languages of expression. For my purposes here, I
want to take language in a broad sense, covering not only the words we speak, but also
other modes of expression whereby we define ourselves, including the “languages” of art,
of gesture, of love, and the like. But we learn these modes of expression through exchanges
with others. People do not acquire the languages needed for self-definition on their own.
Rather, we are introduced to them through interaction with others who matter to us--what
George Herbert Mead called “significant others.”? The genesis of the human mind is in this

sense not monological, not something each person accomplishes on his or her own, but

dialogical.

2) George Herbert Mead, Mind, Self, and Society (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1934).

Moreover, this is not just a fact about genesis, which can be ignored later on. We don’t
just learn the languages in dialogue and then go on to use them for our own plirposes. We
are of course expected to develop our own opinions, outlook, stances toward things, and to
a considerable degree through solitary reflection. But this is not how things work with
important issues, like the definition of our identity. We define our identity always in
dialogue with, sometimes in struggle against, the things our significant others want to see
in us. Even after we outgrow some of these others--our parents, for instance--and they
disappear from our lives, the conversation with them continues within us as long as we

live.?

It’s not surprising that we can find some of the seminal ideas about citizen dignity and
universal recognition, even if not in these specific terms, in Rousseau, whom I have wanted
to identify as one of the points of origin of the modern discourse of authenticity. Rousseau
is a sharp critic of hierarchical honor, of “préférences.” In a significant passage of the
Discourse on Inequality, he pinpoints a fateful moment when society takes a turn toward
corruption and injustice, when people begin to desire preferential esteem. By contrast, in
republican society, where all can share equally in the light of public attention, he sees the
source of health. But the topic of recognition is given its most influential early treatment in
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The importance of recognition is now universally acknowledged in one form or another;

on an intimate plane, we are all aware of how identity can be formed or malformed through
- 3) Th?n;;dl;ﬂogl_callty has been explored by M. M. Bakhtin and those who have drawn on his
work. See, of Bakhtin, especially Problems of Dostoyevsky' Poetics, trans. Caryl Emerson (Min-
neapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1984). See also Michael Holquist and Katerina Clark,
Mikhail Bakhtin (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1984); and James Wertsch, Voices
of the Mind (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1991)
4) See Hegel, The Phenomenology of Spirit, trans. A. V. Miller (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1977), chap. 4.




the course of our contact with significant others. On the social plane, we have a continuing
politics of equal recognition. Both planes have been shaped by the growing ideal of
authenticity, and recognition plays an essential role in the culture that has arisen around this

ideal.

On the intimate level, we can see how much an original identity needs and is vulnerable
to the recognition given or withheld by significant others. It is not surprising that in the
culture of authenticity, relationships are seen as the key loci of self-discovery and self-
affirmation. Love relationships are not just important because of the general emphasis in
modern culture on the fulfillments of ordinary needs. They are also crucial because they are

the crucibles of inwardly generated identity.

On the social plane, the understanding that identities are formed in open dialogue,
unshaped by a predefined social script, has made the politics of equal recognition more
central and stressful. It has, in fact, considerably raised the stakes. Equal recognition is not
just the appropriate mode for a healthy democratic society. Its refusal can inflict damage on
those who are denied it, according to a widespread modern view, as I indicated at the outset,
The projection of an inferior or demeaning image on another can actually distort and
oppress, to the extent that the image is internalized. Not only contemporary feminism but
also race relations and discussions of multiculturalism are undergirded by the premise that
the withholding of recognition can be a form of oppression. We may debate whether this
factor has been exaggerated, but it is clear that the understanding of identity and authenticity
has introduced a new dimension into the politics of equal recognition, which now operates
with something like its own notion of authenticity, at least so far as the denunciation of

other-induced distortions is concerned.

I1

- .

And so the discourse of recognition has become familiar to us, on two levels: First, in the
intimate sphere, where we understand the formation of identity and the self as taking place
in a continuing dialogue and struggle with significant others. And then in the public sphere,
where a politics of equal recognition has come to play a bigger and bigger role. Certain

feminist theories have tried to show the links between the two spheres.®

I want to concentrate here on the public sphere, and try to work out what a politics of

equal recognition has meant and could mean.

In fact, it has come to mean two rather different things, connected, respectively, with the
two major changes I have been describing. With the move from honor to dignity has come
a politics of universalism, emphasizing the equal dignity of all citizens, and the content of
this politics has been the equalization of rights and entitlements. What is to be avoided at
all costs is the existence of “first-class” and “second-class” citizens. Naturally, the actual
detailed measures justified by this principle have varied greatly, and have often been
controversial. For some, equalization has affected only civil rights and voting rights; for
others, it has extended into the socioeconomic sphere. People who are systematically
handicapped by poverty from making the most of their citizenship rights are deemed on this
view to have been relegated to second-class status, necessitating remedial action through
equalization. But through all the differences of interpretation, the principle of equal citizen-

ship has come to be universally accepted. Every position, no matter how reactionary, is now

5) Tﬁe;e are a number of strands that have linked these two levels, but perhaps special prominence
in recent years has been given to a psychoanalytically oriented feminism, which roots social
inequalities in the early upbringing of men and women. See, for instance, Nancy Chodorow,
Feminism and Psychoanalytic Theory (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989); and Jessica
Benjamin, Bonds of Love: Psychoanalysis, Feminism and the Problem of Domination (New York:
Pantheon, 1988).
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defended under the colors of this principle. Its greatest, most recent victory was won by the
civil rights movement of the 1960s in the United States. It is worth noting that even the
adversaries of extending voting rights to blacks in the southern states found some pretext

consistent with universalism, such as “tests” to be administered to would-be voters at the

time of registration.

By contrast, the second change, the development of the modern notion of identity, has
given rise to a politics of difference. There is, of course, a universalist basis to this as well,
making for the overlap and confusion between the two. Everyone should be recognized for
his or her unique identity. But recognition here means something else. With the politics of
equal dignity, what is established is meant to be universally the same, an identical basket of
rights and immunities; with the politics of difference, what we are asked to recognize is the
unique identity of this individual or group, their distinctness from everyone else. The idea
is that it is precisely this distinctness that has been ignored, glossed over, assimilated to a

dominant or majority identity. And this assimilation is the cardinal sin against the ideal of

authenticity.®

Now underlying the demand is a principle of universal equality. The politics of difference
is full of denunciations of discrimination and refusals of second-class citizenship. This gives
the principle of universal equality a point of entry within the politics of dignity, But once
inside, as it were, its demands are hard to assimilate to that politics. For it asks that we give
acknowledgment and status to something that is not universally shared. Or, otherwise put,
we give due acknowledgment only to what is universally present--everyone has an identity--

through recognizing what is peculiar to each. The universal demand powers an acknowledg-

6) A prime example of this charge from a feminist perspective is Carol Gilligan’s critique of
Lawrence Kohlberg's theory of moral development, for presenting a view of human development
that privileges only one facet of moral reasoning, precisely the one that tends to predominate in

boys rather than girls. See Gillgan, /n a Different Voice (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1982).

ment of specificity. ,

The politics of difference grows organically out of the politics of universal dignity
through one of those shifts with which we are long familiar, where a new understanding of
the human social condition imparts a radically new meaning to an old principle. Just as a
view of human beings as conditioned by their socioeconomic plight changed the understand-
ing of second-class citizenship, so that this category came to include, for example, people
in inherited poverty traps, so here the understanding of identity as formed in interchange,
and as possibly so malformed, introduces a new form of second-class status into our
purview. As in the present case, the socioeconomic redefinition justified social programs
that were highly controversial. For those who had not gone along with this changed
definition of equal status, the various redistributive programs and special opportunities

offered to certain populations seemed a form of undue favoritism.

Similar conflicts arise today around the politics of difference. Where the politics of
universal dignity fought for forms of nondiscrimination that were quite “blind” to the ways
in which citizens differ, the politics of difference often redefines nondiscrimination as
requiring that we make these distinctions the basis of differential treatment. So members of
aboriginal bands will get certain rights and powers not enjoyed by other Canadians, if the
demands for native self-government are finally agreed on, and certain minorities will get the

right to exclude others in order to preserve their cultural integrity, and so on.

To proponents of the original politics of dignity, this can seem like a reversal, a betrayal,
a simple negation of their cherished principle. Attempts are therefore made to mediate, to
show how some of these measures meant to accommodate minorities can after all be
justified on the original basis of dignity. These arguments can be successful up to a point.
For instance, some of the (apparently) most flagrant departures from “difference-blindness”
are reverse discrimination measures, affording people from previously unfavored groups a

competitive advantage for jobs or places in universities. This practice has been justified on
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the grounds that historical discrimination has created a pattern within which the unfavored
struggle at a disadvantage. Reverse discrimination is defended as a temporary measure that
will eventually level the playing field and allow the old “blind” rules to come back into
force in a way that doesn’t disadvantage anyone. This argument seems cogent enough --
wherever its factual basis is sound. But it won’t justify some of the measures now urged on
the grounds of difference, the goal of which is not to bring us back to an eventual
“difference-blind” social space but, on the contrary, to maintain and cherish distinctness, not
just now but forever. After all, if we're concerned with identity, then what is more

legitimate than one’s aspiration that it never be lost?”

So even though one politics springs from the other, by one of those shifts in the definition
of key terms with which we’re familiar, the two diverge quite seriously from each other.
One basis for the divergence comes out even more clearly when we go beyond what each
requires that we acknowledge--certain universal rights in one case, a particular identity on

the other--and look at the underlying intuitions of value.

7) Will Kymlicka, in his very interesting and tightly argued book Liberalism, Community and Culture
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989), tries to argue for a kind of politics of difference, notably in
relation to aboriginal rights in Canada, but from a basis that is firmly within a theory of liberal
neutrality. He wants to argue on the basis of certain cultural needs--minimally, the need for an
integral and undamaged cultural language with which one can define and pursue his of her own
conception of the good life. In certain circumstances, with disadvantaged populations, the integrity
of the culture may require that we accord them more resources or rights than others. The argument
is quite parallel to that made in relation to socioeconomic inequalities that I mentioned above.,
But where Kymlicka’s interesting argument fails to recapture the actual demands made by the
groups concerned--say Indian bands in Canada, or French-speaking Canadians--is with respect to
their goal of survival. Kymlicka’s reasoning is valid (perhaps) for existing people who find the
mselves trapped within a culture under pressure, and can flourish within it or not at all. But it
doesn’t justify measures designed to ensure survival through indefinite future generations. For the
populations concerned, however, that is what is at stake. We need only think of the historical

resonance of “la survivance” among French Canadians.

The politics of equal dignity is based on the idea that all humans are equally‘l worthy of
respect. It is underpinned by a notion of what in human beings commands respect, however
we may try to shy away from this “metaphysical” background. For Kant, whose use of the
term dignity was one of the earliest influential evocations of this idea, what commanded
respect in us was our status as rational agents, capable of directing our lives through
principles. Something like this has been the basis for our intuitions of equal dignity ever

since, though the detailed definition of it may have changed.

Thus, what is picked out as of worth here is a universal human potential, a capacity that
all humans share. This potential, rather than anything a person may have made of it, is what
ensures that each person deserves respect. Indeed, our sense of the importance of potential-
ity reaches so far that we extend this protection even to people who through some circum-
stance that has befallen them are incapable of realizing their potential in the normal way--

handicapped people, or those in a coma, for instance.

In the case of the politics of difference, we might also say that a universal potential is at
its basis, namely, the potential for forming and defining one’s own identity, as an individual,
and also as a culture. This potentiality must be respected equally in everyone. But at least
in the intercultural context, a stronger demand has recently arisen: that one accord equal
respect to actually evolved cultures. Critiques of European or white domination, to the effect
that they have not only suppressed but failed to appreciate other cultures, consider these
depreciatory judgments not only factually mistaken but somehow morally wrong. When
Saul Bellow is famously quoted as saying something like, “When the Zulus produce a
Tolstoy we will read him,”® this is taken as a quintessential statement of European arro-
gance, not just because Bellow is allegedly being de facto insensitive to the value of Zulu

culture, but frequently also because it is seen to reflect a denial in principle of human

8) I I;ave no idea whether this statement was actually made in this form by Saul Bellow, or by anyone

else. I report it only because it captures a widespread attitude, which is, of course, why the story

had currency in the first place.




equality. The possibility that the Zulus, while having the same potential for culture forma-
tion as anyone else, might nevertheless have come up with a culture that is less valuable
than others is ruled out from the start. Even to entertain this possibility is to deny human
equality. Bellow’s error here, then, would not be a (possibly insensitive) particular mistake

~in evaluation, but a denial of a fundamental principle.

To the extent that this stronger reproach is in play, the demand for equal recognition
extends beyond an acknowledgment of the equal value of all humans potentially, and comes
to include the equal value of what they have made of this potential in fact. This creates a

serious problem, as we shall see below.

These two modes of politics, then, both based on the notion of equal respect, come into
conflict. For one, the principle of equal respect requires that we treat people in a difference-
blind fashion. The fundamental intuition that humans command this respect focuses on what
is the same in all. For the other, we have to recognize and even foster particularity. The
reproach the first makes to the second is just that it violates the principle of nondiscrimina-
tion. The reproach the second makes to the first is that it negates identity by forcing people
into a homogeneous mold that is untrue to them. This would be bad enough if the mold were
itself neutral--nobody’s mold in particular. But the complaint generally goes further. The
claim is that the supposedly neutral set of difference-blind principles of the politics of equal
dignity is in fact a reflection of one hegemonic culture. As it turns out, then, only the
minority or suppressed cultures are being forced to take alien form. Consequently, the
supposedly fair and difference-blind society is not only inhuman (because suppressing

identities) but also, in a subtle and unconscious way, itself highly discriminatory.?

9) One hears both kinds of reproach today. In the context of some modes of feminism and multicul-
turalism, the claim is the strong one, that the hegemonic culture discriminates. In the Soviet Union,
however, alongside a similar reproach leveled at the hegemonic Great Russian culture, one also
hears the complaint that Marxist-Leninist communism has been an alien imposition on all equally,

even on Russia itself. The communist mold, on this view, has been truly nobody’s. Solzhenitsyn
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This last attack is the cruelest and most upsetting of all. The liberalism of equal dignity
seems to have to assume that there are some universal, difference-blind princi‘ples. Even
though we may not have defined them yet, the project of defining them remains alive and
essential. Different theories may be put forward and contested--and a number have been

proposed in our day'?--but the shared assumption of the different theories is that one such

theory is right.

The charge leveled by the most radical forms of the politics of difference is that “blind”
liberalism are themselves the reflection of particular cultures. And the worrying thought is
that this bias might not just be a contingent weakness of all hitherto proposed theories, that
the very idea of such a liberalism may be a kind of pragmatic contradiction, a particularism

masquerading as the universal.

111

Still we might want to know whether any politics of equal dignity, based on the recogni-
tion of universal capacities, is bound to be equally homogenizing. Is this true of those
models--which I inscribed above, perhaps rather arbitrarily, under the banner of Kant--that
separate equal freedom from both other elements of the Rousseauean trinity? These models
not only have nothing to do with a general will, but abstract from any issue of the

differentiation of roles. They simply look to an equality of rights accorded to citizens. Yet

has made this c]ai_m. but it is voiced by Russians of a great many different persuasions today, and
has something to do with the extraordinary phenomenon of an empire that has broken apart through
the quasi-secession of its metropolitan society.
10) See John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1971); Ronald
Dworkin, Taking Rights Seriously (London: Duckworth, 1977) and A Matter of Principle (Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1985); and Jurgen Habermas, Theorie des kommunika-

tiven Handelns (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1981)




this form of liberalism has come under attack by radical proponents of the politics of
difference as in some way unable to give due acknowledgment to distinctness. Are the
critics correct? Perhaps the best way to lay out the issue is to see it in the context of the
Canadian case, where this question has played a role in the impending breakup of the
| country. In fact, two conceptions of rights-liberalism have confronted each other, albeit in

confused fashion, throughout the long and inconclusive constitutional debates of recent

years.

The issue came to the fore because of the adoption in 1982 of the Canadian Charter of
Rights, which aligned our political system in this regard with the American one in having a
schedule of rights offering a basis for judicial review of legislation at all levels of govern-
ment. The question had to arise how to relate this schedule to the claims for distinctness put
forward by French Canadians, and particularly Quebeckers, on the one hand, and aboriginal
peoples on the other. Here what was at stake was the desire of these peoples for survival,
and their consequent demand for certain forms of autonomy in their self-government, as

well as the ability to adopt certain kinds of legislation deemed necessary for survival.

For instance, Quebec has passed a number of laws in the field of language. One regulates
who can send their children to English-language schools (not francophones or immigrants);
another requires that businesses with more than fifty employees be run in French; a third
outlaws commercial signage in any language other than French. In other words, restrictions
have been placed on Quebeckers by their government, in the name of their collective goal
of survival, which in other Canadian communities might easily be disallowed by virtue of

the Charter.!” The fundamental question was: Is this variation acceptable or not?

I1) The Supreme Court of Canada did strike down one of these provisions, the one forbidding
commercial signage in languages other than French. But in their Jjudgment the justices agreed that
it would have been quite reasonable to demand that all signs be in French, even though accom-
panied by another language. In other words, it was permissible in their view for Quebec to outlaw

unilingual English signs. The need to protect and promote the French language in the Quebec

The issue was finally raised by a proposed constitutional amendment, named after the site
of the conference where it was first drafted, Meech Lake. The Meech amendment proposed
to recognize Quebec as a “distinct society,” and wanted to make this recognition one of the
bases for judicial interpretation of the rest of the constitution, including the Charter. This
seemed to open up the possibility for variation in its interpretation in different parts of the
country. For many, such variation was fundamentally unacceptable. Examining why brings

us to the heart of the question of how rights-liberalism is related to diversity.

The Canadian Charter follows the trend of the last half of the twentieth century, and gives
a basis for judicial review on two basic scores. First, it defines a set of individual rights that
are very similar to those protected in other charters and bills of rights in Western democra-
cies, for example, in the United States and Europe. Second, it guarantees equal treatment of
citizens in a variety of respects, or, alternatively put, it protects against discriminatory
treatment on a number of irrelevant grounds, such as race or sex. There is a lot more in our
Charter, including provisions for linguistic rights and aboriginal rights, that could be under-

stood as according powers to collectivities, but the two themes I singled out dominate in the

public consciousness.

This is no accident. These two kinds of provisions are now quite common in entrenched
schedules of rights that provide the basis for judicial review. In this sense, the Western
world, perhaps the world as a whole, is following American precedent. The Americans were
the first to write out and entrench a bill of rights, which they did during the ratification of
their Constitution and as a condition of its successful outcome. One might argue that they

weren't entirely clear on judicial review as a method of securing those rights, but this

context would have justified it. Presumably this would mean that legislative restrictions on the
language of signs in another province might well be struck down for some quite other reason.
Incidentally, the signage provisions are still in force in Quebec, because of a provision of the

Charter that in certain cases allows legislatures to override judgments of the courts for a restricted

period.
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rapidly became the practice. The first amendments protected individuals, and sometimes
State governments,'” against encroachment by the new federal government. It was after the
Civil War, in the period of triumphant Reconstruction, and particularly with the Fourteenth

Amendment, which called for “equal protection” for all citizens under the laws, that the

| theme of nondiscrimination became central to Judicial review. But this theme is now on a

par with the older norm of the defense of individual rights, and in public consciousness

perhaps even ahead.

For a number of people in “English Canada,” a political society’s espousing certain
collective goals threatens to run against both of these basic provisions of our Charter, or
indeed any acceptable bill of rights. First, the collective goals may require restrictions on
the behavior of individuals that may violate their rights. For many nonfrancophone Canadi-
ans, both inside and outside Quebec, this feared outcome had already materialized with
Quebec’s language legislation. For instance, Quebec legislation prescribes, as already men-
tioned, the type of school to which parents can send their children; and in the most famous
instance, it forbids certain kinds of commercial signage. This latter provision was actually
struck down by the Supreme Court as contrary to the Quebec Bill of Rights, as well as the
Charter, and only reenacted through the invocation of a clause in the Charter that permits
legislatures in certain cases to override decisions of the courts relative to the Charter for a

limited period of time (the so-called notwithstanding clause).

But second, even if overriding individual rights were not possible, espousing collective

goals on behalf of a national group can be thought to be inherently discriminatory. In the

12) For instance, the First Amendment, which forbade Congress to establish any religion, was not
originally meant to separate church and state as such. It was enacted at a time when many states
had established churches, and it was plainly meant to prevent the new federal government from
interfering with or overruling these local arrangements. It was only later, after the Fourteenth
Amendment, following the so-called Incorporation doctrine, that these restrictions on the federal

government were held to have been extended to all governments, at any level.

modern world it will always be the case that not all those living as citizens under a certain
jurisdiction will belong to the national group thus favored. This in itself could be thought
to provoke discrimination. But beyond this, the pursuit of the collective end will probably
involve treating insiders and outsiders differently. Thus the schooling provisions of Law 101
forbid (roughly speaking) francophones and immigrants to send their children to English-

language schools, but allow Canadian anglophones to do so.

This sense that the Charter clashes with basic Quebec policy was one of the grounds of
opposition in the rest of Canada to the Meech Lake accord. The cause for concern was the
distinct society clause, and the common demand for amendment was that the Charter be
“protected” against this clause, or take precedence over it. There was undoubtedly in this
opposition a certain amount of old-style anti-Quebec prejudice, but there was also a serious

philosophical point, which we need to articulate here.

Those who take the view that individual rights must always come first, and, along with
nondiscrimination provisions, must take precedence over collective goals, are often speaking
from a liberal perspective that has become more and more widespread in the Anglo-
American world. Its source is, of course, the United States, and it has recently been
elaborated and defended by some of the best philosophical and legal minds in that society,
including John Rawls, Ronald Dworkin, Bruce Ackerman, and others.!? There are various
formulations of the main idea, but perhaps the one that encapsulates most clearly the point

that is relevant to us is the one expressed by Dworkin in his short paper entitled “Liberal-

ism.” 14)

13) Rawls, A Theory of Justice and “Justice as Fairness: Political Not Metaphysical,” Philosophy E
Public Affairs 14 (1985): 223-51; Dworkin, Taking Rights Seriously and “Liberalism,” in Public
and Private Morality, ed. Stuart Hampshire (Cambridge: Cambrige University Press, 1978); Bruce

Ackerman, Social Justice in the Liberal State (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1980).

14) Dworkin, “Liberalism.”




Dworkin makes a distinction between two kinds of moral commitment. We all have views
about the ends of life, about what constitutes a good life, which we and others ought to
strive for. But we also acknowledge a commitment to deal fairly and equally with each
other, regardless of how we conceive our ends. We might call this latter commitment

“procedural,” while commitments concerning the ends of life are “substantive.” Dworkin
claims that a liberal society is one that as a society adopts no particular substantive view
about the ends of life. The society is, rather, united around a strong procedural commitment
to treat people with equal respect. The reason that the polity as such can espouse no
substantive view, cannot, for instance, allow that one of the goals of legislation should be
to make people virtuous in one or another meaning of that term, is that this would involve
a violation of its procedural norm. For, given the diversity of modern societies, it would
unfailingly be the case that some people and not others would be commited to the favored
conception of virtue. They might be in a majority; indeed, it is very likely that they would
be, for otherwise a democratic society probably would not espouse their view. Nevertheless,
this view would not be everyone's view, and in espousing this substantive outlook the
society would not be treating the dissident minority with equal respect. It would be saying

to them, in effect, “your view is not as valuable, in the eyes of this polity, as that of your

more numerous compatriots.”

There are very profound philosophical assumptions underlying this view of liberalism,
which is rooted in the thought of Immanuel Kant, Among other features, this view under-
stands human dignity to consist largely in autonomy, that is, in the ability of each person to
determine for himself or herself a view of the good life. Dignity is associated less with any
particular understanding of the good life, such that someone’s departure from this would
detract from his or her own dignity, than with the power to consider and espouse for oneself
some view or other. We are not respecting this power equally in all subjects, it is claimed,
if we raise the outcome of some people’s deliberations officially over that of others. A
liberal society must remain neutral on the good life, and restrict itself to ensuring that

however they see things, citizens deal fairly with each other and the state deals equally with

all.

The popularity of this view of the human agent as primarily a subject of self-determining
or self-expressive choice helps to explain why this model of liberalism is so strong. But we
must also consider that it has been urged with great force and intelligence by liberal thinkers
in the United States, and precisely in the context of constitutional doctrines of judicial
review.!9 Thus it is not surprising that the idea has become widespread, well beyond those
who might subscribe to a specific Kantian philosophy, that a liberal society cannot accom-
modate publicly espoused notions of the good. This is the conception, as Michael Sandel has
noted, of the “procedural republic,” which has a very strong hold on the political agenda in
the United States, and which has helped to place increasing emphasis on judicial review on
the basis of constitutional texts at the expense of the ordinary political process of building

majorities with a view to legislative action.'®

But a society with collective goals like Quebec’s violates this model. It is axiomatic for
Quebec governments that the survival and flourishing of French culture in Quebec is a good.
Political society is not neutral between those who value remaining true to the culture of our
ancestors and those who might want to cut loose in the name of some individual goal of
self-development. It might be argued that one could after all capture a goal like survivance
for a proceduralist liberal society. One could consider the French language, for instance, as
a collective resource that individuals might want to make use of, and act for its preservation,
just as one does for clean air or green spaces. But this can’t capture the full thrust of policies
designed for cultural survival. It is not just a matter of having the French language available
for those who might choose it. This might be seen to be the goal of some of the measures

of federal bilingualism over the last twenty years. But it also involves making sure that there

15) See, for instance, the arguments deployed by Lawrence Tribe in his Abortion: The C lash of

Absolutes (New York: Norton, 1990)
16) Michael Sandel, “The Procedural Republic and the Unencumbered Self.” Political Theory 12

(1984): 81-96




Is a community of people here in the future that will want to avail itself of the opportunity
to use the French language. Policies aimed at survival actively seek to create members of
the community, for instance, in their assuring that future generations continue to identify as

French-speakers. There is no way that these policies could be seen as just providing a

facility to already existing people.

Quebeckers, therefore, and those who give similar importance to this kind of collective
goal, tend to opt for a rather different model of a liberal society. On their view, a society
can be organized around a definition of the good life, without this being seen as a depreci-
ation of those who do not personally share this definition. Where the nature of the good
requires that it be sought in common, this is the reason for its being a matter of public
policy. According to this conception, a liberal society singles itself out as such by the way
in which it treats minorities, including those who do not share public definitions of the good,
and above all by the rights it accords to all of its members. But now the rights in question
are conceived to be the fundamental and crucial ones that have been recognized as such
from the very beginning of the liberal tradition: rights to life, liberty, due process, free
speech, free pracice of religion, and so on. On this model, there is a dangerous overlooking
of an essential boundary in speaking of fundamental rights to things like commercial
signage in the language of one’s choice. One has to distinguish the fundamental liberties,
those that should never be infringed and therefore ought to be unassailably entrenched, on
one hand, from privileges and immunities that are important, but that can be revoked or

restricted for reasons of public policy--although one would need a strong reason to do this--

on the other.

A society with strong collective goals can be liberal, on this view, provided it is also
capable of respecting diversity, especially when dealing with those who do not share its
common goals; and provided it can offer adequate safeguards for fundamental rights. There
will undoubtedly be tensions and difficulties in pursuing these objectives together, but such

a pursuit is not impossible, and the problems are not in principle greater than those

encountered by any liberal society that has to combine, for example, liberty and equality,

]
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or prosperity and justice.

Here are two incompatible views of liberal society. One of the great sources of our
present disharmony is that the two views have squared off against each other in the last
decade. The resistance to the “distinct society” that called for precedence to be given to the
Charter came in part from a spreading procedural outlook in English Canada. From this
point of view, attributing the goal of promoting Quebec’s distinct society to a government
is to acknowledge a collective goal, and this move had to be neutralized by being subordi-
nated to the existing Charter. From the standpoint of Quebec, this attempt to impose a
procedural model of liberalism not only would deprive the distinct society clause of some
of its force as a rule of interpretation, but bespoke a rejection of the model of liberalism on
which this society was founded. Each society misperceived the other throughout the Meech
Lake debate. But here both perceived each other accurately--and didn’t like what they saw.
The rest of Canada saw that the distinct society clause legitimated collective goals. And
Quebec saw that the move to give the Charter precedence imposed a form of liberal society

that was alien to it, and to which Quebec could never accommodate itself without surrender-

ing its identity.

I have delved deeply into this case because it seems to me to illustrate the fundamental
questions. There is a form of the politics of equal respect, as enshrined in a liberalism of
rights, that is inhospitable to difference, because (a) it insists on uniform application of the
rules defining these rights, without exception, and (b) it is suspicious of collective goals. Of
course, this doesn’t mean that this model seeks to abolish cultural differences. This would
be an absurd accusation. But I call it inhospitable to difference because it can’t accommo-
date what the members of distinct societies really aspire to, which is survival. This is (b) a
collective goal, which (a) almost inevitably will call for some variations in the kinds of law

we deem permissible from one cultural context to another, as the Quebec case clearly shows.
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I think this form of liberalism is guilty as charged by the proponents of a politics of
difference. Fortunately, however, there are other models of liberal society that take a
different line on (a) and (b). These forms do call for the invariant defense of certain rights,
of course. There would be no question of cultural differences determining the application
of habeas corpus, for example. But they distinguish these fundamental rights from the broad
‘range of immunities and presumptions of uniform treatment that have sprung up in modern
cultures of judicial review. They are willing to weigh the importance of certain forms of
uniform treatment against the importance of cultural survival, and opt sometimes in favor
of the latter. They are thus in the end not procedural models of liberalism, but are grounded

very much on judgments about what makes a good life--judgments in which the integrity of

cultures has an important place.

Although I cannot argue it here, obviously I would endorse this kind of model. Indisput-
ably, though, more and more societies today are turning out to be muticultural, in the sense
of including more than one cultural community that wants to survive. The rigidities of

procedural liberalism may rapidly become impractical in tomorrow’s world.

IV

The politics of equal respect, then, at least in this more hospitable variant, can be cleared
of the charge of homogenizing difference. But there is another way of formulating the

charge that is harder to rebut. In this form, however, it perhaps ought not to be rebutted, or

so I want to argue.

The charge I'm thinking of here is provoked by the claim sometimes made on behalf of
“difference-blind” liberalism that it can offer a neutral ground on which people of all
cultures can meet and coexist. On this view, it is necessary to make a certain number of

distinctions--between what is public and what is private, for instance, or between politics

|
|
1

and religion--and only then can one relegate the contentious differences to a sphere that does

not impinge on the political. 3

But a controversy like that over Salman Rushdie’s Satanic Verses shows how wrong this
view is. For mainstream Islam, there is no question of separating politics and religion the
way we have come to expect in Western liberal society. Liberalism is not a possible meeting
ground for all cultures, but is the political expression of one range of cultures, and quite
incompatible with other ranges. Moreover, as many Muslims are well aware, Western
liberalism is not so much an expression of the secular, postreligious outlook that happens to
be popular among liberal intellectuals as a more organic outgrowth of Christianity--at least
as seen from the alternative vantage point of Islam. The division of church and state goes
back to the earliest days of Christian civilization. The early forms of separation were very
different from ours, but the basis was laid for modern developments. The very term secular

was originally part of the Christian vocabulary.'”

All this is to say that liberalism can’t and shouldn’t claim complete cultural neutrality.
Liberalism is also a fighting creed. The hospitable variant I espouse, as well as the most
rigid forms, has to draw the line. There will be variations when it comes to applying the
schedule of rights, but not where incitement to assassination 1s coﬁcerned. But this should
not be seen as a contradiction. Substantive distinctions of this kind are inescapable in
politics, and at least the nonprocedural liberalism I was describing is fully ready to accept

this.

But the controversy is nevertheless disturbing. It is so for the reason I mentioned above:
that all societies are becoming increasingly multicultural, while at the same time becoming
more porous. Indeed, these two developments go together. Their porousness means that they
_-_.1'_!) The 1:;ou;t_m well argued in Larry Siedentop, “Liberalism: The Christian Connection,” Times

Literary Supplement, 24-30 March 1989, p. 308. 1 have also discussed these issues in “The
Rushdie Controversy,” in Public Culture 2, no. 1 (Fall 1989): 118-22.
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are more open to multinational migration; more of their members live the life of diaspora,
whose center is elsewhere. In these circumstances, there is something awkward about
replying simply, “This is how we do things here.” This reply must be made in cases like
the Rushdie controversy, where “how we do things” covers issues such as the right to life

and to freedom of speech. The awkwardness arises from the fact that there are substantial
numbers of people who are citizens and also belong to the culture that calls into question
our philosophical boundaries. The challenge is to deal with their sense of marginalization

without compromising our basic political principles.

This brings us to the issue of multiculturalism as it is often debated today, which has a
lot to do with the imposition of some cultures on others, and with the assumed superiority
that powers this imposition. Western liberal societies are thought to be supremely guilty in
this regard, partly because of their colonial past, and partly because of their marginalization
of segments of their populations that stem from other cultures. It is in this context that the
reply “this is how we do things here” can seem crude and insensitive. Even if, in the nature
of things, compromise is close to impossible here--one either forbids murder or allows it--
the attitude presumed by the reply is seen as one of contempt. Often, in fact, this presump-

tion is correct. Thus we arrive again at the issue of recognition.

Recognition of equal value was not what was at stake--at least in a strong sense--in the
preceding section. There it was a question of whether cultural survival will be acknowledged
as a legitimate goal, whether collective ends will be allowed as legitimate considerations in
judicial review, or for other purposes of major social policy. The demand there was that we
let cultures defend themselves, within reasonable bounds. But the further demand we are
looking at here is that we all recognize the equal value of different cultures; that we not only

let them survive, but acknowledge their worth.




