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The Annual Couchiching 2007 Conference
The Stranger Next Door: Making Diversity Work
August 9 12, 2007

Executive Summary

The Couchiching Institute on Public Affairs chose the topic of The Stranger Next Door: Making Diversi ty
Work for its 2007 annual conference on August 9 12 . The four-day conference brought together a well-
rounded selection of speakers with a diverse group of delegates that ranged from students and young
Canadians to professionals and bureaucrats and interested citizens to retired civil servants and teachers
from across the country. They came to Couchiching to explore the topics of social cohesion, pluralism,
intercultural dialogue and the rapidly changing demographic profile of Canada over the coming two or
three decades. The conference examined these issues in the contexts of education, socia policy,
institutional transformation and arts policy, in an informal, relaxed setting that promoted a free and frank
discussion of the issues that define public discourse in Canada a country that has among the highest
rates of immigration from the greatest variety of countriesin the world.

The conference opened with a special youth forum, in which the recipients of the awards from the Kurt
Swinton Memorial Fund, the Aczt| Fund and the FreshMinds Fund engaged in wide-ranging discussions
about the themes of the conference maintaining a core set of values and cultural harmony in an
increasingly diverse Canadian society led by Jani ce Gross Stein, Belzberg Professor of Conflict
Management and Director of the Munk Centre for International Studies in the University of Toronto,
Haroon Siddiqui, editorial page editor emeritus of the Toronto Sar, and Will Kymlicka, Canada Research
Chair in Palitical Philosophy at Queen s University. These three individuals, all contributors to the recently
published book Uneasy Partners: Multiculturalism and Rights in Canada, then carried the discussions
further in an introductory plenary session that explored the conflict between equality rights and the
implementation of multiculturalism policy in Canada.

This introductory session was followed by the keynote address on Thursday evening by Tariq Ramadan,
senior research fellow at Oxford University. Ramadan set the standard high for the discussions to come
over the next three days by addressing the changes that society has gone through and the challenges of
diversity, not only within Canada but also in considering Canada s place in the world.

Friday started with a discussion of Canadas intercultural and multicultura nature and shared values:
Canada: Who Shall We Be? Will Kymlickaaswell as Michael Adams, president of Environics Research
Group, and Veronica Lacey of the Learning Partnership discussed immigration policy frameworks,
demographics and diversity in the school system. At lunch, Joan Andrew, deputy minister of Ontario s
Ministry of Citizenship and Immigration, extended the discussion to talk about credentialling and skills
development. Then, in Couchiching tradition, delegates and speakers alike formed discussion groups under
the trees to discuss various topics among themselves: working skills development, the limits of tolerance,
diversity in government and in the justice system, the economics of immigration, diversity in the media,
and so on.

The evening session tackled the topic of security, public safety and the freedom to express ones own
identity. The discussion was begun by Audrey Macklin from the University of Toronto s Faculty of Law,
Sophie Body-Gendrot, a professor from the Universitd Sorbonne, and Ontario Provincial Police chief
superintendent Kate Lines, and was moderated by the North American managing editor of the Financial
Times, Christia Freeland. As always, the discussion developed into an exchange with the audience as
delegates lined up to ask questions, explore ideas and challenge the speakers.

On Saturday, the focus shifted from an examination of who Canadians are to how we manage diversity. In
the morning, Ratna Omidvar, executive director of The Maytree Foundation and chair of the board of
Toronto Regional Immigration Employment Council, Marie McAndrew of the Universitd de Montrdal and
Bob Watts of the Residential Schools Commission and former Chief of Staff to the National Chief of the
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Assembly of First Nations talked about the response of Canadian institutions and businesses to the
changing society and reasonable accommodation.

After lunch, in a session titled Putting Diverse T alents to Work, Milton Wong, chancellor emeritus o f
Simon Fraser University and chair of HSBC Asset Management Canada, and Alden Habacon, CBC s
Manager of Diversity Initiatives, engaged in alively discussion about the cultural makeup of the Canadian
workforce and the interplay between technology and cultural identity. Then, once again, delegates and
speakers formed discussion groups to work through the ideas and challenges brought out in the plenary
sessions.

Saturday evening s topic posed the question of whether a mainstream Canadian culture exists and defines
us. CBC Radio s Nora Young moderated a freewheeling discussion among four of the country s most
accomplished figures, representing various facets of the arts: Marie Clements, artistic director and producer
of urban ink productions and playwright in residence at the National Arts Centre, George Jonas, writer,
poet and journalist, Zarqga Nawaz, creator of the hit TV series Little Mosque on the Prairie and producer of
Fundamentalist Films, and award-winning novelist Lawrence Hill.

On Sunday morning, the fifth Couchiching Award for Excellence in Public Policy Leadership was awarded
to Preston Manning. As the founder of two national parties that changed the face of federal politics in
Canada, Manning has had a profound impact on public policy, not to mention politics.

Following the award presentation, the conference looked outside Canada to consider the notion of
citizenship in a world with fluid borders and decreased emphasis on the nation-state. Moderator Drew
Fagan, assistant deputy minister in the Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade, opened the
discussion by talking about Canada s diaspora. Former foreign minister Pierre Pettigrew followed with a
lively discussion with Farouk Shamas Jiwa, a Global Y outh Fellow of the Walter and Gordon foundation,
and Irvin Studen, author of What |s Canadian? 43 Responses.

The closing remarks were made by the Honourable James Bartleman, Ontario s lieutenant governor. His
comments ranged from a portrayal of his childhood in a family with both aboriginal and Scottish roots
struggling to get by in an unintegrated Ontario to his experiences as high commissioner to South Africa, to
his achievements and aspirations as lieutenant governor. In a fitting end to the conference, Bartleman
pointed to areas where change can happen: improving literacy rates, recognizing the sub-standard living
conditions in aboriginal communities here in Canada, improving governance models and finding ways to
reconcile communities and cultures to ingtill pride in being Canadian.

Thus ended four days of invigorating, stimulating and wide-ranging discussions that touched on some of
the most fundamental questions facing Canada today. The conference raised some major issues about
assumptions and perceptions about Canadian society, raising awareness about the possible tensions
between those who have arrived recently in Canada and those who arrived some time ago. Delegates
brought their own personal experiences to the discussion groups, dinner table conversations, the plenary
sessions and the cocktail receptions. In true Couchiching tradition, they left with many questions till
unasked, but many new perspectives from which to draw on to find answers, for Couchiching conferences
do not strive for consensus or a single viewpoint.
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Conf@rence annuelle 2007 du Couchiching Institute
« L @trangerd ct@ : r@ussir la diversitd »
9-12 aoldt 2007

R@sumd

La confdrence 2007 du Couchiching Ingtitute on Publc Affairs avait pour thtme
«L @tranger d ct@: rdussir la diversitd ». Cee confdrence de quatre jours, du 9 au 12 aof3t, a Buni une
liste d @minents conf@renciers et un groupe Jcledjue de ddl@guds parmi lesquels des Gtudiants, delmes
Canadiens, des professionnels, des bureaucrates et des citoyens concern@ds ainsi que des fonctionnaireset
des enseignants retraitds de partout au pays. Leurprdsence la conf@rence du Couchiching visait explorer
lesddfislids lacohdsion sociae, au pluralismeau dialogue entre les cultures, et au profil ddmayraphique
du Canada rapidement changeant au cours des deux ou trois prochaines ddicennies. La conf@rence a abordd
ces questions sous | angle de | Pducation, de la pditique sociale, de la m@tamorphose institutionnelk et de
la politique des arts. Un cadre informel et d@tendua favorisd la tenue de discussions franches et lilves sur
les enjeux qui ddfinissent le discours public au Canada un pays qui compte parmi lestaux d immigrat ion
les plus Dlevds en provenance d une trk.s grande vaditd de pays.

La conf@rence a commencd par un forum spdcia jeuseau cours duquel les laur@ats du Kurt Swinton
Memorial Fund, du Aczt| Fund et du Fresh Minds Fund ont pris part de vastes d@bats sur les tht mes &
la confdrence conserver un ensemble de valeurs et une harmonie culturelle au sein d une soci@td
canadienne de plus en plus diversifide anim@s par Janice Gross Stein, titulaire de la chaire Belzberg en
gestion de conflits et directrice du Centre d @tudes internationales Munk de | Universitd de Toronto, par
Haroon Siddiqui, @ditoriaiste et rddacteur @meritau Toronto Star, et Will Kymlicka, titulaire de la Chaire
de recherche du Canada en philosophie politique de | Universitd Queen s. Tous les trois ont collabor@au
livre rdcemment publidUneasy Partners: Multiculturalism and Rights in Canada, et ont approfondi le
ddbat lors d une sdance pl@nitre liminaire au coude laquelle il a GtP question de la lutte pour lesiroits

| Bodlitd et delamise en uvre d une politique du multiculturalisme au Canada.

Cette 9dance sest suivie le jeudi soir d un discous liminaire de Tariq Ramadan, chargd de recherche

| Universitd d Oxford. M. Ramadan a placd la barretrts haut pour les ddbats qui ont eu lieu les troigours
suivants, en traitant des changements auxquels la soci@td devait se soumettre et des enjeux lids la
diversitd, non seulement au Canada, mais aussi en examinant la place du Canada sur | @chiquier mondial

Lajourn@e de vendredi acommencd par un ddbat sliraspect interculturel et multiculturdl du Canadaains que sur
ses valeurs communes: « Le Canada: Qui devrions-nous (Ere? ». Will Kymlicka et Michad Adams, prdsmht
d Environics Research Group, et Veronica Lacey de Partenariat en @ducation, ont ddbattu des cadres dgolitique
sur [ immigration, de d@mographie et de diverstd a sein du systt me scolaire. Pendant le d ner, Joan Andrew,
sous-minigtre des Affaires civiques et de | Immigration de | Ontario, a prolongd le ddbat en abordanta question
du perfectionnement des comp@itences et de la reconmaissance des titres de comp@dtences Jtrangers. Pard suite,
dans la plus pure tradition du Couchiching, les dZ2guds et les conf@renciers ont formd des groupes descussion
dans un cadre discret pour parler entre eux de diffdrents sujets: le perfectionnement des comp@dtences
professonndles, les limites de la toldrance, la dversitd au sein du gouvernement et du systt me judiiaire, les
aspects @eonomiques de | immigration, la diversitdlansles mddias, et aind de suite.

Lors de la s@ance nocturne, il a @t@ question de sdritd, de sdcuritd publique et de libert@d d exprensa
propre identit@. Le ddbat a St@ mend par Audrey kb de |a facultd de droit de | Universitd de Torato,
par Sophie Body-Gendrot, professeure la Sorbonne, et par Kate Lines, surintendante en chef de la Police
provincidle de | Ontario, et anim@ par Christia Fresland, r@dactrice en chef (Am@rique du Nord) du
Financial Times. Comme | accoutum@e, le d@bat a @volud en Bchaegyavec le public  mesure que des
dgIGguds se mettaient en ligne pour poser des quesins, examiner des iddes et remettre en question |
conf@renciers.

Le samedi, les discussions sont passdes de | @tudeles Canadiens |a manit.re dont nous gdrons la divesitd.
Le samedi matin, Ratna Omidvar, directrice gdnJralale la Fondation Maytree et prdsidente du conseil
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d administration du Toronto Regional Immigration Employment Council (TRIEC), Marie McAndrew,
titulaire de la chaire du Canada sur | @ducation et les rapports ethniques | Universitd de Montrdal, et
Bob Watts, directeur g@ndral par intdrim de la Comission relative aux pensionnats et ancien directeur de
cabinet du Chef national de | Assembl@e des Premites Nations, ont parl@ de la rdponse des institutios et
des entreprises canadiennes la socidtd en @volutin ains que des questions d accommodements
raisonnables au Qudbec et ailleurs.

Aprts le dner, lors dune s@ance intitulde « Meter  profit la diversitd des talents», Milton Wong,
chancelier @mdrite de | Universitd Simon Fraser epr@dsident de HSBC Asset Management Canada, et
Alden Habacon, qui soccupe des mesures relatives la diversitd au rdseau anglais de Radio-Canada, on
particip@ une discussion anim@e sur la transforméion culturelle de la main-d uvre canadienne et

| interaction entre les technologies et | identitd culturelle. Par la suite, les d@I@guds et les conf@ciers ont
de nouveau form@ des groupes de discussion afin demener bien les iddes et les enjeux @voquds lorseb
sdances pl@nitres.

Le tht me abordd le samedi soir portait sur la quesibn de | existence d une culture canadienne traditi onnelle
et s celle-ci nous ddfinissait. Nora Y oung, du r=au anglais de Radio-Canada, a anim@ un ddbat librentre
quatre des figures les plus @minentes au pays, reptdsentant diffdrentes facettes des arts: Marie Clerents,
directrice artistique et productrice des Productions urban ink et du programme des Dramaturges en
rddsidence au Centre national des arts, George Jonas Qcrivain, potte et journaliste, Zarga Nawaz, crdaur de
la cdItbre srie 1l @viddtle Mosque on the Prairie et producteur de Fundamentalist Films, et Lawrence
Hill, romancitre primde.

Le dimanche matin, le cinquit me prix Couchiching Award for Excellence in Public Policy Leadership fut
ddcernd Preston Manning. Fondateur de deux partisnationaux qui ont changd le visage de la politique
fdd@rale au Canada, M. Manning a profond@ment mard@ la politique publique, sans parler de la vie
politique en g@nGral.

Aprts laremise du prix d excellence, le ddbat a tanscendd les frontitres du Canada pour @tudier laation
de citoyennet@ dans un monde og les frontitres sonffluides et og | on accorde moins d importance | tat-
nation. Drew Fagan, sous-ministre adjoint des Affaires @trangtres et du Commerce international, alan@ le
ddbat en parlant de la diaspora canadienne. Sen es suivie une discussion anim@de entre Pierre Pettigew,
ancien ministre des Affaires @trangtres, Farouk Shenas Jiwa, Global Youth Fellow de la Walter and
Duncan Gordon Foundation, et Irvin Studin, auteur de What |s Canadian? 43 Responses.

Cest | honorable James Bartleman, lieutenant-gou verneur de | Ontario, qu est revenu le mot de la fi n.
Ses commentaires allaient de | @vocation de son enfance dans sa famille d origine autochtone et @Jcossase
se d@brouillant de son mieux au sein dune province de | Ontario non intdgrde, en passant par son
expdrience en tant que haut-commissaire en Afriquedu Sud, ou encore ses r@dalisations et ses aspirations
titre de lieutenant-gouverneur. Pour terminer la conf@rence comme il convenait, M. Bartleman a citd de
domaines susceptibles de conna tre des changements : accro tre les taux d alphab@tisation, tenir compie des
conditions de vie inf@rieures la normale qui sont celles des communaut@s autochtones ici, au Canada,
am@liorer les modtles de gouvernance, et trouver de solutions pour rapprocher les communautds et les
cultures et inculquer lafiertd d GEtre Canadien.

C est sur cette note que s est achevde cette confdence de quatre jours @maillJe de vastes ddbats stinhants

et passionnants qui ont portd sur certains des enjeix les plus pressants auxquels est confrontd le Carada
aujourd hui. Lors de la confdrence ont @t aborddguelques-uns des grands enjeux concernant les

hypothtses et les appr@@hensions propos de la socidtd canadienne, sensibilisant ainsi sur les tensios
pouvant exister entre les personnes qui sont arrivies dernit.rement au Canada et celles qui sont arriv@sil y

a dgj un certain temps. Les ddl@guds ont fait partle leur exp@rience personnelle aux groupes de
discussion, lors de conversations table, de sances pl@nitres et de rdceptions. Dans la plus pure &dition

du Couchiching Institute, ils sont partis, laissant derrit.re eux de nombreuses questions qu ils n ont pas pu

poser, mais avec une multitude de nouvelles perspectives dans lesquelles puiser pour trouver des rdporses,

car les conf@rences du Couchiching ne visent pas unconsensus ou un point de vue unigue.
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The Stranger Next Door: Making Diversity Work

The Couchiching Ingtitute on Public Affairs brought together a diverse group of speakers, moderators and
participants at its 2007 conference from August 9 to 12, 2007, entitled The Stranger Next Door: Making
Diversity Work, to address issues of socia cohesi on, pluralism, intercultural dialogue and the rapidly
changing demographic profile of Canada over the coming two to three decades. The conference examined
the challenges in the realms of education, social policy, institutional transformation and arts policy. It
looked closely at those issues that define public discourse in Canada, a discourse that must take into
account the history of a country founded by three great, but very different, cultural groups (aboriginal,
French and English), and a country that today has among the highest rates of immigration, with the greatest
variety in source countries, in the world. (See transcripts in Appendix A and presenters papers in
Appendix B.)

The conference was a success, as judged by the vast mgjority of the more than 260 participants, including

some 40 students and young Canadians from a cross-section of Canadian universities, 27 principal speakers
who were experts in fields such as the law or the media, such as social sciences or the corporate and

business world. More than 70% of the presenters came from cultural backgrounds of identifiable Canadian

minorities, and more than half of those from visible minorities (see Appendix C). Their presentations,

sometimes as keynotes, sometimes on panels, were followed by vigorous question-and-answer periods. The
speakers and moderators for the 12 separate sessions, which took place over three full days and four

evenings, represented a range of organizations and backgrounds, with academic experts from the Universitd
de Montrdal, the University of Toronto, Queens Uniersity, the Sorbonne and Oxford University,

government experts from Canadas Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade, Canadian

Heritage, the Ontario Ministry of Citizenship and Culture, the City of Toronto s diversity office, as well as
the Lieutenant Governor of Ontario, a former minister of foreign affairs, the Assembly of First Nations and

the Truth and Reconciliation Commission on Residential Schools, the diversity officer for the Canadian

Broadcasting Corporations English television service, aboriginal theatre groups, the originator and

principal writer from the award-winning CBC-TV program Little Mosque on the Prairie, a senior executive
from the corporate world, the chancellor of Simon Fraser University and several speakers from significant

non-governmental organizations and foundations.

In addition to the plenary sessions, each afternoon there were eight discussion groups led by moderators
from government (Human Resources and Social Devel opment), business (Gowling Lafleur Henderson), the
arts community (Native Earth Performing Arts, VisionTV), the education sector (Colleges Integrating
Immigrants to Employment) and civil society organizations (YMCA, World University Service of Canada,
Knowledge Centre). The subjects varied, picking up the themes from the conference, such as the response
of Canadian ingtitutions to diversity, as well as covering issues such as the limits of tolerance, the role of
the arts as well as the media in socia cohesion, diversity in the government and judicial system, diversity
on Canadian university campuses and the process of integrating immigrants into the education system.
These groups were a rich opportunity to engage in a frank and open exploration of the ideas being
discussed from the auditorium stage and to benefit from the experiences and wisdom of all assembled
participants, delegates and speakers alike. And, thanks to the good weather, the discussions were held
outside on the grounds of Lake Geneva, on the shores of Lake Couchiching.

At least eight major articles in The Globe and Mail, National Post, Toronto Star, the Orillia Packet and
Times and the Canadian Ethnic Media Association, covered the conference, broadcast in its entirely and
repeated several times through August, September and into October on the national public service channel,
CPAC. The conferenceis also available for viewing on demand at CPAC s website.

In looking at diversity, socia cohesion and citizenship, the 2007 Couchiching conference examined how the
country can create an inclusive society built on intercultural understanding and maintain a core set of values a a
time of such accelerating diversity. Is there such a thing as mainstream culture? Whet role do governments and
businesses play in drawing on the talents of such amultiplicity of cultures? What does patriotism mean in this new
world? Does diversity threaten security? What can we learn from our friends south of the border, or across the
Atlantic, in living together in harmony and what  can they learn from us?
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Thursday s Discussions
Youth Forum and Introductory Panel: Uneasy Partners

The conference opened with a special Youth Forum convened for the recipients of Couchiching s Kurt
Swinton, Aczt| and Fresh Minds scholarships. Issuespecific youth-driven discussion groups were led by
Janice Gross Stein, Belzberg Professor of Conflict Management and Director of the Munk Centre for
International Studies in the University of Toronto, Haroon Siddiqui, editorial page editor emeritus of the
Toronto Sar, and Will Kymlicka, Canada Research Chair in Political Philosophy at Queen s University

all three being contributors to the recently published Uneasy Partners. Multiculturalism and Rights in
Canada. Participants explored the conflict between equality rights and the implementation of
multiculturalism policy in contemporary Canada. This discussion was brought forward to a plenary session
entitled Uneasy Partners, which set a high standa rd and lively tone for the discussions to follow, covering
the issues of the friction between the rights of freedom of religion and equality, the impact of diversity on
social harmony, and immigration policy.

Opening Keynote Address: The Challenge of Diversity

The conference formally opened on Friday evening with a keynote address by Tariq Ramadan, senior
research fellow at Oxford University. He spoke about the changes that society has undergone, requiring
adaptation through discussion and political action. Because the differences among cultures are complex,
definitions and concepts themselves differ according to different cultural frames of reference. Ramadan
concluded that we sometimes must change the words [themselves] to keep the meaning.

He noted that globalization is challenging the self-identities of individuals and cultures, which in turn leads
us to question who we are and whether we are part of Canada, or part of Canada and the world. The influx
of new cultures leads to challenges from both sides. New Canadians must deal with different morals
imposed on them, while older Canadians must adjust to an increasing number of people of foreign
backgrounds and cultures. Both can react defensively and with a certain amount of fear, but what must be
realized isthat these reactions are natural and that they are felt by both sides.

Ramadan suggested that this tension could be addressed by setting objectives to create peaceful societies
that also protect equality and the equality of rights. This, however, also means addressing the equality of
power, because economic opportunity and access to power are both essential to equality. In this context, we
can redefine the new we that is Canada as all the people striving together to create a peaceful society
where both equality and equal respect reign.

Ramadan talked about the duty of integration and the duty of consistency. The duty of integration is the
obligation both of a new citizen to learn the national language and culture in his or her new land, and of the
society and state to extend the education of new citizens beyond simply requiring conformity to the rule of
law. While we live in structured communities and, all members being equal, we must all obey the laws of
the land, societies are much more than that, and culture and history must be accounted for. A new citizen,
he said, cannot be truly free without knowing the national language.

The duty of consistency refers to the recognition that, despite the ideal of equal rights, racism,
discrimination and prejudice still exist at the grassroots level and this situation is unacceptable. For
success, the duty of integration must be met with the duty of consistency.

Fear and inferiority remain significant problems, but the greatest problem is a lack of creativity. Creative
solutions are needed, and they can come in the form of poetry, movies, books and music. It is not a
situation of you must integrate but rather, inte grate yourself into the culture and language. By doing
this, it will increase how well we know each other and with this knowledge will come the critical loyalty
that is necessary for true democracy.
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Other issues will contribute to a successful intercultural, socially cohesive society. Canadians must also
reassess their history in the education system, according to Ramadan, as the country was not built only by
white Canadians. And the responsibility of dealing with these issues must also fall on the media. A
disproportionate amount of coverage of events focuses on the problems and not the successes of
multiculturalism.

In terms of protection from terrorism, Ramadan said that terrorism cannot be dealt with by immigration
based on prejudice, nor is the solution to force integration. For progress in building trust with the Muslim
world, the West should first acknowledge that there is a lack of trust, governments must make it clear that
any form of racism is unacceptable and citizens must demand this from their governments, and there must
be equal opportunity for al people at the grassroots level. However, as he pointed out, this requires a
positive outlook and patience.

The next two generations will face challenging times, concluded Ramadan, but our job and theirs is
to make the situation better for al of us. Optimism should not be confused with naivety, but with
committed citizens we can work toward building the ultimate goal of better living together.

Friday s Discussions
Canada: Who Shall We Be?

The opening plenary session on Friday morning determined that, to be able to talk intelligently about
diversity, social cohesion and citizenship in Canada, it was important to get the facts right, but also to
appreciate the profound contribution of Canadian thinkers to the global discussion of these issues. As with
all the sessions, there was a lively exchange between the speakers and the audience members, which
extended the presentations and brought more issues into the open.

Will Kymlicka said that there are three different policy frameworks, which he likened to silos, dealing with
three different types of diversity in Canada that have emerged historically at different times. Thefirst silois
for aboriginal peoples, including the issues of self-governance, rights and fiduciary trusts. The second silo
is the relationships between the two original colonial societies, the British and the French. The third silo is
groups that have their origin in Canada after it was established as a sovereign state. Together they make up
the Canadian model. All three are vital to the success of Canada and success is impossible unless all three
frameworks are working properly.

Canada has had a long history of immigration but people are expected to assimilate, said Kymlicka. Any
group seen as incapable of doing so was excluded from immigration to Canada. Canada has shifted from
racialy restricted immigration to race-neutral immigration based on the point system. We also replaced
assimilation with the multiculturalism policy in 1971. Everyone should be free to participate in public life
without having to hide his or her ethnic identity. The core foundations of these three silos were put in place
in one decade aperiod of intense liberalization in human rights in Canadian society. The transformation
of diversity policies must thus be seen as part of the larger process of liberalization and human rights
reform.

Kymlicka described the Canadian model, which, given our demography and history, accommodates
diversity and also acknowledges that colonization and institutions have historically privileged some groups.
We want to construct relations of equal citizenship. Canada s constitution and the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms upholds the ideals of human rights and shared liberal ideals. Many think multiculturalism is
based on cultural relativism, but in fact this has nothing to do with the formation of the multiculturalism
policy in Canada. Newcomers are offered a set of rights that are available to them when they become
citizens.

These diversity policies can be seen as a kind of third wave of the human rights revolution, according to
Kymlicka. The first wave is decolonization at the international level. The second wave is the racia
desegregation movements that started in the United States. The third wave is a struggle for various kinds of
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recognition of diversity, around the world. These three waves are attempts to overcome legacies of earlier
racial and ethnic hierarchies that have been built into society for decades, if not centuries. Earlier relations
of hierarchy must be converted into relations of democratic citizenship. This process has implications for
how success is measured. If diversity policies are based on human rights and rooted in liberal democratic
values, what would count as success?

Kymlicka asserts that two tests should be applied: Are we making progress in creating equality across
ethnic, racial and religious lines? And are we protecting the rights of individuals within groups? We want
freedom within groups and equality among groups. We don t want some members of groups to be able to
discriminate against other members of the group. Kymlicka thinks the rights of individuals are reasonably
well protected in Canada, but we are doing a mixed job with respect to creating equality across al lines.
Whatever our failings or incompleteness, those basic pillars put in place in the 1960s were the right ones,
and they are not reasons to reject those basic pillars that we built upon.

Michael Adams, president of Environics Research Group, said that understanding social change is very
important to understanding the trajectory that we are following. It is important not to look at all the things
that are going wrong; we also need some positive news about what is working. Canada wants to be a place
where people from all over the world can come, where people care about skills and not nations of origin.
Canada s foreign-born population as a percentage of its total population is 19%. Between 1991 and 2000,
the majority of immigrants to Canada came from non-European countries.

The Greater Toronto Area receives 43% of all new immigrants every year, said Adams. Fourteen groupsin
Toronto have more than 1% of the population in Toronto. The proportion of immigrants to Canada who
become naturalized is higher than in anywhere else in the world and is nearly double the next country. We
want them to be citizens, and they want to become citizens.

Adams explained that Canadian immigration policy requires that newcomers have certain qualifications,
and the first thing an immigrant does islook for ajob and a place to live. Immigrating isahugerisk, and is
an enormous transition and sacrifice on the part of the individual. Yet although it is astounding that so
many newcomers still have enough energy left to get civically engaged, many are so caught up in trying to
survive that such civic engagement seems like a dream. We need to fight discrimination and help people
get jobs equal to their qualifications, and then their civic engagement and public participation will follow.

Canada is the only country with foreign-born representation in each of its political parties, according to
Adams. Indeed, the initial humbers show that people from different countries get involved in Canadian
politics. In the United States, many consider the idea of new Americans getting involved in politics as
ridiculous. But people who come to Canada know they need to be civically engaged. In fact, people are
elected here in areas that do not even reflect their ethnicity.

On the issue of ethnic-based political movements, Kymlicka said that compared to most other western
democracies, immigrants have been able to access mainstream political parties in Canada, and parties seek
support in immigrant ethnic groups. In some other countries, such as France, parties are willing to give up
the immigrant vote, but in Canada newcomers have not been excluded from the mainstream parties in such
away as to make the rationale for the formation of ethnic-based political parties.

Adams pointed out that some researchers have made the claim that Canada does not have ethnic ghettos.
[talians in the 1980s were more ethnically concentrated than the Chinese today. Ethnic enclaves reflect self-
selection. Groups that live in ethnic enclaves are more economically successful than those who do not.
Areas where we are not doing well are those where there are many different groups and they share their
poverty. However, most immigrants report improvements to their material lives after their immigration to
Canada, and 84% of new Canadians say that they would make the same decision again to immigrate to
Canada. Canadians are most likely of any G8 country to say that immigrants are good for the economy.
Canadians are least likely to say that immigrants commit more crime. Canadians are the most supportive of
immigration. Canadians are telling us that multiculturalism isincreasingly central to our identity.
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Veronica Lacey, president and CEO of the Learning Partnership, said that people who have no children in
school make up 70% of the Canadian population. In a recent study, the Learning Partnership found that
Canadian children are doing very well in school, second to Finland in literacy and third to Japan and Korea
in math and science. However, because of rural depopulation, schools across Canada in rural environments
are getting smaller and are being closed. Furthermore, young people in rural schools are under-performing
compared to young people in urban environments. The school is the only public ingtitution that brings
together people from so many different cultures, religions and races to learn how to be a Canadian, and
60% of Canadians believe that Canadian schools are effective in meeting the needs of immigrants.

In a city such as Toronto, with a broad linguistic diversity, many people feel that maintaining a common
educational standard requires fluency in English or French. However, according to Lacey, there is
insufficient funding for teaching English as a second language: it takes five years for a child to become
comfortable with a language. Because a child may be quite literate in a language other than English or
French, that child should be taught in his or her primary language.

Immigration is seen as having a bigger impact on education in Ontario, yet Ontarians are relatively more
likely to support resources to support aboriginal children. In the Prairies, the Learning Partnership found a
growing number of aboriginal people are seen to have the greatest impact on education, but support for
education of aboriginal children is average. The data indicate that more immigrants and visible minorities
pursue post-secondary education more than do Canadian-born youth. Y et when they get to the workplace,
there are fewer opportunities for them.

However, Lacey deplored the quality of aboriginal education. In Alberta or Saskatchewan only 25% of
students graduate from secondary school, and even lower in Igaluit. In Canada, there is a group of children
who face greater hardship in the educational system than any other group and thisis a matter of con cern
to al every single Canadian in the country. It is well known that a family s socioeconomic background and
attitude toward education have a direct impact on the opportunities that young people seek for themselves.
In families that believe that education is the key to success, those children will succeed. In terms of the
aboriginal community, most young children live on reserves. People who live on the margins have the same
separation and identity crisis as other groups.

Lacey, whose background is in teaching, deplored the fact that Canadais the only country with no national
policy on education, although it is understandable given our political and cultural history. However, as a
result it is a struggle to find a common vision, and there are internal barriers in the educational system.
Recommendations for school boards dealing with visible minorities come into play only when there is a
crisis; otherwise they are forgotten. Our schooling must ensure that our visible minorities are taught by
teachers who look like them. They have to see themselves reflected as being successful. We need these
heroes in school.

With regard to faith-based education, Lacey warned that if attention is not paid to the demands of our
communities, they will form their own school systems and the public school system will become fractured.
The public school system should be the umbrella for al, so a model must be developed to allow individual
communities to identify their needs but subscribe to the values of the whole.

Lacey felt that, with her own experience both as a teacher and as an immigrant, Canada is the best place to
be, but it will take the will of everyone, not just the politicians, to say that these are our children and
they are our future.

Unleashing All Our Diversity of Talents

Joan Andrew, Ontario s deputy minister of Citizenship and Immigration of the Ontario government, gave a
lunchtime address on unleashing al our diversity of talents, from the perspective of Canadas large st
provincial government. She told the conference about the emphasis that her ministry puts on what it sees as
some of Ontario s greatest challenges: to continue the successful absorption of newcomers from all over the
world and to enable them to contribute all of their skills in a way that benefits both them and the wider
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Canadian society. The ministry is committed to several initiatives aimed at improving pathways for
immigrants to employment and social inclusion, including support for bridging initiatives such as the
Toronto Region Immigrant Employment Council and Colleges Integrating Immigrants to Employment, and
to finding ways to recognize the professional credentials of people who received their training outside
Canada.

Following Andrew stalk, participants formed discussion groups that looked at conference themes including
working skills development, the UNESCO Universa Declaration on Cultural Diversity, the limits of
tolerance, and diversity in the federal Cabinet and Supreme Court.

Diverse Threatsto Security?

Friday evening s plenary session examined the issue of diversity and security. It was moderated by Christia
Freeland, the managing editor of the North American bureau of the Financial Times, who contributed much
to the lively discussion. University of Toronto law professor Audrey Macklin led the discussion by
addressing the question of whether tensions exist in the relationship between security and diversity. The
first answer she gave was affirmative: diversity (such as race, religion or sexuality) can contribute to the
breakdown of social bounds, which therefore gives rise to insecurity so that the state must intervene, and so
there must be a focus on building social cohesion and generating trust in disparate social groups.

The second answer was more qualified. It is not diversity that is threatening to security, but specific entities
that are threatening. Thus, in a post September 11 environment, the threat is often thought to refer to
Muslim men, and the question becomes one hinging on what threats Muslim men pose to security. This
question is uncomfortable and troubling, but if this is really the question, then we should deal with it
directly.

Macklin noted that there is a widespread, unstated framing of this issue: security requires giving up some
rights, or security can be bought with rights. For example, in the case of Maher Arar, the Syrian-born
Canadian who was deported by U.S. officials to his native country where he was tortured, human rights
were indeed violated and traded off for security concerns. Torture is a violation of the greatest human right,
that of one s humanity. It is meant to break the individual as a human, reducing the person as a human
being. This case deals with the issue of legal citizenship. And in the case of Manickavasagam Suresh, the
Supreme Court was asked if a non-citizen could be deported even if the individual likely faced torture.
Suresh had entered Canada as a refugee but faced deportation because of suspected tiesto the Tamil Tigers,
agroup engaged in terrorist activitiesin his native Sri Lanka. The court concluded that deportation in such
circumstances was against Canada s policy except in some unspecified cases.

When asked what rights could be given up for security, Macklin said there is no universally applicable
answer. There are only case-specific deviations for giving up human rights. In legal terms, the question is
always whether the surrender of rights is demonstrably justified. The response requires concrete evidence
of the need for the infringement on rights because the general concept of security does not legally count.
Theanswer just trust us, when coming from govern ment or legal bodies, is not good enough.

Macklin also addressed torture. In order to be able to construct torture as acceptable, we first have to think
of the person as incorrigible. We must attribute that person with characteristics of irrationality, so that
individual is non-fully human. It thus becomes permissible to do things to that person, who is seen as not
fully human.

Another important consideration, according to Macklin, is access to information. In national security cases,
the Canadian government can refuse to disclose information to alleged terrorists, even if this infringes on
their ability to defend themselves legally because of security certificates against non-citizens. This was
evident during Arar sinquiry, when information was not released to the public or other actors. Today it has
been revealed that the withheld information was not critical to national security but that, rather, it was
embarrassing to the government.
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The balance between rights and security is also a consideration in arbitrary detention. For example, in the
United States after September 11, severa thousand people whose ethnic background was from severa
countries with a Muslim majority were required to clarify their citizenship status. Many hundreds were
detained, even up to severa years, but there was never determined to be a security issue with any of them.

Sophie Body-Gendrot from Paris s Sorbonne University discussed the need for safety and the effect of the
media on the anxiety of the general population. She focused on urban life, because city spaces are generally
portrayed as theatres of unexpected violence, and asked two questions: Can a population be protected
without liberties being violated? How does the municipal level of government deal with threats to security?

Body-Gendrot said that we believe we think with words when, in fact, words think through us, and she
suggested reflecting on the word security. For ex ample, the event of the murder of Theo Van Gogh, a
Dutch citizen, by a man of Middle Eastern background was culturally interpreted in the Netherlands as a
wound afflicted on Dutch society, so much so that the country s belief in its multicultural values was
shattered and negative stereotypes about Muslims abounded.

People see the issue of homegrown terrorism as a collapse of the socia contract, according to Body-
Gendrot. There is pressure on the government authorities to lock up these others and remove them fro m
the protection of the social contract. This punitive populism abinary vision of us-versusthem ca nbe
seen in American gated communities. Emile Durkheim discussed this issue a century ago: when society
suffers, it seeks revenge againgt its fear, and the most easily found are those who are naturally aready in
disfavour. These people become scapegoats.

In the case of the 2005 riots in France, Body-Gendrot said the young men who were burning cars were also
competing with each other to see who had burned more cars. This was similar to the violence of the Black
Panther movement in the United States. Even though some of their houses were ruined and their comrades
died, those at the centre of the movement felt vindicated because other people had seen them. Thus, it was
the media that made sense of this situation. Violence became contagious because of attention paid by the
media. During the 2007 French presidential campaign these riots were the elephant in the room, but the
result is visible ethnic diversity among the elected officials. The attorney general and the person in charge
of human rights, for example, are both visible minorities, and both women.

Body-Gendrot pointed out that because social order and disorder are so deeply interrelated, it is not helpful
to see them as binary elements. The focus instead should be on the emergence of stable and instable spaces
in the global environment.

Kate Lines, chief superintendent of the Ontario Provincial Police, noted that the OPP is in the process of
recognizing diversity as a positive attribute and trandating it into a better working environment for
employees and the community at large. The OPP must try to police a diverse society effectively, while at
the same time internally becoming a more diverse organization. To do so requires all parties to endorse the
importance of diversity, to communicate the shared future vision and to conduct a critical examination of
current operating procedures.

As part of the process, the OPP held Diversity Dialogues, meetings with all employees to discuss their
needs for diversity. More than 18,000 civilian employees and 50,000 uniformed employees in 166
detachments and satellite offices have participated.

Lines emphasized that the OPP embraces diversity. This requires shifting our paradigm to a shared vision
of diversity. The OPP is working on creating a diverse pool of recruits for hire and promotion that will
match its various needs, such as intelligence officers who have a cultural or linguistic advantage when
relating to a particular group being investigated.

In al, she said, public trust and confidence must always be earned. The OPP must work with the public to
ensure safety and confidence.
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Saturday s Discussions
Are Canadian Ingtitutions Adapting to Diversity?

If Friday morning looked at who we are, Saturday morning s session looked at how we might manage it al |
to the benefit of each of usascitizensinacou ntry some may no longer recognize.

Ratna Omidvar, executive director of The Maytree Foundation, introduced a pragmatic view of diversity
that does not argue the strengths or weaknesses of diversity but considers it a practical expression with
barriers that need to be broken down.

As an example of an ingtitutional response to diversity, Omidvar recounted how one bank lowered the level
of the counters in a branch in the ethnically diverse city of Markham, Ontario, to meet the height of its
South Asian clientele. However, she pointed to the Boy Scouts of Canada as an example of the many not-
for-profit organizations that have been slow to recognize the changes in the world around it. The Toronto
Public Library has successfully reached out to a diverse base to guard against obsolescence, and provides a
multilingual audience access interpreters, support for citizenship classes and help with employment.

The bottom line, she said, is for institutions and organizations to recognize their customer base and change
according to their needs.

Omidvar pointed out that discrimination against minority groups has not stopped because of the Charter of
Rights and Freedoms, but it is certainly harder for institutions to discriminate. Furthermore, ingtitutions
involved with politics, agencies, sports and commissions should also respond to Canadas diversity. For
example, in the 2006 federal election, only 24 members of the 308 elected to the House of Commons are
members of a visible minority. At al levels of government, the voice of visible minority communities is
often muted due to a lack of participation, and communities need to work together to re-create rules and
restrictions. For example, there is a current proposal of electoral reform at the municipal level that would
allow landed immigrants the right to vote and would consequently encourage minority groups to participate
in civic life. It is also important for the boards and commissions of our public institutions to reflect the
diversity and heterogeneity of our population.

Marie McAndrew of the Universitd de Montrdal openedher remarks about reasonable accommodation by
stating that, at best, multiculturalism is often treated as an add-on to society. Y et, paradoxicaly , thereisa
growing sense that we have gone too far to adapt to religious and cultural diversity (for example allowing
the wearing of hijabsin schools). This sense is often perpetuated by politicians and members of the media.

McAndrew described a tension between two main concepts one, whether or not visible accommodation
is troublesome and, two, the degree of accommodation and its compatibility with an institution s mandate,
such as balancing the accommodation of the fasting period for Ramadan with the concerns of educators and
administrators. She pointed to several controversies born out of a misunderstanding of shared citizenship,
and noted that they may be fuelled by a lack of inclusive language. She said that we need to compare and
consider the various sets of values among themselves, and not compare all of them to one single
fundamental value.

McAndrew declared that the concept of reasonable accommodation should be distinct from both the
voluntary adjustments to promote integration and from the integration of newcomers. She also promoted
the concept of a collectivity of citizens, rather than adhering to the more conventional notion of minorities
and majorities.

Bob Watts, interim director of the Residential Schools Commission and former Chief of Staff to the
National Chief of the Assembly of First Nations, answered the question of whether Canadian institutions
are adapting to diversity with a resounding no, but stated that there was hope. For a group of people that is
often too visible, said Watts, the history of First Nations peoples and their existence are often invisible.
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Sovereignty the transfer of power from non-tribal  decision makers matters. Furthermore, stable
institutions and policies are critical for the development of and reconciliation with tribes.

Watts cited various examples of the mistreatment of indigenous tribes in Canada as a way to highlight his
answer. For example, in the court case of the Nisgaa tribe versus British Columbia, premier Gordon
Campbell argued that the treaty was not valid, while the tribe was frustrated because the powers of Canada
were not fairly distributed, especially since no indigenous tribes played a key role in the formation of
Confederation. This is obviously against the main purpose of Confederation, namely to reconcile diversity
with unity and to use federalism as a mechanism of reconciliation.

Using the residential schools issue as a key example, Watts explained that reconciliation is not the
transferring of guilt, but the asking of a question how do we share the future? Reconciliation is
something that happens among individuals, families and communities, and not just figureheads.

Putting Diverse Talentsto Work

The cultural makeup of Canada s workforce is destined to change dramatically over the next few decades.
Does diversity deter or encourage meeting economic challenges?

Milton Wong, chancellor emeritus of Simon Fraser University and chair of HSBC Asset Management,
responded to this question by underscoring the importance of describing Canada as a tapestry, to celebrate
the multiple strands that woven together constitute Canada. He believes that Canada has been headed
toward pluralism, a more specific and less nebulous concept than what is implied by multiculturalism. He
referred to Charles Taylor who describes the liberal traditions of equa dignity and the politics of
difference, two thoughts that are, on the surface, incompatible, but that can coexist with equal respect and
recognition. Moreover, al human cultures that have animated human society for any amount of time
deserve to be heard.

Wong, recognizing the contribution of John Ralston Saul to his thinking, felt that the Canadian experiment
has perhaps been a happy accident. He spoke about Lafontaine and Baldwin and their joint history of
goodwill during the relatively peaceful elections in Toronto in 1841 that planted the seeds of growth
between the English and French communities in Upper and Lower Canada. Lafontaine and Baldwin were
not engaging in adeliberate act of multiculturali sm, and Canadian multiculturalism is not something that
we actively think about everyday. It defies reductionism.

Wong also mentioned the Aga Khan, who believes the Canadian way of life is a model that should be
followed around the world. The Aga Khan chose Ottawa for the location of the Global Centre of Pluralism,
because he believes pluralism is vital for the future of society. Pluralism needs the correct context: it must
have values such as equality and dignity in order to survive.

For Alden Habacon, the manager of Diversity Initiatives for the English Television Network of the CBC,
Canada's urban centres have outgrown the traditional mosaic model. There needs to be a new way to
describe the complexity of the Canadian identity that is not as constrictive. We need to focus on the hearts
and minds of the changing Canadians, rather than on the faces and the persons. Habacon founded Schema,
an online magazine that builds on the idea that we are complex individuals who move through complex
webs of cultures. His model is based on three fundamental assumptions: ethnicity informs one s cultural
identity but does not define it, cultural identity is fluid, and cultural identity includes all forms of culture
(virtual, sports, food, etc.). Habacon referred to the concept of cultural intelligence, which is based on
principle that the most important thing to know is one s own bias. There are differences between urban and
rural areas, and the youth who are the second and third generationsin afamily also have different issues.

Habacon acknowledged that technology exerts a greater influence than demographics. For the first timein
history, he said, something other than pornography is downloaded and used more, namely social
networking. There is a virtual transnational reality that exists now without moving beyond borders. The
ability for instant contact that text messages and email allow is replacing the delayed gratification of letter
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writing. Habacon gave an example of a networked, internet-savvy immigrant perhaps not the norm
who finds a place to stay using Craigdlist (an online network of classified ads) and finds a job using online
applications before arriving. This process will continue to advance.

In many ways businesses are ahead of government, according to Habacon. Canadian businesses use cultural
diversity as an advantage. By contrast, in Malaysia, businesses still advertise job openings for Maay
only or Chinese only applicants.

Habacon has noticed two key sociocultural trends: second- and third-generation children have enjoyed
combined social, cultural and economic mobility. Canadians are not burdened by having to cut their ties
with their ancestral countries like their counterparts in Australia and United States. Race is simply not seen
by many as a core value. In Canada, there is plenty of intermarriage with mixed-race couples: Vancouver
has the highest percentage of mixed-race marriages in the world.

Many challenges loom ahead, said Habacon, such as preparing newcomers for Canadians acceptance of
people with disabilities and teaching newcomers about the aboriginal situation.

IsThereaMainstream Canadian Culture?

Saturday evening s discussion, which tackled the arts, cultural policy and the entertainment industry, was a
departure from the other sessions. Four individuals participated in a discussion moderated by CBC radio
host Nora Y oung, among themselves and also with the audience. The four participants represented various
forms of cultural expression: George Jonas, poet, author and journalist, born in Hungary; Marie Clements,
artistic director and producer of the Vancouver-based urban ink productions, playwright in residence at the
National Arts Centre, and a M@tis; Lawrence Hill, rovelist and writer, and the son of a black father and a
white mother who came to Canada; and Zarqa Nawaz, freelance broadcaster and journalist and creator of
the TV series Little Mosque on the Prairie, and a Muslim born in Liverpool and raised in Toronto.

Young opened up the conversation by remarking on the improved sense of self-confidence in Canadian
culture and the arts, with greater involvement of artists at home and abroad. This has created a world of
cultural niches, which is inconsistent with the notion of a mainstream Canadian culture. But Hill pointed
out that mainstream can be viewed as a commodity, as a product that is consumed, recognized and taken
widely in our society.

Nawaz described the milieu in which mainstream television operates in Canada. Unlike in the United
States, Canadians cannot afford to fail by launching a new sitcom every season. While Canada has done
very well with Trailer Park Boys, Little Mosgque and Corner Gas, the Canadian approach draws on modesty
and humbleness. In the U.S,, by contrast, it is a celebration of money.

In the theatre world, Clements said most people think mainstream means something that is English or
American and sells tickets. But for many aboriginal and culturally diverse creators, mainstream can be a
dirty word. People are able to receive different types of story telling, and non-mainstream theatre is
engaging and vibrant in its present evolving state.

Itisright here, said Jonas. We are sittingin the middle of the mainstream.

Hill responded that mainstream is not a static concept. Some people wanted Guy Vanderhaeghe s The Last
Crossing eliminated from the list of books nomination for the Canadian Booksellers Association Libris
Award in 2003 which it won because some section s were situated outside of Canada and thus is not
really Canadian. That is like saying someone who has not always lived in Canada is not Canadian. In fact,
what makes things exciting are the things that some people say are not Canadian.

Hill said the increased value of the Canadian experience is reflected throughout our Canadian economy.
But Clements responded that what gets seen on stage is there because someone had the resources to put it
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there. The world of theatre revolves around who is funded and who is accepted if you can getinthe door
long enough.

The television industry is very competitive and expensive, said Nawaz. It is very difficult to compete with
American productions. Although Canadians are lucky to have the CBC, because it is supposed to represent
our culture, when Corner Gas made it on the privately owned CTV network, people began to recognize that
this can be done in Canada. Canada needs successful productions that people can work on and be trained
on, so the Canadian industry can learn and grow. Those opportunities exist in the U.S., but in Canada there
are fewer such opportunities because there are fewer shows.

Clements pointed out that, for the first time in Canadian theatre history, 2007 saw an all-Canadian season
of writers. For the first time in 50 years at the National Arts Centre, Canadian writers now feel they will be
supported. It was the first time aboriginal writers have been alowed to be on the main stage since 1986.
That it has taken so long should shock Canadians, and we should be supporting our writers and our
diversity. There should be more than one voice.

Jonas maintained that people who are gifted are usually recognized and Canadians are no different. People
look at Canadian writers with great admiration, and sometimes, in order to appreciate being Canadian, one
must go abroad. He believes that Canadians tend to display national emblems, more than trying to
distinguish themselves from Americans, because the intrinsic pride in being Canadian is recognized outside
of Canada more than within.

Hill picked up on the double-edged sword of being more Canadian abroad than at home. Black Canadian
fiction is hard to sell internationally because European editors will think it is not real. The real stuff
comes from the United States. He raised the issue, in the context of the mainstream, of how books enter the
Canadian school system. Each of his five children have had to read To Kill a Mockingbird as a book about
the black experience. The school system teaches more about American slavery and segregation than about
the black Canadian experience. But we are curious, partly because we are fascinated by things American, to
the exclusion of things Canadian.

Many years ago, Jonas described an American aircraft carrier docking in France as a literary agent. If a
country has some significance, it will have a significant proportion of literary significance. He pointed out
that he has had many scripts half ruined in Canada but until they were ruined in America nobody noticed.
We can ruin them just the same.

Clements said she wanted to bring a unique form of artistic expression and bravery to the stage, when she
started out as a performer. You dream the big dream, but if you are anything past beige, she said, that
dream will be halted very fast. She stopped acting to write because she was post Pocahontas and not old
enough to be the Hollywood medicine woman. The so- called stranger next door is in our genes, in our
beds, but not in Canadian theatre. It is hard to want to be part of the mainstream when you are not included.

Like so many children of immigrants, Hill was beaten over the head with achieving. To be well educated
and become a professional was the only way to escape the scourge of racism. This notion, however, did not
work. His brother wanted to be a singer and his sister wanted to be a poet and artist. Asfor him, he wanted
to have kitten. His father said he could have a kitten if he could write a well-written letter about why he
should. Every time Hill wanted something he had to write a letter, and so he eventually became a writer.

Young raised the issue of the challenge a single book or television show speaking to Canada s diverse
society. Nawaz responded that despite the public angst about Muslims and how they are going to destroy
the world, but Little Mosgue saved the CBC. In fact, the show got more attention in the U.S. than in
Canada, with coverage in media outlets such as CNN and the New York Times. Nawaz said the success of
the show drew from its ability to capture the sense of confusion and fear and the cultural stereotypes.
Although the North American Muslim community is the most successful in the world, it had never before
been represented in such a way. In Europe the community is ghettoized, and in the Middle East there is
corrupt governance and dictatorships. But because Canada has opened itself up to the best and brightest of
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the Muslim world, they have come here and settled. Muslims are in fact among the most educated in North
America. Thereis no Muslim ghetto.

Little Mosque is about the Canadian Muslim experience. Nawaz described her upbringing as a normal

Musdlim and drew on that experience and the faith t hat has empowered her as a woman who can have a
faith and follow it. But the show could only be made in Canada because Canadians have enough separation
from September 11 to look at its Muslim community in a different way. Little Mosque was possible
because of how successful and well accepted Canadian Muslims are.

Hill agreed that Little Mosgue is new and unique. In fact, he said, this new off-the-wall, margins sensibility,
which has not been done before, is now becoming the new mainstream. What popular Canadian writers
have had in common was that they wrote novels or books that took place in other countries, but these
experiences make these books quintessentially Canadian. Their unique international nature is what helped
catapult them into the mainstream.

Clements wished aboriginal people were as integrated as the Muslims. So many are fighting to be
integrated, which is odd, asthe First Nations are the first peoples of thisland.

Jonas asked if the show would have been so well accepted had September 11 happened in Canada. Nawaz
responded that there might have been a lot of anger and rawness. But she also described a show called
Alien in America, set in the American Midwest. If it were not for Little Mosque, Americans would likely
not be ready to see Muslims in the mainstream in a sympathetic way. But now, Fox Network isinterested in
making an American version of Little Mosgue. Six years after 2001, America becomes more introspective
about September 11.

Jonas said if someone wants to tell a story, chances are the story will be familiar to that person: we tend to
talk about our own milieus and backgrounds. Storytelling is less successful if it is done only to put a
community on the map or if theideais propagandist.

Hill talked about the pressure that exists within communities, and described them as having eyes like a
watching god. For instance, when a novel published a few decades ago introduced a sexually liberated
black woman, there was pressure from the community about representing a black woman this way. So there
can be pressures from the community to be a role model and to make characters role models of the
community.

Aboriginal people generally practice acceptance as a way of life, said Clements, and their role models need
not to be perfect. They can be brilliant and who they are.

Nawaz commented on the range of criticism of Little Mosque from the Muslim community. She heard from
right-wing Muslims and left-wing pundits, accusing her of daring to depict Muslim Canadians as normal or
softening them up for another attack. She pointed out that no one would have such things about Jerry
Seinfeld and the depiction of the Jewish community as normal. Some critics felt she was duping the non-
Musdlim community. Right-wing Muslims were angry because the show did not depict perfect Muslims, as
though she was trying to depict the prophet in seventh-century Arabia. Neither side wanted the community
seen as normal people.

Jonas remarked that he has never felt the need to speak for the Hungarian or European community in
Canada, perhaps because the European community has done well everywhere except in Europe.

Young described Canadians as obsessed with the notion of identity, although she suggested that this
process of forming an identify has changed from defining ourselves in relation to Americans or Brits to
finding ourselves part of many communities.
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Hill declared himself happy to move between identities, and said our artistic ideas are part of our Canadian
identity. Artists need to find a way to dramatize and to bring new things into the mainstream by way of new
things that have never been imagined, that no one has ever done before.

Sunday s Discussions

Sunday morning started with the presentation of the fifth Couchiching Award for Excellence in Public
Policy Leadership. This year s recipient was Preston Manning, in recognition of hisimpact as the founder
of two national parties that radically changed the face of federal politics in Canada. Manning made a warm
and engaging acceptance speech.

What Does Citizenship Mean in aWorld without Borders?

Moderator Drew Fagan, assistant deputy minister of the Department of Foreign Affairs and International
Trade, announced that this session would broaden the scope of the conference to look at the international
implications of diversity. Does Canada have a diaspora? Of the 10% of the Canadian population who live
abroad, half were born in Canada. This capacity can be harnessed, perhaps following the example of Italy,
which has elected members of its parliament who live abroad.

Farouk Shamas Jiwa, a Global Y outh Fellow of the Walter and Gordon Foundation, has been studying the
impact of multiculturalism on foreign policy and vice versa. The multiple identities, which he referred to as
the pluralism of identity, may or may not offer something to foreign policy.

Jiwa talked about two things that inspired him: being a young transnational immigrant and being a Global
Youth Fellow. When he travelled to Nunavut, he felt a connection that he realized was because of his
background and identity. It was this self-reflection that gave him the idea of looking at the relevance of
identitiesin foreign policy, for example by sharing our expertise on multiculturalism with the world.

Many people believe that foreign policy reflects our interests, so is there a relationship, for example, to the
Canadian stance on the Iraq war or involvement in Haiti and Ukraine.

In terms of the potential challenges that multiculturalism represents to foreign policy, Jiwa noted that
perception that some groups will engage in illegal activities in Canada and overseas. Also, Canadas
foreign policy may create tension between groups within the country, and lobbying efforts by diaspora
groups can influence or derail foreign policy.

The impact of foreign policy on people and communities must be considered, said Jiwa. The fact that
Canadians have multiple identities does complicate foreign policy, but it aso helps us be sensitive. The real
challenges and sentiments faced by multicultural groups must be determined so that the solutions are
adequate.

In conclusion Jiwa noted that civic and global engagement, investing in our communities, connecting and
engaging them create loyalty, create a Canadian identity and give al of us a reason to value our Canadian
identity.

Irvin Studin, author of What Is Canadian? 43 Responses, described Odessa in its 19th-century heyday as a
microcosm of the universe. Because of its cosmopolitan society, the damage done by the 1821 anti-Jewish
wave was mitigated. There are lessons here for Canada.

To start with, Canada was conspicuously assumed to be a place not taken.
Studin was inspired by a book called What Is a Jew? He asked instead, what is a Canadian? The only

coherent conclusion he drew from the 43 different Canadians he asked was that the Canadian is nothing
more or less than a citizen of the state called Canada. The Canadian, at this point in history, has no essence.
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A Canadian is a political creature that exists only because of the political project that is Canada. A citizen
of Canada is the beneficiary of rights and freedoms, as well as the responsibilities that come with
citizenship. Those responsibilities are hard and require complex work that takes time, whereas rights can
often be asserted without effort.

The first responsibility is to protect Canadian institutions, said Studin. Canada has few foreign enemies.
The Quebec question remains. Diasporic questions tug, too. The integrity of our Canadian ingtitutions is
under the microscope. They also have to prove themselves relevant; they must change, must adapt, and
must sell their relevance.

Studin admitted that many might not feel Canadain their blood, because it is made up of many nations. The
people of this country do not form a nation. Perhaps that is a good thing, because Canadais young. Does it
really want to be a nation? Does it need the mythology that goes with nation building? Will some of these
myths have a fracturing effect? The issue at hand is state building, not nation building.

Canada, like Australia, is lucky because it has borders. Studin described Canada as a continental peninsula,
whereas Audtrdia is a continental island. Canadas stability and productivity come from its geography,
insulating it from the chaotic world. The Canadian reality is not all borderless, therefore; its geography
makes it lucky, affording an unusual opportunity to initiate secondary institutions that create a co mmon
or collective consciousness a consciousness, Stud in said, that is not yet there.

Studin declared that Canadas performance in most international sports is inadegquate, considering the
country s stability. Even in hockey thereisno national league. Again he compared Canadato Austral iain
the Olympics, and found that the Australians perform much better. We have much more work ahead of us,
he concluded.

Former foreign minister Pierre Pettigrew announced that he recently changed nations, having gone from
being a Qudb@cois to being a Torontois.

Canadais a country that needs to be reinvented every generation. Pettigrew agreed with Studin that Canada
isapolitical country, although not an economic country. Pettigrew is proud of Canada s advantage of being
a bilingual and aboriginal country. But he puzzled over the question of whether it is possible for people to
live together, as equals, but different. It is obvious that people must live together, and the Canadian mosaic
isawonderful concept.

Pettigrew suggested shifting from the concept of a mosaic to the metaphor of a kaleidoscope, where colours
mix together more than in previous generations. ldentity is a very relative element, and depends on one s
experience. The further away one is, the wider one sidentity becomes.

Pettigrew told a story about how, in the town he grew up, his father organized a party to welcome the first
black family. He remembered when the first pizzeria opened in the mid 1970s in Quebec City. These were
both examples of the relativity of diversity, and how it has evolved although people have awaysres isted
it. It isan asset, but has taken along time to come. And now, said Pettigrew, we thrive on diversity.

But thisis the end of a period, and Canada must again be reinvented. Canada is doing an extraordinary job
of sharing power with the whole population.

Quebec raises a complex question, said Pettigrew. It is, of course, one of the complex issues that has

shaped the country: the quiet revolution, bilingualism, multiculturalism, the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms, free trade. Quebec has had a strong impact on all of these, and vice versa.

Closing Keynote: Where Do We Go from Here?

The closing address, by Lieutenant Governor James Bartleman, was a very personal and thoughtful talk,
reflective of the individual. Bartleman is a member of the Mnjikaning First Nation and considers himself
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first and foremost a Canadian. His great love for the country and for his roots both aborigina and
Scottish came out in his speech. He talked about the beauty of his identity and spoke about his roots,
which go back to 1748. Bartleman grew up in Port Carling, and Muskoka was his hunting grounds.

Bartleman provided a keen look into his background and walked us through his childhood days, which
began in Rama, a desperate slum back in those days next door to Geneva Park, where the Couchiching
conference has been held every year since 1931. You could tell you were at the reserve, he said, wh en
you hit conditions of the third world. He wondered whether people used to avert their eyes as they drove
past on their way to attend the conference, and recalled Michael Ignatieff s comment at the 1994
conference on tribalism and globalism: If we are n ot careful, we will return to tribalization.

Bartleman described an air of despondency; yet, despite the conditions, people were proud Canadians.
Although they did not have the vote, they looked to the future and saw their children and grandchildren
growing up and having their rights recognized. Ironically, even though aboriginal people had no rights,
they till participated in the war of 1812. In fact, if it weren t for them, Canada would have been lost to the
U.S.: aboriginal people played akey role in the war, and a high percentage of men from the Rama reserve,
fought. Today, the reserve is the largest employer of First Nations people in this area and has emerged as a
real leader.

When Bartleman took office as lieutenant governor, he knew he wanted to use the opportunity to advance
non-political, non-partisan socia causes. This was as aresult of his background. He had grown up in an era
where people were racist at home and moralistic abroad. In a sense, he and his family were themselves the
strangers next door. His mother married his father at age 14 and in 1946 the couple ended up in Port
Carling. Their first home was in atent on vacant land by the village dump. In fact, the Port Carling dump
congtituted hisfirst library, starting off with the comic books he found there, from which he learned to read.

The Bartlemans next move was to a summer cottage, where the temperatures inside would drop to same as
the temperature outside. This was after the Depression, and everyone seemed to be poor. They moved next
to an old house with no electricity, and an outhouse built from materials found in the village dump. They
were at the bottom of the economic scale, the socia scale and the racial scale, in an Ontario where he and
his siblings were described as dirty half-breeds. His mother suffered greatly from depression. From this
hurt were born both Bartleman s passion for anti-racism and his passion for mental health issues.

But the one light in his life was the library of Port Carling, where Bartleman found a world open up to him.
Children, he said, develop resilience through literacy. Learning to read was the key to loving school, and
once he started getting educated, all of a sudden, the people who once called him names were friends. He
went on to university, and then joined the foreign service. But, through it all, he never forgot the lessons of
his early days.

As lieutenant governor of Ontario from 2002 to 2007, Bartleman could see that racism still remained an
issue, despite great progress. Now Muslim and Arabs were at the top of the hate list, with aboriginals
second. When he spoke to children in Toronto, for example, he heard their stories of experiencing racism.

Bartleman described how, as Canadas high commissioner to South Africa, he was attacked in a hotel
room. This brought on massive depression, and as he went through his own downward spiral, he realized
that the great stigma of mental health problems remains.

He also described the conditions of the North, which are like going from the first world to the third world

because those areas are out of sight, they are ou t of mind. But Canada houses the third world right here,
at home: for example, 18% of peoplein jail are aboriginal, and 27% of incarcerated women are aboriginal .
Aborigina people suffer from lower life expectancies, higher mortality rates, higher rates of tuberculosis
and diet-related diabetes; they are the poorest of al minority groups, their education levels are the lowest
and they have a 22% unemployment rate, compared to 7% across the country. They live in isolated and
contaminated areas. Many are one-parent families. Senior citizens live in packing cases with tarps for roofs,
and 50% of northern communities have lived with boil-water advisories for decades.
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The impact of residential schools on aboriginal people made the picture even more bleak. The experience
resulted in family violence and suicide, with 71% of aboriginal women abused, the suicide rates as much as
three times higher than the national average and seven times higher for young people. These high rates of
suicide are directly attributable to the lack of hope and the state of terminal depression: young people see
no future in aworld that rejects them, and they are years behind other kids and lack equal opportunities.

Why is this the case? Because of poor governance  native, provincial and federal levels bumping up
against each other, said Bartleman. We talk about developing governance models for Africa, but not here,
and the children suffer the most. Governance is weak across the board. Within aboriginal communities,
bands receive funding for education but do not have sufficient expertise, capacity or resources. Native
leaders are very responsible and concerned, but not enough attention is paid to the conditions on the
reserves. The situation is similar to the United States before human rights legislation was brought in: black
people were separate but equal, where they did not have the competence.

At present, opportunities exist off the reserve. But if a person leaves the reserve without an education, the
situation can deteriorate even more. People are attached to their ancestral lands, so many do not want to
leave, and they have the legal treaty rightsto stay where they are.

The greatest thing about being lieutenant governor is the ability to mobilize people to complement what
government is or should be doing. Reading and education became central to Bartleman s plan, because they
lead to self-confidence. His first appeal for books started with libraries, extended through the newswires
and the Ontario Provincial Police, and brought in 1.2 million books, which were then sorted down to
850,000. These books were distributed by the military and Native airlines to the northern reserves. The
second appeal focused on children s books, and had the same impact. The Y oung Readers program raised
$1 million to fund a program for children from kindergarten to grade five to receive new books every three
months. These children love reading. When the books arrive in the communities, they are waiting for them.
And, as an added advantage, the children are teaching their parents how to read.

According to Bartleman, what is now needed is reconciliation. There is a gulf between Native and non-
Natives. His next project has involved twinning 100 Native schools with a matching number of non-Native
schools to break down the barriers between diverse groups. He is also developing a mentoring program,
with universities helping aboriginal communities with a variety of services. Bartleman dreams of
establishing in Canada a type of volunteer youth corps that would go into northern communities to help
with literacy. Native communities would also put in resources, because one must have pride in one s own
culture before one can have pride in being Canadian.

Bartleman has observed that there is an enormous amount of goodwill in the population to tackle social
justice causes. If progress can be made with one marginalized group, progress can be made with other
disadvantages groups. And this is needed. The words stranger or different should not apply, he sai  d.
Many sectors of society need help; disabled people are one. There are three million mentally ill Canadians
yet people refuse to talk about the issues. And there is an untold number of homeless people who need help.

Closure

This year s Couchiching conference closed with very strong applause, comments of appreciation and
thanks, and a feeling of having participated in an invigorating, stimulating and wide-ranging discussion that
touched on some of the most fundamental questions facing Canada today. The conference as a whole raised
some major issues about assumptions and perceptions about Canadian society, raising awareness about the
possible tensions between those who have arrived recently in Canada and those who arrived some time ago.
Delegates brought their own personal experiences to the discussion groups, dinner table conversations, the
plenary sessions and the cocktail receptions.

It is not the purpose of the Couchiching conference to come up with a common viewpoint or to reach a
consensus; instead, the goal of the conference organizers is to ensure that each person  speaker,
moderator and delegate alike leaves at the end of the weekend full of new perspectives, and perhaps new
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guestions to ponder. By this standard aone, the conference was a success: at the end of the closing session,
people till seemed eager to continue the dialogue and tussle with ideas. Indeed, this year s conference
generated a record amount of constructive feedback: clearly, it continued to resonate with delegates long
after their return to their regular routines.

Couchiching Institute on Public Affairs 2007 Report 21



Appendix A: Session Transcripts

This appendix contains verbatim transcripts of all the plenary sessions at the conference.

Introductory Panel: Uneasy Partners
August 9, 2007, 3:30 p.m.

RIMA BERNS-MCGOWN:

Okay, welcome everybody, | think we re going to get going because thisis arelatively short session before
the president s reception at 5:00, and | want to give our speakers a good chance to talk, and for there to be a
chance for questions. | m not going to do the official opening of the conference, because that happens this
evening, thisis kind of a pre-conference session, but it s wonderful to see you al here, welcome, and enjoy
yourselves. | think it s going to be areally exciting conversation that we re going to have over the next four
days, and each and every one of you has a hugely important role to play in making it deep and meaningful,
so welcome.

| ve been involved in Couchiching now for a number of years, and every year we have fascinating
conversations up here at the lake. Rarely are the conversations, | think, so critical to our societal wellbeing
as thisone is. It s really important that we get right the thing that were trying to figure out here. | come
from a place that did a spectacularly bad job of managing diversity. | was born in Johannesburg, South
Africa, and when my parents left and brought me as a young child to Canada, they did so with the express
hope that they were coming to a place that would figure it out a great deal better.

And | think it s fair to say that Canada has along history, if you look at it closely, of dealing with diversity
pretty darn badly, and a very short history of dealing with it relatively well. And | think the relatively is
important. | think there s no doubt that we deal with it a great deal better than lots of other places, pretty
much every other place in the world, | would argue, and at the same time, the fact that we deal with it
better, and that we have mechanisms in place to deal with it better means that sometimes we tend to be
pretty self-congratulatory about how we deal with it, and that s where the problem comes. We talk about
how tolerant we are. Tolerance is an absolutely h orrid word. | couldnt agree more with [name of
attendee], we were having a conversation a little while earlier about how important it is that we move
beyond tolerance. And if this conversation that we have over the next number of days does anything, it will
help to identify some of the avenues that will help us to move beyond tolerance. There is still, as | say, a
gap between rhetoric and reality, and we have to figure out how to close that.

| think that conversation meaningful conversation  is one of the key ways in which that happens, an d
it was really heartening to come one of the discussion groups with our youth, out by the lake, and listen to
some of the issues begin to be opened up, and to listen to how folks were starting to deal with them.
Because | think it s really important to understand that if we re going to have meaningful conversation and
if we re going to al learn to make diversity work in atrue way, in atrue and deep way, we have to be able
to talk about anything. We have to feel that we can ask every question, and that we can probe every issue.
Having said that, it s also really important that we deal with it, not with political correctness, but with
respect. If you have respect, you can talk about anything there are no barriers.

So, without further ado, | want to say that we are extremely lucky to be able to welcome as the opening
speakers for this weekend three very thoughtful people on this very subject, on the question of having
conversation and figuring how to disentangle issues and get to the heart of what really matters. | m not
going to read you their long bios, you have them in your programs, but briefly, we have Janice Stein here,
she s the director for the Munk Centre for International Studies and the Belzberg Professor of Conflict
Management in the Department of Political Science at the University of Toronto. As well, Haroon Siddiqui,
who is the Editorial Page Editor Emeritus of the Toronto Star and the Past President of Pen Canada, and
Will Kymlicka, Canada Research Chair in Political Philosophy in the Department of Philosophy at Queen s
University, a Fellow of the Royal Society of Canada and of the Canadian Institute for Advanced Research,
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and an author. All three of them are authors in this book, Uneasy Partners. Multiculturalism and Rightsin
Canada, which you can purchase right outside. It was edited by Janice Stein, and she is here to lead off the
discussion.

What we re going to do is that each of our speakers is going to speak for 10 minutes, and then we re not
going to have a break, as we will in al of the other sessions, we re going to go right away to questions.
There are two mikes, and the one thing | will have to say is that questions should be brief, and they need to
be questions, please, not speeches. Thanks. Welcome, Janice.

(applause)

JANICE GROSS STEIN:

Thank you very very much for the warm introduction. And in some preliminary discussions that we had,
we said that we would just give you a brief taste of what s in the book. It s a wonderful collaboration
amongst seven of us, and we share the royalties, let metell you, al five dollars, that sright, that have come
so far, but | m actually going to take just one strand of what | discuss in the opening chapter, which is the
bumping-up, the friction, between religion and rights, and focus particularly on women in this discussion.

I think most of us come to our scholarly research with some personal experience, and that s no exceptionin
this case. You might well ask, what am | doing grappling with issues of religion and rights. It came at a
particular moment in time in my life where that was a meaningful discussion and it became a very heated
discussion in my own community, which is the Jewish community in Canada, where | would say quite
honestly we are having some very difficult discussions about the relationship between equality rights and
other rights.

Now, in this chapter | deliberately try to push the envelope as far as | could, in this, and let me start with
the most outrageous part of the essay and there a re several. But the argument | start with, and we were
talking about this in the youth session, is we have in fact rights in Canada which are enshrined in our
Charter of Rights and Freedoms, but those rights apply to public space, and that is, in a sense, the legal
framework around which we think of the application of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. But the second
argument | make is that the boundaries between public and private space are alot less clear than we like to
think, and what we intuitively think of as private space gets shadows of public space in it, and depending
on the way the conversation is going in the country, we sometimes have discussions in which private space
bleeds into public space. So this neat distinction which is so comfortable doesn t actually fit very well with
the lived experience of many Canadians.

We were saying earlier that every single Canadian, with the exception of our First Nations and aboriginal
people, are immigrants or the children of immigrants, or the grandchildren of immigrants, it just is a
questions of how far back you trace this. And so the notion of private space which is immune from public
discussions of rightsis, | think, one that doesn t work very well in the way Canadians are living their life.

Now, where does this come up, and thisisthe issue, in a sense, that | grapple with in the opening chapter of
the book, deliberately invited more reasoned and moderate responses from my colleagues. It comes up, of
course, with respect to women, which is one aspect and one aspect only of equality rights, and the right to
freedom of religion. If you go back, for a minute, to the argument | was making, if you, in fact, think of
religious practice as something that is occurring wholly in private space, then the conflict that | am talking
about really disappears, it s not an issue. But the outrageous claim | made in the book is that in canon,
when we actually look at our policy instruments, religious practice is not wholly private. Almost all
registered religious institutions do not pay property tax in this country. They enjoy a privileged statuswhich
is, in fact, public money. When you and | give a donation to areligious institution or areligious school, we
get a charitable receipt which we can then use to reduce the income tax that we pay to the government. And
therefore, to think about religious space as wholly private, it seemsto me, is not wholly appropriate.
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How does that translate into the debates that we are having? In many of our religious institutions, and this
is not a new story, it has nothing to do with recent immigrants to this country at all, and to our growing
multicultural and diverse environment in Canada, and in fact its an age-old story, but if we look at
religious practice, there are many many religious ingtitutions, and this is a shared problem across religions,
it is not unique to any one religion, which, frankly, systemically discriminate against women. And what led
me to write this essay was the experience | had in my own synagogue, where it takes ten human beings, |
always thought, to constitute a prayer group, but women are not counted as fully human, and that s what
led to this quite angry essay that | wrote.

Now, this one case, and if we had time, and we will have time in the conversation, isillustrative, it seems to
me, of alarger problem that this country has been wrestling with, and quite successfully, but it s a constant
conversation, as you put it. People use different language, and each of these words is loaded. We talk about
conflicting rights, competing rights. | talk about rights that bump up against each other and cause friction, if
you use a physics analogy. And | think about equality rights and the right to freedom of religion in this
particular case, these rights that bump up against each other and cause friction, but that is only one
example. The right to freedom of speech, but our prohibitions against hate speech. These are in fact, they
bump up against each other, and what we ve donein this country is continuously redraw the boundaries.

Now, if we had a judge with us on this panel, or alegal philosopher, alegal philosopher would use words
like, we would scope the rights, we would make cl ear what the scope of the rights are, what the
boundaries of the rights are, and generally, our judicial system which has been active in the last twenty-five
years, and | think this debate has really grown in its richness since 1982, and the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms, but judges have been very careful, very cautious, in putting boundaries. They generally tend to
follow a social consensus rather than to lead a socia consensus, although there are some huge exceptions.

So it seems to me one of the questions which might be useful to talk about over the next three-and-a-half
days, and | only have three minutes left, | know, one of the big questions is what do we do when rights
bump up against each other? It seems to me that that s a fundamental question for Canadian society as we
move forward. And we can look at this question at two levels. What are the principles we use to resolve
these issues? | remember having one discussion with a member of my synagogue who said, you know, you
can t be right about this problem, you can t be rig ht because we are following religious law. When | had to
state the obvious, that it was possible that religious law systemically discriminates against women, it was
clear hed never had that thought before. So it s i n this sense, what are the principles which we use when
rights inevitably bump up against each other. And here, it seems to me that there are two sets of answers,
two, or at least two ordering ways of thinking about this principles. The first are legal principles, and
there s arich legal tradition in which words like balancing rights appear in judgements. Principles of the
least harm appear in legal judgements, and these judgements are applied in a multitude of cases where
rights bump up against each other.

There s a second argument, which rests very much on in the nature of society. It is not enshrined as a
formal legal principle, but it rests in the nature of society, which argues fundamentally that in a pluralist
society where people have choices, the friction created by rights bumping up against each other is not a
serious problem. So for example, in my own case, if | can walk down the street and find a service in which
women are fully equal, then my problem goes away. | have difficulties with that argument, both as a moral
argument and as a practical argument, but well come back to that in discussion. And the third principle,
which you see articulated when you actually spend time in communities, is afunctional compromise among
rights, a recognition that no right is absolute, that we live in a society in which multiple rights are part of
the culture that we have created in this country, and therefore, what our conversation is about looking for,
as Charles Taylor would put it, and his report which will come out this fall in Quebec | think will be a
fascinating one, looking for reasonable accommodation. Thank you.

(applause)

HAROON SIDDIQUI

Rima, Janice, Will, fellow Canadians, thank you al for coming.
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I m just going to state some broad principles, given the theme of the conference, and then move on to the
specific points that Janice has raised and that we have discussed in the book, in an extraordinarily civil
manner, just like true Canadians.

I think, when we deal with the specifics of the conference thematically, let me float two propositions. One,
| think it is totally false to say that diversity somehow undermines core common values or social harmony
in Canada. | mean, that s just a false proposition. The second false proposition, in my view, is to say that
diversity or multiculturalism, in any way, shape, or form, threatens security. That s just not on. But of
course, it s legitimate to discuss these things in forums like this, so that we can come to some sort of a
reasonable compromise and a reasonabl e understanding of why we are raising these questions.

We are raising these questions because we live in a post-911 world where people are afraid of their
security, where in fact we are constantly told to be in fear because the politics of fear works for certain
people, because you have to justify 620 hillion dollars spent on two wars so far, and you have to justify al
the killing fields that you are presiding over at this point. It isin forums like this that we can puncture this
political hypocrisy and political chicanery that dominates the public narrative and continues to do so up to
this date, even though more and more people are revolting against it, including in the United States.

The second point | want to make is that Canada has always had diversity from day one. Canada was always
multicultural, even if not legally so. The 1867 British North America Act was a compromise of diversity of
three collectivities: aboriginal people, French Canadians, and English Canadians. Section 27 of the Charter
in the Multiculturalism Act is an inevitable growth of that particular original compromise.

It is also not new that we are now fearful of Muslims, are accusing them of disloyalty, or whether they can
integrate or not integrate. This issue is also as old as Canada itself. In both the First World War and the
Second World War, we interned Ukrainian Canadians, Italian Canadians, and most famously, Japanese
Canadians, mistakes for which we are still apologizing and paying. During the 1919 Winnipeg General
Strike, we blamed Italian Canadians, Ukrainian Canadians, and particularly Jewish Canadians for being
Bolsheviks who were trying to bring about revolution in Canada. And, of course, the debates during the
First World War and the Second World War as to where people s loyalties lay did they lie with Canada
or did they lie with the mother country, Great Britain? So these things are not knew, these things are as old
as Canadaitself, and we deal with them in an evolving, democratic kind of way.

The next point | want to make is that terrorism is for real. Terrorism by Muslims is for real, at this point.
We cannot wish it away. The only real debate, in democracy, is what is the best way to tackle it? These
days, terrorists happen to be Muslims, as in other days they were Christians, and Jews, and Buddhists, and
Sikhs, and so on, and so forth. Do we tackle it by a war on terrorism, with a capital W and a capital T? We
know that has only increased terrorism in the world. Nine-eleven, 2,900 innocent people murdered; since
then, between 100,000 and 600,000 Iraqis are dead, dead. We dont even know how many civilians have
been killed in Afghanistan. We dont even bother to count them, which is a reflection of our racist attitude
as to how we are dealing with this war on terrorism.

Do we deal with it by weakening our democracy, by setting aside the rule of law, which in its extreme form
shows up in Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo Bay, or shows up in Canada in security certificates which have
been found unconstitutional by our Supreme Court of Canada. Do we dea with it through the cases of
Maher Arar, for which we apologize and pay ten million bucks? Do we do so by charging the twenty-three
Canadians in 2003, but not a single one of the terrorism charges was proceeded with? Or do we do it the
way we are doing it now, in 2006, eighteen people charged, three people have been let go, we await, as tax-
paying full-fledged Canadian citizens, for a transparent, fair and speedy trial so that if there are criminals
among us, that they be brought to justice?

The next point | want to make to get on with Janices arguments Janice and | dont have much

difference of opinion. It s redly, the issue is this. The gender discrimination, of course, exists in all
religions. Theissue really is, is this a function of multiculturalism, or isit not? And my argument is that it
is nothing whatsoever to do with multiculturalism, because the tension that Janice speaks about between the
right to equality of women and the right to religion would exist with or without multiculturalism. It would
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exist with or without Section 27 of the Charter of Rights. It would exist with or without the
Multiculturalism Act. And the problem that women face is the same exactly in all religions. So the
question, really, that she has raised, which is what we need to discuss, is what is the best way of finding a
reasonable accommodation between these two competing rights. And judges hate like hell to come down
on the side of one or the other. But at the sametime, | mean, life is a series of compromises. My freedom to
freely move my hand stops at your cheek, kind of an argument. My freedom to say whatever | want to say
stops with the hate laws of Canada, the laws of anti-Semitism, and so on, rightly so in this country.

So what is this compromise? And | think the compromise ought to be the following. Janice is bang-on
when she says that there is a certain public space involved here, because the churches, mosgues,
synagogues dont pay property taxes, for example. So they are subsidized by the state. The donations you
make to them are tax-deductible. So the issue would really be a charter challenge which would say, yes,
you want freedom of religion, fine, but we as Canadian citizens ought not to be a partner in subsidizing this
discrimination. That is probably the way to go, and would happen through the Charter of Rights.

And the final point is, in Canada we never had a separation of church and state. If we did, we would not be
paying for Catholic schools in Ontario, up to Grade 12, as we do, because this is the inevitable compromise
that we have made, dating right back to 1867. So the day we stop funding to the Catholic schools, who do
discriminate against women, do have the right to counsel against abortion and against gay rights, and so on,
isthe day we can resolve the other issue as well. Thank you very much.

WILL KYMLICKA:

So in Janice s essay, in the book, and also the original one in the Literary Review of Canada, she raises a
number of anxieties about the way in which Canada is dealing with certain issues around religion and
ethnicity and diversity. And in the presentation here today she really focused on one of them, which was
whether religious groups have been seeking exemptions from equality rights in the name of freedom of
religion, and how do we deal with the conflicts that arise when the right of freedom of religion bumps up
against equality rights.

In the volume, she raises a couple of other concerns as well, which for those of you who haventread it, I d
encourage you to read it, because it s a very rich and wide-ranging essay. She also raises issues about the
economic integration of immigrants, whether it s been not going as well as previous cohorts of immigrants,
and also issues about, if you like, the social and political integration of immigrants, about whether, for
example, second-generation immigrants, the children of immigrants, whether they truly feel that they
belong to Canada, whether we see evidence of residential segregation and ghettoization of immigrant
groups, whether these are all possible warning signs, storm clouds on the horizon, that she encourages us to
take seriously and to discuss openly and frankly. And she s worried that we re stifling that debate, p erhaps
out of a sense of misguided political correctness, that we dont want to be seen to offend, to be offending
people by raising difficult questions about whether some people s religious beliefs are conflicting with
gender equality, about whether some immigrant groups are being clannish and ghettoizing, and not strongly
enough identifying with Canada, and part of her aim in the volume, and, | think, successfully, isto open up
those issues for civil and forum debate.

So, as with Haroon, my main interest in this question is, what does multiculturalism, how does that fit into
the picture? Is multiculturalism part of the problem here, is it the cause of these conflicting rights, is it the
cause of failures of integration, or, on the contrary, isit part of the solution, we need more multiculturalism
in order to move forward on these debates? So before | give you my own take on these issues, | think it s
important to put the issue in perspective, which is that the warning signs that she pointsto are very real. We
have empirical evidence about the way in which the economic integration of immigrants recently has been
tapering off, we have some contested empirical evidence about the extent to which second-generation feel
that they don t belong, or fedl that they are discriminated against, and so those are real.

On the other hand, and this goes back to something Rima said at the very beginning of this session, if we
compare Canada to other countries across a wide range of indicators, things look quite a bit better. In
Canada, support for immigration is higher than in any other western democracy. Were virtually the only
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country in the world or among the western democracies, that doesn t have an anti-immigrant party, a party
whose platform is to dramatically reduce immigration. We used to, with the Reform party, but part of its
shift to the mainstream is that it s dropped its commitment to reducing immigration, it s also dropped its
earlier platform of dropping multiculturalism, and its earlier platform of dropping bilingualism. All of these
have been shed on the road to the centre. So if you look at public opinion, support for immigration is higher
than in other western democracies, it s the only country where support for immigration went up after 9/11,
there s higher support for multiculturalism in Canada than in other countries. If you ask questions about do
you believe people get along, people of different races and religions get along well in your country, people
are more likely to say yes in Canada than in other countries. Rates of taking out citizenship are higher in
Canada than in other western democracies. Rates of voting by immigrants, rates of political representation,
that is, the likelihood that an immigrant may get elected to city councils, to provincia legislatures or federal
legislatures is higher in Canada than in other countries, and in terms of basic political values, that is,
whether immigrants, over time, and their children, whether they come to accept core, if you like, Charter
values of Canadian society commitment to democrac v, the rule of law, individual civil and political
rights, that basic process of political socialization is going well in Canada and better than in other countries.

So, again, on arelative scale, things look good compared to other countries. And my worry is, that we don t
want to be complacent, we dont want to ignore the warning signs, but on the other hand, in focusing our
attention on those warning signs, we dont want to give up on what has been working, at least in
comparison with other countries. And, in my view, part of the success on those various measures which
| ve just mentioned rests on our multiculturalism policy. | think it has helped the political integration of
immigrants; it has given them an avenue to access the state; it has encouraged them to become citizens; it
has encouraged them to view themselves as having a home here in Canada, and making them feel at home
in Canada, but doing so in such a way that doesnt just say do whatever you like, we dont care what you
do, it says we want you to participate in Canadian society, which has certain ground rules, certain Charter
values. That has always been a part of the multiculturalism policy. If we look back at the original statement
in 1971, or the Multiculturalism Act from 1988, or its articulation in the Charter, the multiculturalism
policy has been linked to ideas of democratic citizenship, to ideas of human rights, it s ingtitutionally
linked, it s conceptually linked, it slinked in terms of the jurisprudence that we have in the court system. In
my view, multiculturalism in Canada is part of the culture of rights that Janice is concerned to protect. It
emerged out of the same processes of human rights reform, of the struggle for gender equality, for gay
rights, multiculturalism was part of that larger political struggle for social and political liberalization, and
that it would therefore be, in my view, a real mistake if, in trying to deal with these warning signs, and
there are some out there, we think that the problem arose because we adopted a multiculturalism policy in
1971, that we went down the wrong road, and that in order to deal with these warning signs, we ve got to
reverse tracks and start all over again with a different kind of policy framework. In my view, Canada has
done better than other countries. It s done better in part because we have a multiculturalism policy, and in
tackling the new challenges that we face, we need to build on those strengths, we need to refine the policy
in order to ensure that it continues to be a success.

And then with respect to the very specific issue that Janice raises about the conflict of rights, | think if we
look at the as Haroon says, thisis a problem tha t every western democracy faces, about to what extent
should religions organizations be required to comply with gender-equality norms, or respect for gay rights,
this is an issue today in every western democracy. Actually, it s a difficult issue, how we balance these
rights. It s not obvious what the right solution is. But | don t think it sright that the multicultur alism policy
or the multiculturalism clause in the Constitution has systematically weighed in on the side of religious
exemptions rather than on the side of equality rights. | think if we look at jurisprudence in Canada, that, as|
said, the idea of multiculturalism is understood to be part of a larger human-rights framework, and that
when members of religious minorities or immigrant ethnic groups, or anyone in Canada invokes the
language of multiculturalism, appeals to the Multiculturalism Act, or appeals to the multiculturalism clause
of the Constitution, they are, whether they like it or not, they are being pulled into a set of institutions, a set
of laws and a set of discourses that s human-rights based, that s committed to the ideals of democratic
citizenship and committed to ideas of equality. And so that we shouldnt view, and Janice doesnt exactly
say this, but | think in places that she borders on it, implying that multiculturalism has systematically
operated in Canada to put less weight on eguality rights and to strengthen the claim of orthodox religious
leaders to discriminate against women. | actually think that if we look across the range of cases,
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multiculturalism is sometimes invoked by orthodox religious leaders, but it s also invoked by a broad range
of social movements as part of alarger human-rights discourse, and that s what we need to defend. Thanks.

(Discussion.)

Opening Keynote Address: The Challenge of Diversity
August 9, 2007, 7:30 p.m.

HELEN WALSH:

It is my great privilege to introduce our opening keynote speaker, who has traveled over the last twenty-
four hours from Mauritius to be with us here this evening. Professor Tarig Ramadan is one of Europe s
most influential and widely read scholars. Born in Switzerland, educated in Geneva and Egypt, Professor
Ramadan has published over twenty books and over eight hundred articles. He is currently Senior Research
Fellow at St. Anthony s College at Oxford and the L okahi Foundation in London, and well known for the
university he didn t teach at, which was resigning in 2004 from the University of Notre Dame, because of
the American government s revoking his visa shortly after his appointment. In that same year, Time
magazine named Professor Ramadan one of the top 100 innovators of the twenty-first century. He is also
president of the Think Tank European Muslim Network, and has acted as advisor to the British government
in recent years, athough he has not hesitated to be vocal in his disagreements with them over British
foreign policy, over rhetorically intemperate language in social and political debate on terrorism, or on the
debate on defining Britishness.

Professor Ramadan has written extensively on the integration of Muslims into European societies in such
books as To Be a European Muslim and Western Muslims and the Future of Islam, making a fundamental
distinction between the religious duties of Muslims and their social and political obligations, and arguing
for greater European-based Islamic scholarship that would provide cultural context for European Muslims.
He has also written about issues affecting Musim-majority countries, including what he views as the
negative impact western institutions and cultures have had on those countries, and he sparked debates by
saying that the Muslim world must use its own terms of reference on areas controversial to the West, such
as corpora punishment. His latest book, In the Footsteps of the Prophet: Lessons from the Life of
Mohammad, is a biography that highlights the Muslim prophet s spiritual and ethical teachings. As you can
see, Tariq Ramadan is capable of fomenting a rich and textured discussion in many areas. Please join mein
welcoming him to the podium.

(applause)

TARIQ RAMADAN:

Thank you. Thank you for your invitation, first, to be with you here this evening, and for this kind
introduction about the work | am trying to do during the last twenty-five years, not only in the West, but
also in Islamic-majority countries.

So, the topic is the challenge of diversity, and what | will try to do is to start with a short introduction with
four main points just to set the scene, and then to come to the respective responsibility within our societies
but also coming from the minority groups or [those who] are perceived as such, because | have some
problem with the way we are talking about minorities today, so | will come to this. And then a conclusion.
It sthirty, forty minutes, so it s difficult to go deep into details for every single point | m trying to do, but |
am sure that as we have one hour of questions and answers out of this second part, | will be able to clarify
some of the points | wanted to make.

So the first point, as an introduction, is something that | m not sure, it s obvious, but | m not sure that we
are realizing what it means exactly when we say that our societies have changed, that the old perception
that white, indigenous, western countries, in Europe for example, even in Canada, the States, this is over,
and then we have to look at this reality, meaning that if our societies have changed, we need also to adjust
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to these changes and to try to find a way, not only by very open-minded discourses, [but] by clear political
decisions. And | think that thisis not clear in the way we have to deal with mentality. We know how to deal
with political diversity, it s not a problem when it comes to, you know, different parties, political parties,
when we disagree, and we know exactly behind our disagreements that we are referring to something that is
a common point of reference. In fact, a universe of references. But when it comes to cultural diversity and
religious diversity, it is not always the same, because we may think that we are talking about the same
things, but still the references behind are not the same.

There is something which could be a paradigm, there is something which could be a universe of reference,
and something which is simple but not even understood terminology, definitions of the concepts we are
using. And a concept is not only a word that you are trandating, it s loaded with history, it s loaded with
perception, it s loaded with psychology, it s loaded with something which is, | understand what you mean
now, but coming from a different universe of reference it may mean something else.

One simple concept, for example. When we speak about secularism and we come to the West, secularism is
a positive concept in the West. Why? Because it s out of this separation between church and state that we
got freedom and acceptance of minorities. Go to the Islamic-majority countries and speak about secularism,
it has nothing to do with this. It has to do with colonization. It has to do with imposed culture or imposed
systems. It may be positive, but the way it was presented was quite negative, so you may speak about
Kemal Ataturk from here because you think he was promoting your perception of the world, there it was
positive. But to the Turkish people, it was not. It was really a very oppressive way of dealing with values
that you have to respect. And if we speak about secularization and la cit@ in Islamic-majority countres, you
are not speaking about democrats, you are speaking about Saddam Hussein, you are speaking about Hafez
al-Assad, you are speaking about people who are representing something which has nothing to do with our
universe of reference, so you cannot just export a concept without understanding the context within which
this concept is taking its value, its understanding, positive or negative. Its a very simple example, and
sometimes you have to change the words just to keep the meaning. Change the words to keep the meaning
between two universes of reference.

Thisisthe first point, which is very important. The second point is, we may speak about globalization and
say, okay, we are living in a globalized world, and when we are very positive about it, and you have a very
good feeling about a global world, you say a small village. The problem is that within the small village,
what we are all experiencing in our daily life is our old landmarks, milestones, are lost. Because we don t
know exactly what it means to be a citizen of a specific country, what are our identities, who we are
exactly, because the global world is challenging old definitions of the self, of our identities. It comes that
the consequence of thisisreally quite an obsession today, to try to define who we are. Who we are, and
when we say we, you know, we were sitting on the table and say we think as Canadians, so, okay, wh o
isthis we you are talking about? If not you refe r to the first point, our societies have changed. So is it
we without them, them the new Canadians, ori sit we with them, soanew we tojusttakei nto
account their presence, and then we are this discussion throughout the world: Dutchness, Britishness,
Frenchness, Canadianness? And defining us, our id entity.

It s coming from a sense of loss, that there is something that we have to redefine because we dont know
exactly who we are while different people are part of us. Perceived as a threat, we defined our values as a
set of values that they have to accept, they, t he people who are coming. And so its a defensive
definition of identity, and it s sometimes an exclusive one, with this question that we all have to deal with
when you are Mudlims in our contemporary world. Are you first a French or a Muslim? Are you first a
Canadian or a Muslim? Are you first a Dutch or a Muslim? Meaning by this that we are defining us, so tell
us about you? Who you fit, where you fit in the picture. And | think that this is a new question, and it
comes to an obsession. And we have to deal with it, understanding that the globalized world is pushing us
to something which is a reduction of our selves in a global world. The global world is pushing us toward
reductionism, exclusivism, to define our identity. Why? Because there is a great deal of fears, and some of
them are legitimate. When you look at your society and you have new visible presence of these people who
are not like you, of course, and it s natural, for what we call average citizens, meaning all of us, when
you look at this you are asking yourself a natural question, who are we, with these people coming? A nd if
now you add something else, all the figures telling you that in the next generation the number is going to
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double. We need them. Our economies need the people coming from outside. We may be resistant on the
cultural ground, but we need them on the economic ground. And it s everywhere. All the figures, for
example, in the EU are telling us that within the next twenty years we need between eleven and twenty-five
million workers coming from abroad. So it s economi ¢ needs, and at the same time, cultural resistance. We
need them, but we are not sure that we can just cope with their differences. And then, legitimate fears, and
we have to deal with this.

So it s hot a reasonable discussion that we are tackling. It s something that has to do with passion, with
emotions, with fears and perceptions. And this is why | completely disagree with all the discussion about
the clash of civilizations. | have traveled a lot in the Ilamic-majority countries, and the South, even in
Brazil, South America, Africa, Asia thereisacl ash of perceptions. A clash of perceptions. Them, the
West, with a monolithic understanding of who they are, what they are doing to us, on the other side, who
they are, these people coming, and what they can change in our societies.

So having said that, this evolution of fears, and we have to take it asitis no one iswrong to be scared.
Y ou cannot say to someone, you are wrong to be scared. You have to try to take thisinto account and to go
beyond it. It snot an idea, it s not an opinion. M y opinion is | am scared, it s not an opinion, it s a state of
mind, it s a state of heart. It could become a mindset in the way you are looking at the world, and first, if
we want to change our societies for the better, isto take it asit is, to respect people sfears on both sides.

And the third point here is to ask ourselves what can our societies do to change this, and what should be
done also by the people who are the new citizens? So it s a fact, what | want to stress and to focus on this
today is, our shared responsibilities. At our level, as citizens, at the governmental level, but in every single
field within our societies, shared responsibilities, it s the right way to put it, | think. And also, when we
speak with minorities, maybe the Muslims but not only, today we are focusing on the Muslim presence
because it appears to be the most important challenge, but it s not only this. The people who are facing the
more important racism, and the daily racism are not the Muslims today, they are the gypsies, coming
because we are adding those east European countries, and they are dealing with something which is
complete disrespect for their culture and who they are.

And the last point is to come to, okay, al this discussion for what? To set some of the objectives that we
have, and of course, what we want is peaceful societies, but peaceful societies means also equal rights and
equality, and very often we want to speak about peaceful, respecting each other s cultures and belongi ngs,
and memories, and all this, but it s also a question of power. Are we ready to share power? Equality means
power, equal access to every single level within the society. So very often we are ready, we say, okay, we
can share, you two are respectful, who you are, who | am, but at the end, as a very young French citizen
was saying once to the mayor in Lyons when he was asking, what do you want, exactly? We are trying to
respect you, and he looked at him and said, Your place. | want your seat. | want to be in your place. |
want to become the mayor. Sending a strong message here. | want to be involved in the political system.
It saquestion of equal opportunity to get also power.

Why is it so important to speak about this? Dont make it only a cultural discussion, religious, you know,
mutual respect. Dont be nave. We are not dreaming a world of people sitting here, it s also a questi on of
economic opportunities and political power, and it salso a question of power struggle and equality, because
if you come back to what we are talking about, if we promote democracy, democracy is respect. It is rule of
law, equal citizenship, and when we say equal citizenship we mean, equal opportunities to get power in our
society, and it simportant because power is representation, it s also building a sense of belonging. And this
is what we want, a peaceful society based on equal opportunities, not to create what | call a new we. A
few months ago, in fact two years ago, | wrote a manifesto for a new we, in our societies, in the We st.
And by the way, when | was in Morocco recently, | was talking about this in two universities, and they
understood exactly what | meant by let us come together and say, okay, the we we are talking about a re
all the people, like al the people in this room coming from different backgrounds, different, you know,
universes of reference, but still living in this country and trying to make it better for al of usin the name of
our common principles. So here, there is something that is very important, a new we for a new societ y
based on the values that we share and that we want to promote, tending to a peaceful society with its
condition, justice, equality, equal opportunities and the rule of law.
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So | think that these are the four main points that | wanted to highlight by starting that. Now, let me just
start with the challenge, really, of diversity. The problem really isthat we need a clear discourse of what we
want, and when it comes to diversity, the first point for meisreally to start with is commonalities. If we are
serious about building a society together, let s say Canada, or any European country, or any of the States,
Australia, or even an Islamic-majority country, there is something which is really important. A society is a
structured community. And now we are speaking and still, whatever is our view on globalization, we still
are dealing with nation-states in away. Even if we think it sless and less the case, till, our identity is close
to something which is our state, a structured society. And then we have to come to this commonality. If you
live in a country, you are a citizen, or you are a resident, it should be clear, you abide by the law of the
state. There could be a constitution or not, but there are laws and there is legidation that you have to
respect. So let us say, this is the framework within which we are acting and accepting that we are equal
members. So here there is, the rule of law is something which is essential, and the framework, the common
framework is, in my view, not disputable. Because if we lose this, on which ground are we going to say
okay, we are building something together. So the sense of togetherness, it s coming from here, and then this
is the relationship between us and the state, which is the laws that are regulating our coming together and
so abiding by the law.

But now, it s not enough. A nation is not a set of laws. It is also something which has to do with the
memory. It has to do with legacy. It has to do with history. It has to do with a culture, and it has to do with
a collective psychology, and you cannot deny this. You come into a society, you deal with something
which is a collective psychology, a legacy, a history, memories building. Ingtitutions, even, ingtitutions.
Why, for example, the Canadian way of dealing with secularism is not the French one, because you don t
have the same collective psychology. You may have exactly the same process, which is the process of
secularization, but the institutionalization of secularization is not the same in every country. In Britain is
not the same as in France. In Canada, even, you have two ways to think about it. If you arein Toronto, you
do not speak about secularism as you speak about it in Quebec. From my own experience | saw that, and
you know that. Y ou know how much it s not the same. So thisis one paint.

When we are touching the question of nation, and to build a nation, we have to deal with all this culture,
collective psychology, institutions, and here there is something that, it s clear, if you are part of a nation, of
a society, you need to have to have a kind of integration of all this in your culture, in your perception, it
builds your universe of reference. And anyone who is coming within a society should get the sense of this,
you cannot ignore this. Y ou cannot say, | m part of Canada and | don t know anything about its institutions
and past and legacy. It s not possible. So it should be in our curriculum, it should be officially taught, it s
part of us. The problem Canadians may have today, and by the way, all the western countries, is this slow,
you know, it s something that we can feel, it s thi s kind of disappearance of history in our minds. It s as if
we are not connected to history. The teaching of history in all the industrialized societiesisaproblem. It sa
problem. You dont know where do you come from? W hat are your roots? So if you dont know the
richness of your roots, if someoneis coming with other roots, you tend to reduce your past, because you are
scared of his presence. But your past is richer than the way you deal with the present because you are quiet
and you are becoming ignorant of your past. All the discussion we have in Europe about the roots, the
European roots, you heard about the Pope s statement it s such areduction of thepast tosay what  ?Is
there someone among you thinking that the roots of Europe are Christian and Greek only? Who could say
something like that? Someone who doesnt know about his own history. Because it s wrong. About
Canada, al the waves and al the immigration that you ve had is arichness, that if you reduce Canada and
the past of Canadato some set of values thisis Canada by reducing the past you just show that  you
may be ignorant about your own past, but you are scared of something else, something which is coming
from outside. So you reduce, you become exclusivist, when your past is pluralistic.

So the point here, it s important, because this is why we built a nation, and we need to come back to this.
So my advice to the new citizens is to say, you have to listen, and you have to learn, not only the language,
but the history, the institutions, and the psychology, coming from what? From the Canadian literature, the
British literature, the western literature, it s part of a nation, this, it s part of a universe, so it s part of
psychology. And psychology is essential here. It may be that the main problem that we have today is not
social integration, religious integration, but psychological integration, that you feel at home here. So thisis
avery important point.
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Having said that, when it comes to the first point, comes to this, you know, the building, the commonalities,
rule of law, common framework, common legidations, we abide by this, and we add to this something
which is knowing history, legacy, collective psychology, you cannot get it all but you need to get it. And it
starts by the language. Because there is something which is clear. If the rule of law is telling you [that] we
are going to deal with you on an equal footing, you are a citizen and you have your rights and your
obligations, it means that you are free. Freedom cannot be [reached or gotten] without command of the
national language. Anyone who isliving in this country and doesn t know how to speak French and English
is not really free. Freedom is to have a good command of the language. And this is the starting point of a
nation. So thisis something which isreally important.

The second point which is really important here is that all thisis very nice, and you may be very happy,
saying yes, that s good. But we have another problem, which is a duty of consistency. It s good to say it,
it s better to implement it. And thisis not always the case. When, for example, you know, you are speaking
about equal rights, you know, because this is the daily experience of so many people living, Canadians are
residents living in this country, not living in Europe. When you are at the grassroots level, not within
academia, in universities the world is quite perfect in theory, but in the world it s quite different when the
people are telling you, that s fine, you speak about equal rights, but when I m black, when | m Asian, when
I m Turkish, when I m perceived as a Mudlim, when | try to get ajob, the problem is that there is no equal
rights. There is plain discrimination. So, discrimination and racism in every single field, so | may speak
English as they speak English, French as they speak French, still, my face is not so French. | can tell you as
a Swiss citizen that | am reminded by this, every time | am at the border, that a Swiss, it s not like me, so
they have to look at my that s true, thisis, you know, so I m quite confident when you come, | am
confident with this. And it s clear at the desk that he can or she can see that | am confident. It s not always
the case for al your fellow citizens. So they may have a problem of, you know, feeling that they are at
home.

So what do | mean by duty of consistency? Its that if we are serious about equal rights, equal
opportunities, it s something which is really important for us, it s to be able a very strong discourse on
policy, and this, you know, this is the challenge of diversity. If we want to tackle diversity and to make it
something which is positive, we need to be clear on the fundamentals of our common values and common
rules. And this is something that is important. All of us, this new we, all the citizens, we should be clear
that there is no way we can accept discrimination and racism and structural racism, so when structur al
racism is something which is embodied in even the way we deal with it, the way we read the laws. | m
always saying, when you read the legidlation, your laws, and you are confident about your fellow citizens,
you read the law to integrate them. But when you read the laws and you are scared and you don t trust the
citizens, you use the laws to protect yourself from them. The same text with different disposition. One is
integrative, the other is to reject and to protect. So the point here is, duty of consistency is what we have to
promote when we say rule of law, and [when] we say equal citizenship. The problem is that we are not
doing this, and sometimes we are confusing cultural problems or religious problems with socioeconomic
problems and problems of this, thisis the problem.

Two examples. The first one, you knew this, it s November 2005, France, suburbs, demonstrations, and
these were French people asking their government for respect and rights and to be treated equally. This had
nothing to do with religion, Islam and culture. They were not Arabs asking to be recognized as Arabs, they
were French asking to be recognized as French citizens. Because, in the suburbs, to feel that you are
respected as a French citizen, | can tell you it s difficult. First, because all the people from the same
background are put there, al the same social status are put in the same place, no social services,
discriminations, and when you come from there to get a job its difficult. So we have it here, equal
opportunities. But when it comes to the reality, nothing is implemented that way. So when | am talking like
this to some of the people in the suburbs, they say that s very good, you are great in talking, but the reality
is quite different because the way we are treated by the police, the way we are treated by the civil servants,
the way we are treated by this government, is as second-class citizens.

And you know what is happening, and we have the confirmation coming from the Pew Report published
three weeks ago, is when you have citizens who are not treated the same way as others, they will go to the
secondary identity they can have, which is the religious one. Don't treat me as a citizen, | will show you
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that | could be something else. And they go to something which is another identity. Exactly the same, the
Pew Report is showing something that is realy important. African Americans in the inner cities, among
them Muslims as well, they are citizens. You dont go to them and say, you have to integrate. It s not for us
to go to tell them they have to integrate. They have been here for centuries, so they are completely
Americans, but their feeling is that they dont get their rights. And even when | was there a few years ago
talking with them about citizenship, okay, what are you talking about, we are citizens. They dont care. If
you are black like me, just try to get ajob, you will wait, wait, wait, and five or six white American citizens
will get it before you.

So the problem is that they are facing social discriminations, socioeconomic realities, and the point is that
they come then and they can become more radicalized on another ground, which is a cultural plain or
religious differentiation, because they dont get the civic so it s paradoxical but it s understanda ble
you don t get the civic rights, you are not respected here, you find something else to resist. And we, from
where we are, we are confusing everything. We say, oh, it sareligious problem, it s an Islamic probl em, it
may be that the Muslims cannot integrate in our western societies. It has nothing to do with the religious
discussion. It has to do with the socioeconomic reality that we have today. Come with social policies, and
you will have less. | m not saying you will have no religious problem, because you have of course, but you
will have less. And why? Because this could nurture a sense of belonging. So we need to get duty of
consistency.

And by the way, you were talking about what | said to the British government, | was on the task force for
the British government, and | said, | m ready to talk to everyone with one condition: | am free to say
whatever | want. And that s normal. Thisisto be a citizen. And | said your war in Iraq was a mistake. It s
unjust, its not right, its illegal, and you killed innocent people. Theres something which is redly
important here, for me, which was to say on that field, which was, you are talking about, and this was to
Blair, a speech once, he said you have the duty to integrate. | said that s fine, that s free, that s good. The
duty to integrate to what? He said, freedom, democracy, rule of law. | said, | dont know so many Muslims
who have a problem with this, to integrate to this. But instead of only saying you have the duty to integrate,
they may ask you, you have the duty of consistency. By what you are saying, and what you are preaching,
and what you are saying at the grassroots level. So a critical discourse on this politics is something which is
important.

The third point is, | will try to stick to my time, the third point is education. And this is also coming, you
know, | m just trying to say, the commonalities here. Firgt, its readly the framework, state, rules and
nations and all this collective psychology and institutions, past history, which is important, and language of
course, the duty of consistency. The third one which is coming from the governments which is really
important is about education. Look, | m coming from Egypt. | was in Switzerland. And it was easy for me
not to feel a kind of inferiority complex when the people were talking, and when the people are talking
about Egypt, Egypt is a big civilizaton, not doubt about it. So when you feel, this was my feeling, | was
feeling that the people were respecting this culture because it sabig one. And it sabig one. Just for you to
remember. But let us say, when we are coming from Turkey, when you are coming from Morocco, Algeria,
Turkish, and when you are coming from Pakistan, you come here. And we are all saying, | hope that we are
all saying this. Our societies have changed, now it s all the people who are all equal citizens. But thisoneis
coming with a culture which is a Pakistani culture, a North African culture, all these cultures, and they are
part of our society. Isit possible for us to continue in our official indication when it comes to history to say
the history of Canada is a history of white, indigenous, Canadians building this country when they came?
Or do we have to think about a reassessment of what it means to be Canadian? Y es, this history isright, but
it s not the only one. Now we have memories coming in the country. People are coming from Morocco.
What do you say about this great civilization from North Africa? What do you say about India and Africa?
What do we say about all these cultures, if you are not officially integrating memories in our official
history. You will have a competition of memories. To avoid the competition of memories, we need an
official history of memories. Which is really important, why? Because people are coming we have this
discussion in the UK, we have this discussion in France, you will have this discussion about colonization.

You heard, for example, Nicholas Sarkozy going to Dakar and speaking about the African, by the way, a
very bad speech. Unbelievable to listen to something like this today, saying that the Africans, by nature,
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have a way of dealing with time which is a cyclic perception of time, not open to the future and creativity,
so Africans are lost, you know why? Because they are Africans. Which is, okay, it is not my topic. | have a
personal relationship with Sarkozy, but the point is that we need to introduce in our curriculum
something which is a more official way to dea with point of view. Points of view about, you know, history,
memories. And to make it official, in one way to integrate this. Why? Because if | am a Canadian citizen,
or a European citizen, and | come to school, and nothing is said about me, nothing is said about the
contribution of my culture, it is as if it doesnt exist, and you say, but we respect you, but how could you
respect my presence when you neglect my past? How? | dont get it. And it should be official, an official
history of memories. And being able also to be self-critical about the other perception, because things were
done in the name of colonization, in the name of freedom, and you know this about the Native American,
it simportant to have the other side of the story, not to nurture a sense of guilt, but to promote the sense of
justice, which is not the same, but it s essential when you live with people coming from different horizons.

So, and then, this acknowledgement is really important, and also to speak about the contribution. Because,
when we speak about you know, | m coming fromap olitical exhile. | never, to tell you thetruth, | never
felt that | have something which is an inferiority complex with the surrounding culture. | was coming from
Egypt, | was born in Switzerland, | started, my first Ph.D. was on Nietzsche s philosophy, and then on the
Islamic classical religious sciences, all this was so this is, when you have both, you dont have a
problem. And when you come as an economic exile, and you are the second and third generations, and now
the people are saying, you have to integrate to our society, while their parents helped to build this country
and nothing is officially said about their contribution, it s not acceptable. They built the country, they are
building the country, and you have to officially acknowledge what they give, not only what they could be
perceived as a problem. So when you give and you build, you forget, and when you cause problems, you
remind you. It s not the way to deal with recent history, and | think we have to reassess this sense of
contribution and thisis also to help to get a sense of belonging. Just look at an official discourse saying the
people who build this country, they build this country, make it was it what it is now, it s helping to get a
sense of belonging. Thisis us. Thisis us because you put my father and my mother in our common past,
not me as a problem for you at present, and | think it simportant here to understand that.

And, of coursg, al this, with the help of the media. | m not, you know, paranoiac about this, because you
know, | know now that the media are not talking about the train arriving on time, and that s natural. They
are aways talking about the trains [that are]collapsing, and when there are accidents. By nature, it s this.
The problem is that sometimes as a civic responsibility, it s important to have the media talking about the
people who are building, and not only the people who are destroying. It s a decision, it sadecision. So we
have an alternative way to deal with media, but it s a decision to also speak about the people who are
building, and millions of people coming from different backgrounds are building. A tiny minority are
destroying, and we are obsessed with this, and we distort the whole picture.

One example. A survey in the UK. This was when | was writing to be a European Muslim in the UK.
Where we have at that time, it was in the beginni ng of the nineties they were saying, less than on e
percent of the Muslims there are radicalized or could be, you know, real radical Muslims. 0.8%. This was
the figure that we had at that time. And they were saying, 33% of the images are on these people. So one
image out of four, no, one out of three, is on less than one percent. Of course it s going to change your
perception of 99% who have nothing to do with this. And it may be that we have to also be able to have a
critical discourse on this.

Very quickly now, just to try to be, to stick to my time. So the point here is not only to say these are the
responsibilities coming from the society, and | think that as citizens, as paliticians, as journalists, as social
workers, at every level we have to do something on that. But there s also responsibilities, so to say, coming
from the new people, the people who are here, citizens, newcomers, and coming from the perceived
religious or cultural minority. The first one, which is really important in the discourse, and you will find,
for example, | said this very strongly in the book To Be a European Muslim, and then Western Muslims and
the Future of Isam, you have to abide by the law. Not as an exception to your belief, but as the true and
full respect to your belief. And this is something which is important to say. It is not to say to the people,
okay, because you are here we respect, and then you try to adapt yourself. No. In the name of your belief,
in the name of your conviction, when you have a civic contract, you have a contract with your society, you

Couchiching Institute on Public Affairs 2007 Report 34



are a citizen, in the name of who you are and who you believe as a Muslim, for example, you abide by
the law. It s once again non-negotiable.

And al this discussion that sometimes there are conflicts, very often | say to Muslims that, you know when
you had this discussion on the sharia court, for example. | was involved in the discussion with some
Muslim scholars or leaders here. | said, look. What are you asking for? First, to say the truth. What they
were asking for was not illegal. In fact, it was already there for other religious communities. So they were
not asking something new. So on the legal discussion, legally speaking they were not wrong, they were not
asking for specific rules as it was represented in some other countries and even here. So they were doing
what others were doing before them. So this is one discussion, you are not wrong on the legal. But it may
be that you can be right on the legal field and wrong on all the other fields, like for example the
psychological one, and even in the deep understanding of what the common legidation is helping you to
do. And this was my position. My position was that in the common legal framework that you have now,
you don t need something that is specific, just use what you have and you can be a good Muslim, you don t
need something specific. Because you know, all this discussion about mediation between the husband and
the wife, al this could be done within the limits of the law. Why are you trying to get something specific
where the latitude of the legal framework is just helping you to do what you can do it! Why are you
coming to this discussion? You can do it. And thisis the problem with some Muslims, when you tell them
you have to abide by the law, very often they haven t studied the law, it s asif thislaw is not ours, because
they have not studied law, so a very deep study of the law shows that there is the latitude for you. More
than that, when you come to the Islamic legal tradition, you understand that when it comes to a specific
situation, you have lots of flexibility in the Islamic tradition. So, between the flexibility on one side and the
latitude on the other side, all the so-called contradictions can be solved if, and only if, we study. And the
problem is a clash of perception we cannot. And  Muslims could have this perception, but then you
have the fellow citizens, they also share this perception. Oh, it should be very difficult to be at the same
time Canadian and Muslim. It s wrong. It s wrong. |t can be fully both at the same time with no real
compromise if only you know the way it works. But we, this is the discourse we need to have within the
Muslim community, but in fact in every single cultural and religious community, just to try to abide by the
law, the common legal framework, and try to find the way.

The second here, which is really important, the second is really to reassess the kind of education we are
giving in our western countries, and this is a challenge when we come to diversity. Because many of the
mosques or the religious organizations, and not only the religious organizations, the cultural organizations,
are coming, having their organizations here, and the perception is that you have to protect yourself from the
environment. And by the way, this is not specifically Islamic, al the immigrants at the first, have [been]
always the same. Always. The Polish, the Italians, the Spanish. When | was in Switzerland, they were all
doing the same, protecting yourself. It s normal. | f you are going to a country you do not know, the first, |
am sure that the first thing you will try to do is just to look for people who are not far from your culture.
Not going to the Indians straight away if you are a white Canadian going, okay, | am here, open to the
world. No, you will stay for awhile with the people you know. And then you open up. And then you reach
out. But when you are here to stay, and you build the sense of belonging, it s really important here to
reassess the education. And the problem we have still, but it s changing, and | want you to understand that
it s changing here, is not to confuse the religious education with the cultural education. Meaning by that,
you are not asked to be in Canada a Pakistani Muslim or a Turkish Muslim or a Moroccan Muslim, you are
asked to be aMuslim, and to do this you should distinguish between what is cultural and what is religious,
which is not easy because you are dealing with your parents. You are not dealing with the Canadian
society. Look, it s the reality. You are dealing with my father and my mother. They are just representing
this world of Pakistani Muslim, Moroccon Muslim, and then | have Canada here. So it s not an easy task
just to deal with all that. But we need a discourse and education to construct this. And this takes time and
effort. It scoming.

We need, you know, it s not only one generation, it could take two or three generations, but it s coming,
but it s needed, and it s really needed in order, f or example, when it comes to some of our perceptions on
very sensitive issues. | m not, you know, | dont think it s bad for Muslims to listen to people asking them
about women discrimination, because very often the women discrimination is not Islamic, or it could be
Islamic in the way literalists are reading the text, but it s also cultural. Female circumcision is not Islamic,
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it s cultural, domestic violence is not Islamic, it s the literal understanding of one verse saying that we can
doit, so we have to challenge, to confront these discourses, we have to reassess the Islamic education in the
West, and you know what? By doing it in the West, we || have a tremendous impact in the Islamic-majority
countries. When now | go to Morocco, to Jordan and to Indonesia, | am saying, for example, female
circumcision is not Islamic. Domestic violence is not 1slamic. Arranged marriage, or forced marriage, are
not Islamic. And you can see from where you are, this is not Islamic. This is coming from a wrong
understanding, this is coming from culture or from a literalist understanding, can you understand that from
what we are experiencing there, we are sending a message, by saying this: We remain truly Muslims, but
we are not accepting a distorted way of being Muslims coming from there, because we are blind to the
cultural influence. So this is something which is really important, and | wrote a book on the Prophet of
Islam just to show this, that he immigrated from Mecca to Medina to experience these two cultures, and to
say what was cultural there, you have to keep it there, and you have to deal with the new culture, and the
new culture in Medina was women much more involved in society, much more outspoken, much more
involved in social affairs, so thisis something which is could | have three minutes left? Okay. | m  sorry.
You know, | am always saying this. | am Swiss by nationality and still Egyptian by culture, Egyptian by
memory, and Egyptians have some problems with time. So it simportant, this, to differentiate between this.

And then, [the] third thing which is important to ask for the perceived minority on the religious ground or
the cultural ground and now to be involved in the society and to be involved in the mainstream. And thisis
something which is important. When you look at the minorities very often, on the cultural ground or on the
religious ground, very often they are involved with things that are connected to them. Our problems, you
know, its for example, when | was dealing with (| am still, by the way, dealing with) black movement,
African American movement, when | was there, everything, it was like an obsession, our involvement in
American society is through this window. This was the main involvement they had. When it comes also
with Muslims, it s exactly the same. Everything whi ch hasto do with Islam, we are in. When it comesto no
Islam, no Muslims. And here, this has to be completely changed, of course. The sense of belonging is to
belong to a society, so you have to be in the mainstream in every single discussion which has to do with
this society. When it comes, for example, to the public system or the mainstream school system, you have
to be involved in it, you have to be involved in an employment, in every single thing that has to do with
your society, and not only when [it happens that] a Muslim has been discriminated [against], then we are
involved. Or in foreign policy, for example, many Muslims were very happy, you know, just before the war
in lrag, because something happened in Britain which was quite unbelievable before that, which is that the
entire war movement, people, British people coming from all the different fields and political spectrums,
coming together, saying no to the war, and Muslims, non-Muslims, atheists, al together, you know, Jewish
people, Christians, all together. And it was perceived as, this is the symbol of a society which is a
multicultural society. That s true and good, but it s not enough. You know why? Because it s very easy to
come together against something. When we reject we can be together. But to be together for something, it s
completely different. Because against, oh yes, we are against the war, so whatever is your background,
come with me against this. But when we wanted a society for more justice, more equality, to come together
[in the long run], policy, to come together is the most difficult thing to do. But you have to involve people
in the mainstream. The problem is that within these communities, very often the focus is us, trying to
protect ourselves from them, and we have really to change this, thisis a mindset, thisis a mentality that we
have to change. And sometimes it could come from language, it could come from a lack of knowledge, of
institutions, literature, culture, collective psychology, and you know, if you work on that side it helps on the
other side, to nurture this and to try to get it, but thisis something which is really important.

Why? Because it helps to avoid two things that we are all subject to if we are not aware. The first one is the
victim mentality. The victim mentality is realy everywhere now because of this fear that | was talking
about. So they dont like us, they dont like Musli ms, so we are the target of their criticism, so we have to
protect ourselves, to withdraw into ourselves, and there is this psychological pressure. It could be natural to
withdraw into yourself, but what should be done is exactly the opposite, to reach out to be with the people.
And then, the victim mentality is everywhere, and by the way, if you look to some | was sitting with

some British citizens and even in Canada, the las t time | came here, | met people who were saying, you
know, we feel that we are not secure, because they are threatening us with all this, we don t know what we
are becoming, because they have their culture, and so the victim mentality on the other side. We may be the
victim of their slow colonization of our society. So true perception of, you know, victims on both sides, of
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suspected intentions of the other. So | think it s really important, and on the Mudlim side it s clear that the
victim mentality is something which has to be, we have to get rid of that.

But there is something else which is really important, and maybe more important than this, which is the
minority mentality. Because even in our discourse here, we say, okay, diversity, we as a mainstream or as a
majority, we are dealing with minorities. Okay. On the cultural ground that s fine. On the religious ground,
that s fine. They are religious minorities. But we are talking about a social project. We are talking about a
political project. We are not talking about a religious project. On the political ground, on the civil ground,
there is no minority/majority. If | am a Canadian talking to you now, dont tell me oh you as a minority.
| m sorry, it doesn t exist, this concept of minori ty citizenship, it sin your mind, not in the law. Thereisno
minority citizenship. We are citizens together, so we have to get rid of this minority talking to majority, we
are building it together. The new we is a we wher e there is no minority, majority process. There is no
power struggle. We are equal, so we are able to share views and power. Ready? Not sure. | am not sure.
This is something which has to be deeply rooted in our daily experience, and this is why we have to work
on that.

So this is something which is really important here, and there is a last point which | wanted to say, which
has to do also from within our community, for example, in the Muslim communities in the West. | may
surprise you. | think the main problem | am facing, for example, in having traveled during around the last
twenty-five years is redly a sense of first, of fear, as | said. Sometimes a complex of inferiority, and
psychological problems much more than legal discussion that | am facing. But you know what, the main
problem is alack of creativity. A lack of creativity. Lack of creativity means that when you are facing the
new environment and you are facing new realities, you need a creative mind just to tackle the issues in
different fields, on the legal one, but aso in the cultural one. |1 dont want, you know, to accept the
Canadian culture as mine. | want to contribute to the Canadian culture, because if its mine, | have to
contribute. Creativity is essential. Writing poems, writing novels, being part of movies and all this, | know
that some Muslim schools of law say music, unlawful. Movies, unlawful. Thisis one. On the other side, to
be creative is essential because this is the way you are building this sense of belonging. It means that you
accept, you integrate the language. You know, in our discussion we very often speak about you have to
integrate. My position, and what | say to Mudlims, is not you have to be integrated, but exactly the
opposite. | say, you have to integrate, from the surrounding culture. You have to make it yours. The
language. The sense. The literature. You may be selective. There are things that are stupid and silly in
every culture. Of course, | am coming from the Egyptian culture, there are many Egyptian things that the
only true Idamic reference are Egyptians, saying, well, come, we will come, we will try to assess the
Egyptian culture. So, silly things, and we all have to be selective, and | hope that you are aready selective
with the Canadian culture, if you think it s perfect, you have to reassessit. So | think that sacritical thing.

So the conclusion here to all this, is really to acknowledge this and to know that we have shared
responsibility and to come together. In the name of this new we and as citizensin our countriesand to try
to do this. By accepting one thing at the beginning of our discussion if we are serious about it. We need
trust, and trust means that we need to know each other more and to come to this. And with trust, we need
critical loyalty. Critical loyalty is this intellectual disposition by which you look at yourself and you are
self-critical, and you are able to be critical with the other without losing his or her trust. Saying this, when |
am a citizen in a country, for example Switzerland, or in Britain, critical loyalties say in the name of my
country | disagree with my government, without being suspected [that] | am not really loyal to my country.
It s exactly the opposite of the Bush statement when he said you are with us or against us. | m sorry. | am
neither with you nor with them. | am with the principle of justice. Saddam Hussein was unjust, you are
unjust with the way you are doing it. So this critical loyalty is really important, because critical loyalty,
when it comes to this, it means that we need to trust each other, and every single question | have | can just
ask it to you, because you trust me. Critical loyalty is the true nature of a pluralistic society. Lose critical
loyalty, you are losing democracy. You are losing the essence of democracy, because there is no freedom.
There is pretending that we are in an open society, when we are promoting this, so trust and critical loyalty
arereally important, and the last point with all this.

| am quite positive with al this, but | know it is going to be very difficult, and | think that during the next
two generations, not less than fifty years, we are going through very difficult times. Very difficult times.
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It s going to be very difficult itsnottenyear s, itsatleast two generations. It s going to tak e time, and
we need to prepare this, thisisour job our job isto prepare to pave the road toward something w hich
is going be better. It s going to be better for many reasons because our economy needs this mixing
people, because the life is this, and people who are here are building the future of a better understanding.
So it s going to be difficult, but we can succeed and we have to prepare the road, but let me just say one
thing. To be optimistic does not mean that we have to be nave. Some politicians are using all our fears to
promote pluralization. When you are building bridges, they want to promote fractures, because this is the
way they can win the next election. Our timing of changing mentalities is not their timing of winning the
next election. Our timing, to try to change things is not the timing of the media. Media is immediate,
mentalities is a long-run process. Paliticians is five years, and you have to build for twenty-five years. So
we may need courageous politicians, but we need much more than that. We need committed citizens able to
say, we may lose the next election, but we need to win the whole battle which is to build a better living
together.

Thank you.

Canada Who Shall We Be?
August 10, 2007, 9:30 a.m.

GWEN BURROWS:

Good morning. My name is Gwen Burrows, and | sit on the board of Couchiching, and | have the pleasure
of moderating the panel this morning, which | can promise you is going to be a good one. The title of the
panel is Canada Who Shall We Be?, and | think w e ve aready started building the conversation that
feeds very nicely into this panel.

Last we had a conference call amongst the panelists, and sort of talked through how all the pieces fit
together, and at the time | said, you know, thisis really the panel that frames the conference and frames the
discussion. Will giving the philosophical framework, Michael giving alot of the data that we can then start
to discuss and take apart and put back together, and then Veronica giving some detail, particularly focused
on education around how this works on the ground.

In many ways, we got a terrific framing, though, with the panel with the panel yesterday, and the opening
keynote last night, so the conversation is well underway, but | think you Il see that this then feeds into the
panels that will come, particularly around institutions, and how we structure our institutions, going forward.
And Will has a second kick at the can to deepen the framework that we re working in, which | think is
wonderful, because | appreciated his thoughts so much last night.

So | m not going to spend much time at the podium. 1 will just introduce our panelists. Each one will speak
for 20 minutes, and then well take the hour-long break, and come back for excellent and to-the-point
guestions. So the first speaker is Will Kymlicka, who s a Canada Research Chair in Political Philosophy in
the Department of Philosophy at Queen s University, and he s the author of many books, most recently
Multicultural Odysseys. Michael Adams, who s a good friend to Couchiching and who has been on this
podium before, is the president and cofounder of Environics Research Group, and author of four bestsellers
with a fifth bestseller coming out in November, we re told, so welcome. And you Il aso see on your seat
some information from The Learning Partnership, and this comes from Veronica Lacey, who is the
president and CEO of The Learning Partnership, and a director and vice-chair of the Canada Council on
Learning, as well. She is a former deputy minister in Ontario, of education and training, a former teacher
and principal and student, and shell be speaking, or giving us a more grounded case around education, so
it s going to be aterrific morning, and without further ado, Will.

WILL KYMLICKA:

Thanks, Gwen, for the introduction, and thanks for the invitation itsmy first time to Couchiching, and
I m delighted to be here, and | m enjoying it alot.
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So my talk today will be about the policy framework that we use to accommodate diversity in Canada,
what s sometimes called the Canadian model. As most of you know, there isnt really a single model. In
Canada, we have at least three different policy frameworks dealing with three different types of diversity in
Canada that have emerged historically at different times. So the first concerns the relations with aboriginal
peoples that, from the time of the European colonization of North America, the European colonizers had to
recognize the fact that there were aboriginal peoples here on the territory and had to work out some sort of
modus vivendi with them, and the terms of that relationship have changed over time, and we have
developed a quite rich and complicated set of ideas and policies and to regulate that relationship. Ideas of
the inherent right of self-government, treaty rights, sui generis aboriginal title, fiduciary trust, youll be
familiar with some of these guiding concepts that we use in our legal and political relationships with
aboriginal peoples.

The second set of policies concern the French fact in Canada the relationships between the two origi  nal
European colonial societies that from the time that the British conquered the French at the Plains of
Abraham, we faced the question of how to accommodate, or integrate, New France, or the French fact, in
what was then British North America. And again, the terms of the relationship between the British and the
French have evolved over time, and we have developed a range of concepts to discuss that relationship,
ideas of bilingualism, of French-English duality, of distinct society, of provincial autonomy, asymmetrical
federalism, you re familiar with all those.

And then the third one, which is really the one that were focusing primarily here at the conference,
concerns the accommodation of groups that have their origin in immigration to Canada after it was
established as a sovereign state, beginning with European immigrants and now, more recently, from all
parts of the world. And again, the terms of that relationship have changed over time, and today we use
ideas of multiculturalism, of citizenship, of integration, and non-discrimination, to discuss that relationship.

So these are three quite distinct policy frameworks. We use different words to describe them, but they re all
so ingtitutionalized, different government departments deal with each of these three frameworks, different
laws govern them, different sections of the constitution govern them. So in many ways we can think of
these actually as three silos. They re quite separate, there s very little connection between them, they stand
parallel to each other, and together they make up what we call the Canadian model.

As | say, our focus here is primarily on the third, but | think it s important to remember that we have all
three of them in Canada, and that all three of them, to my mind, are vital to the success of Canada. They, |
dont think we can succeed as a country unless we get al three of these policy frameworks working

properly.

| think it s fair to say that many Canadians have a kind of schizophrenic attitude towards these sets of
policies around diversity. On the one hand, there s quite strong evidence, and Michael may talk about this,
that many Canadians feel pride in the level of diversity in Canada, in the way in which we take it in stride

we live with extraordinary levels of diversity in  our personal lives, walking down the street, in the
workplace, schools, and in our political institutions, and by and large, those relationships across ethnic,
racial, and religious lines are peaceful, they re civil, they re not necessarily based on love and har mony and
understanding, but they re peaceful and civil, and we appreciate the fact that Canada has allowed us, al of
our diversity, to live freely and peacefully together, and we appreciate the ingtitutions that have made that
possible.

On the other hand, | think many Canadians feel quite a bit of anxiety about these diversity policies, on
many different fronts, but let me just focus on one. There s a perception that maybe we have gone too far in
accommodating diversity, or that were kind of we re out of balance in the relationship between
recognizing diversity or emphasizing our differences on the one side, as opposed to trying to highlight or
build on our commonalities. And so many people think we ve gone too far down the road of recognizing
and emphasizing and valorizing our differences, and have not put enough emphasis on highlighting what
we have in common and trying to build shared values, shared identities and shared citizenship.
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Now this is not a new debate, we ve had this debate many times in Canada in the past, nor is it unique to
Canada. Every western democracy is going through this debate right now, about the relationship between,
or trying to find a balance between recognizing diversity and building shared values and common
identities. | think that debate s inevitable, and it s useful. On the other hand, | think there are al so some
ways in which it s misleading, the ways in which that debate is framed. And in particular, | think the idea
that there s a kind of trade-off or a choice between emphasizing shared values of, say, human rights and
liberal democratic values, that there s a trade-off between that and support for diversity policies, that that s
a false choice, because | believe that our diversity policies are themselves a manifestation of our shared
values of human rights and liberal democratic values. It s because of our commitment to human rights and
liberal democratic values that we have the diversity policies we have, and that we need to understand the
connections between them if we are to make sense of our current debates.

So, in order to explain that a bit, let me just unpack a bit these three different policy silos and say a bit
about how all three of them have undergone a quite dramatic transformation over the last forty years. So let
me start in the reverse order  start with the immi  grant, multiculturalism policy silo. As you al know, in
the past, up until the 1960s, Canada, we ve had al ong history of immigration, but we expected immigrants
to assimilate into the hegemonic British-Canadian culture and society, and that any group that was seen as
incapable of that was actually excluded from admission to Canada. We had racially restrictive immigration
laws up until the 1960s that kept out most Asians and Africans because they were seen as incapable of this
kind of assimilation to the hegemonic British Canadian society.

In the 1960s, that whole framework was reversed, was abolished and replaced in two ways. First of al, we
shifted from racially restrictive immigration to race-neutral immigration admissions based on the points
system, and as a result we now have immigrants from all over the world. And secondly, we repudiated the
expectation of assimilation and replaced it with the multiculturalism policy in 1971, which operates on the
premise that immigrants, and their children and grandchildren, should be free to participate in public life
without having to hide their ethnic origin, they should be able to freely and with pride express their ethnic
identity in public space and in politics, and they should be able to have that identity reflected in public
institutions, in the schools, in the media, in museums, in symbols of the state, and so on.

Okay, so that s the first transformation, from racial exclusion and assimilation to race-neutral admissions
and multiculturalism. With respect to the aboriginal framework, up until the 1960s, in Canada as in other
British settler states, there was the expectation that indigenous peoples would disappear as distinct groups,
that they would, either they would just die out, or that they would intermarry, or that they would assimilate.
And a number of policies were taken to hasten this process of the disappearance of indigenous peoples as
distinct societies things like residential school ing, banning the use of indigenous languages, the
abolishing of traditional forms of aboriginal self-government, and other ingtitutions. Starting in the late
1960s, that framework was contested the last grea t statement of this assimilationist goal was the 1969
white paper, which was decisively repudiated almost immediately, and starting early in the 1970s, we have
a series of court cases and legal reforms that have affirmed the premise that aboriginal peoples will
continue to exist indefinitely in Canada as distinct societies, and who have the right to who have a
legitimate claim to the rights needed to maintain themselves as distinct and self-governing societies
indefinitely. So rights of self-government, land claims, as well as cultural and linguistic rights which are
now recognized in the constitution. So that started with the land-claims case, the 1972 [?] case, the James
Bay agreement of 1975, the MacKenzie Valley pipeline decision, these were all a dramatic transformation
that built towards this new model of recognizing aboriginal peoples as permanent constituents of the
Canadian fabric, with rights of land-claims and self-government.

The third policy framework concerns the French fact in Canada, and here we have the original

settlement in 1867, when Canada was founded, had already accepted that the French fact was not going to
disappear. The expectation of assimilation that we had with respect to immigrants and aboriginal peoples
did not apply in the same way to the French in 1867. The British had tried this briefly in 1840 but gave up
very quickly. By 1867, it was accepted that the French were here to stay permanently as a distinct
congtituent of Canadian society, and that was recognized in two ways. First of al, by bilingualism, at the
federal level, and through provincial autonomy, the province of Quebec with a French majority. But by the
1960s, it became clear that, at least as those institutions were operating at the time, they were not working
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to ensure equality for French Canadians, that the kind of bilingualism that existed in the federal civil
service in 1960 was very weak, it was tokenistic, and French Canadians were underrepresented at the
federal level, and provincial autonomy was not working, in fact, to enable francophones to determine their
own fate. Although they were a mgjority in Quebec, they were, in fact, a subordinated majority. They were
less well off than the anglophone elite which controlled the economy and de facto controlled large chunks
of the government, and so starting in the 1960s, the Quebec nationalist movement demanded twofold
reform. On the one hand, real bilingualism at the federal level, a pan-Canadian bilingualism to affirm
French as an equal official language throughout Canada, and secondly, strengthening provincial autonomy
to enable the francophone majority of Quebec to use the powers of the Quebec government to enhance the
status of the francophone majority. And those two claims were accepted by the Royal Commission on
Bilingualism and Biculturalism in the 1960s and were codified in the Official Languages Act of 1968 and a
series of intergovernmental agreements to strengthen Quebec s power, like the Immigration Agreement, the
Pension Agreement, the Health Care Agreement, all of which have given Quebec enhanced powers which it
has used effectively to strengthen the status of its francophone mgjority.

So those are the three  so dramatic transformation s along all three of these policy frameworks, and al in
the direction of a more accommodationist line, a more pro-minority position, if you like. And notice the
timing. All of these, they all started in the 1960s, and they were all basically in place by the mid-1970s. It s
basically a single decade, between 1965 and 1975, the core, if you like, foundations of these three silos
were put in place. The core governing concepts are for immigrant multiculturalism policy, of the official
bilingualism, provincial autonomy, of ideas of land claims and treaty rights and self-government for
aboriginal people, all of those were basically put in place between 65 and 75 and then reaffirmed in the
1982 constitution.

So that s interesting. What was happening in 1965 to 75 that explains these dramatic, almost revoluti onary
transformations in our approach to diversity? So my argument is that this decade, and | hope Michael s
going to back me up on this, was a period of intense liberalization in Canadian society. This was a period of
the rights revolution in Canadian society. This was the same decade in which we saw the origins of the
women s movement, beginnings of the gay rights movement, this was the liberalization of abortion,
divorce, contraception laws, the decriminalization of homosexuality, the abolition of the death penalty, |
could go on and on. This was the decade in which the human rights commissions were formed in every
province in the federal government, this was the human rights revolution. The human rights revolution took
root in Canada in the decade between 65 and 75, and then, as | say, was formally codified in the Charter
of Rightsin 1982.

And in my view, the transformation of our diversity policies has to be understood as part of that larger
process of the human rights revolution. It s one dimension of that larger process of liberalization and
human rights reform. And what al of these reforms have in common is that that they re contesting
inherited forms of hierarchy, inherited forms of stigmatization and exclusion and restrictions on people s
liberties.

And so one way to think of it isthat all of these | apologize for the jargon thisis what sociolo  gists
sometimes call citizenization. That all of these policies are aimed at constructing relations of citizenship
between people in a country. That if you think about historically, the relations across ethnic and
religious and racial lines in Canada have been marked by a series of uncivil, undemocratic, and illiberal
relationships. | mean, the relations between colonizer and colonized in the case of indigenous peoples, the
relations between conquered and congueror, in the case of the French Canadians, between allies and
enemies in the case of the Japanese during the internment, or between masters and slaves, because we had
slavery in Canada, or between the advanced and the primitive, the barbaric or the backward those wer e
the kinds of terminology that we premised our relations across ethnic and racial and religious lines in
Canada. And the task facing Canada, as in all western countries, was to transform that kind of catalog of
illiberal and undemocratic relationships into the relationships of democratic citizenship, in which we can
interact with each other as free and democratic citizens.

It used to be assumed, and it still is assumed in some countries, that the only way to do that is to impose on
every citizen a single, undifferentiated, unified model of citizenship. So this is the French model, that you
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just sort of wave awand, and you declare everyone to be an equal, undifferentiated French citizen, and you
ignore all the differences between them. And that s the way to convert this historical catalog of uncivil
relations into relations of democratic citizenship.

The Canadian model, and its one that other countries share, is that, given that history, given our
demography, given our history, that we have its appropriate that there be accommodation of diversity,
that we acknowledge the facts of colonization, of conquest, we acknowledge the ways in which our
institutions have historically privileged whites, Protestants, anglophones, and that we have a range of
policies intended to remedy those hierarchies, and to create equality, and that these will inevitably and
appropriately take certain kinds of group-differentiated forms, like our diversity policies do, but with the
goal of constructing relations of equal citizenship.

So one way to think of this another way to think of this, would be that these diversity policies that have
emerged since the 1960s can be seen in a kind of historical context as a kind of third wave of the human
rights revolution in the sphere of ethnic and racial relations. So, up until World War Il in Canada, as across
the western democracies, ideas of racial and ethnic hierarchy were taken for granted. They were the basis of
our immigration policies, of our relations with aboriginal peoples, of our relations with the third world, and
international law was also premised on the idea of an inequality of races and ethnic groups. That was
discredited in World War 1l as a result of Hitler s murderous policies, and since World War 11, we have a
world order that s premised on the idea of the equality of races and peoples. We have delegitimized racial
and ethnic hierarchies.

Now, that s a huge change, and it has consequences that take time to work out. The first and sowev e
seen waves of reforms that try to work out the consequences of this new commitment to the idea of the
equality of races and peoples. The first wave was decolonization at the international level, which was
roughly 1948 to 1966 this new commitment to the e quality of races and peoples delegitimized
colonization, and so we had this first wave of decolonization from 48 to 66. The second wave was the
racia desegregation movements that started in the United States with the African-American civil rights
movement. And that started roughly in1955 to 65, and we had a whole slew, around the world, of
movements against racial discrimination and against racial segregation. And then the third wave, | think, is
the struggle for various kinds of recognition of diversity —minority rights and multiculturalism and
indigenous rights. And those movements around the world have been the third wave. They have followed
on from the decolonization, racial desegregation, and now the struggle for a more proactive recognition and
accommodation of diversity.

But all of these three waves have in common that they are attempts to overcome legacies of earlier ethnic
and racial harmonies that have been built into our societies for decades, if not centuries.

So, if that sright | mean, insofar asthat srig ht, that swhy | say | think it s misleading to say that we
face a choice between emphasizing universal human rights values as shared values for our common
Canadian identity, as opposed to recognizing differences. | just dont think we can separate them in that
way. The policies we have for the accommodation of diversity arose because the human rights revolution
took root in Canada in the 1960s. That our diversity policies are an outgrowth of that human rights
revolution. And if we, today, decide that we should reemphasize and recommit ourselves to the value of
universal human rights and liberal democratic values, and | m absolutely in favour of emphasizing the
importance of universal human rights and liberal democratic values, the effect will be to simply reinforce
the foundations on which people demand respect for diversity. Those two are logicaly as well as
historically and politically connected.

That s the way | see the two being connected chro nologically, as it were historically, and conceptually.
Now that s mainly an account of what our aspirations are. That s what | think these policies were intended
to achieve, to convert these earlier relationships of hierarchy and inequality into relations of democratic
citizenship. That doesn't yet tell us anything about what actually about whether it s working. Arew e
having any successin this noble goal? So | hope that over the rest of the conference, that s what we will be
discussing, with respect to different kinds of ingtitutions, different kinds of policies, fears, are we making
any progress toward this lofty goa? And so, | won t say anything about that; | have my own views about
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where we re making success and where were hitting roadblocks. But let me just end by saying, if | m
right, it has implications for what we take to be success. How would we measure success, if thisiswhat our
policies are aimed at?

So if our diversity policies are human rights based, and rooted in liberal democratic values, what would
count as success? To my mind, to dramatically oversimplify, we can think of it as therestwo tests we
should be applying. The first and most basic one is, are we making progress in creating across ethnic and
racial and religious lines, that is to say, in contesting these inherited inequalities and hierarchies and
stigmatizations, and equality here is a multidimensional idea. It includes questions of political equality,
political representation, political voice, it includes questions of economic opportunity, of standard of living,
poverty rates, and so on, and it includes issues of cultural equality, of the extent to which people s identities
are reflected in public ingtitutions and respected in terms of levels of prejudice and stereotypes, and so on.

So that s one level, one test, is how are we doing on this multidimensional goal of equality across racial,
ethnic, and religious lines against a history of these hierarchies. The second is, insofar as it s a human-
rights based and liberal democratic model of diversity, it s also important to protect the rights of i ndividuals
within groups. So the way | phrase thisis, we want freedom within groups and equality between groups. So
how do we make sure that our diversity policies, while they re aiming to perhaps remedy inequalities
between groups, that these arent perhaps having the unwanted conseguence of enabling some members
within a group to oppress other members of the group. So, for example, discrimination against women, or
against gays within minority communities. Are we firmly protecting the rights of individuals within groups
at the same time as we re trying to remedy inequali ties between groups?

And so this is partly what we were discussing yesterday in yesterday s afternoon panel, is is there in
Canada a conflict between protecting the rights of vulnerable individuals, and is it the case that our
diversity policies are sometimes having an unintended effect on the liberties of individuals? So my own
view isthat | think we re doing reasonably well on that front, | think we re doing a reasonably good job of
protecting the rights of vulnerable individuals. Our diversity policies are not having the effect of
suppressing individual liberties. We re doing a mixed job with respect to creating equality across racial and
ethnic, religious lines. And were obviously doing better, for example, on the French fact than we are on
the aboriginal fact. Obviously. Within the immigrant file, we re doing better for some groups than for other
groups, or were doing better on some dimensions. Some groups are doing better economically and less
well politically, or vice versa, and so this would be it would be a very complicated map to try to t est
how well we re doing on al of these dimensions. But the last line is that whatever our failings, and | think
there are many failings or incompleteness in our achievement of these goals, | think that those basic pillars
that we put in place between 1965 and 75 are the right ones. Those transformations that we went through
were good ones, and | think that whatever our failings, they are not reasons for us to reject those policies
and their foundations, but to build on them. Thanks.

(applause)

MICHAEL ADAMS:

WEell, good morning. Tariq has joined us, moving into our time zone a little more comfortably | hope.
Thank you for that last evening.

You talked about nations needing shared memories. | m going to nominate Will Kymlicka to write our
national memoir. | think he s got a very good templ ate there, and | hope he keeps writing for a very long
time.

I m Michael Adams, and | m with Environics, | m just in the copyediting stage of a new book, and I m
here with my colleague, Amy Langstaff, who s worked with me on this book and on four previous ones,
with the exception of Sex in the Show, for which she feels blessed.
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| had originally threatened Helen Walsh with a Powerpoint presentation, being a pollster. | think | ve
actualy inflicted a Powerpoint presentation on this group, sometime before. But | came to my senses, so
it sjust poetry today, just poetry.

So | write these books in order to be invited to Couch, | do everything in self-interest, and that sort of lies
behind it all. | actually cant think of a better place for an author who s just in the early stages of figuring
out what the hell it is he wastrying to say in that book, to talk among a group of kindred spirits and friends,
and that s what | consider Couch to be, kind of my extended intellectual family. And to share a platform
with Will Kymlicka and the estimable Veronica Lacey is a real honour for me. | actually consider Will to
be one of Canadas, and | think one of the world s great philosophers of multiculturalism and in fact, in
writing my book, | got on the train and went down to Kingston to meet with the man, and | said, | read this
book you wrote about ten years ago, and he said, wouldn t it be great if we had some metrics about how it
was happening. And | said, finally, | m going to see if | can find some out there to see how we may be
doing on that issue of multiculturalism. So there are a few metrics | will be throwing at you today, these
will be dtatistics, numbers, all, of course, drawn from the census, Environics surveys, other peoples
surveys. There is a margin of error with some of these, but with my interpretation, there is no margin of
error.

So, the elevator version. We dont have elevators here, so it s going to have to be really short. We are
debating this, discussing this whole issue of multiculturalism. Will did a great job of talking about this idea

we like it, but have we gone too far, and the lon g and the short of it is, were doing okay, but not
perfectly. So were awork in progress, the glassis, oh, alittle more than half full. But I Il just say half full
just to milk the metaphor.

Like all efforts of interpretation, of course, it s an unscientific and intuitive process, you see adot here, and
dot here, and dot there, and you draw a line through it, and then you kind of interpret what is going on,
what patterns are we seeing? And that s the job of me as a social scientist, and all social scientists and
economists and others, is to draw patterns and try to understand what the meaning is. And in terms of
discussing, Will, this question of what happened in the 60s and 70s and why that idealism burst forward in
our culture, let sdo that inthe Q& A, let sdo it over more glasses of wine, but | just think an understanding
of social change is very important to understand the trajectory in which youre going. If youre too
negative, you re going to become complacent your e going to become so intimidated by all the bad
news you re not going to do anything. Like, if you ve got akid on school and they get all Ds, you say, well
why don t you work next term to get a C, they re going to say forget it. So you ve got to have some As and
some Bs and some Cs, and we all have feel that. We have to find that in ourselves, you know, where we re
at, and you know, cultures need to find that in themselves too, they need to find their uniqueness, but if
they become too complacent, then of course we won't get progress.

The name of the book is Unlikely Utopia, and the subtitle, | think, sort of puts it all together The
Surprising Triumph of Canadian Pluralism. So | have beyond, as a pollster, just the opinions that people
give me, opinions, attitudes, and a lot of people say that people lie to pollsters, | think they do present
themselves, and we have techniques, we hope, to draw out the real truth from people. Certainly face-to-face
interviews would have an impact. If you re telling somebody what you think about all sorts of other people,
you Il want to give politically correct answers, so we have telephone surveys, we have self-complete, and
then we have our own common sense are people real ly telling the truth? One of the things we look at
even if we think the questions are not that great, is we ask the same stupid question year after year, and then
seeif it sactually increasing or decreasing, so at least then we know the trajectory in response to a question
that isnt perfect. And the other thing is that you take that same question, and you compare it to other
countries, so you have the longitudinal over time, and you have the comparative, and you try to put
everything into some perspective.

So | think, and | said thisearlier, | think it simportant not to just look at all the things that are going wrong.
We humans, of course, need to be aware of things around us that might be dangerous, but again, | think we
also need some positive news about what is working, we need negative feedback and positive feedback,
and the whole Canadian way is, of course, to have a balance.
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The words unlikely and surprising in thetitle and subtitle refer to the fact that for most of our history,
as Will said, since Europeans arrived, Canada has accepted immigrants, but its relationship to newcomers,
from criteria of entry to their treatment upon arrival was explicitly racist, and we are all well aware of the
Chinese head tax, the noneistoo many, theinexc usable policy with regard to Jews fleeing Europe in the
1930s and during the Holocaust inexcusable, we ar e well aware of that. But we, again, came to our
senses in the 1960s, we introduced the point system actually, modeled on the Universal Declaration o f
Human Rights, which we signed in 1948, so, a lot of the values were there, it's just that we werent
realizing them prior, in fact, that Universal Declaration of Human Rights was partially written by John
Humphrey, a university law professor from McGill who had a role in that. So Canada played an important
rolein that.

The department that was asked to take on this point system was the new Department of Manpower and
Immigration, so obviously thisis the pragmatic Canadians saying we need some people here, | dont know,
Canadians, of course, have a great sense of humour, were sick of work, so what we need is some more
people to come here and work in this country, but | m not sure how much tongue in cheek it was, it was
really a pragmatic policy, we need to be a place where people from all over the world can come, and it s
their individual skills we care about, it s not their nations of origin.

So | now am going to do the verbal version of the Powerpoint, | ve got some facts and figures that | think,
again, are some of those metrics as to how we might be doing. By the way, | understand, Gwen, that these
presentations that were given are going to be put on the website, and people will have access to them, so if
you don t scribble down every number, it will be there as arecord of this conference.

Soitsnot my topten David Letterman list, its my top twenty-one list of statistics that kind of, again, are
indicators of how we might be doing. First of all, Canada s foreign-born population. As a proportion of the
total population, is19%. And it s second only to A ustralia, which is at 23%. And by the way, that compares
to Japan, which is 1.5%.

Forty percent of Canadians, four out of ten, are either first or second generation. Thisisjust an astounding
statistic, four out of ten. Prior to 1960, 90% of our immigrants came from Christian Europe; in the decade
from 1991 to 2001, the majority of our immigrants came from non-European countries, largely non-
Christian, and 58% from Asia.

The GTA, the Greater Toronto Area, receives 43% of new immigrants every year, and of course the story
there is one of incredible diversity. There are cities, other cities in the world that have higher proportions of
foreign-born than Toronto. Dubai does, needs a lot of foreign workers;, Miami does; but in these other
cities, there are far fewer groups in those cities. Just think, in Miami, generally Cubans or from Latin
America. Toronto s newcomers come literally from everywhere in the world. There are 14 groups in
Toronto that have more than 1% of the population in Toronto. And I Il list some of these. China, India, the
UK, Italy, Philippines, Jamaica, Portugal, Poland, Sri Lanka, Guyana, the former USSR, Vietnam,
Pakistan, and the former Y ugoslavia. You know this means, dont you. Incredibly good restaurants. Joanne
Kates, who writes for The Globe and Mail, says there s a certain law about the total population you need to
support a good restaurant, and it s around 25,000, so we ve got that.

But | think we ve got more going on than just good restaurants in Toronto, we ve got a lot more going on.
The proportion of immigrants who come to Canada who become naturalized, who become citizens is
higher in Canada than anywhere elsein the world. It s nearly double the next country. So | think that means
that we want them to be citizens, and they want to become citizens. That is a huge metric, them wanting to
become a citizen of this country.

The proportion of our national legislature, our House of Commons, that is foreign born is 13%. That
compares to the 19% of the population. Is the glass half full? It s more than half full. It s 70% full . These
foreign-born MPs come from all over the world, and indeed, Africa is over-represented in the Canadian
House of Commons. Y ou learning something. In America, you knew | had to come to America eventualy,
for a comparison, for the population there to represent the foreign-born, there d have to be 52 foreign-born
members of the House of Representatives; there are eight. And one senator, and, of course, one charismatic
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governor, the Gubernator in Sacramento. In France, 6.2% of the current National Assembly is foreign born,
as opposed to a foreign-born population of 10.6%. Sounds pretty good, except when you go and get on the
website and you look at the backgrounds of all these foreign-born people in the National Assembly, and
they are the children of diplomats and bureaucrats who represented France in Algeria, Tunisia, and
Morocco, and elsewhere in Africa, interestingly. The large proportion. The most famous of these African
foreign deputies, of course, was presidential candidate S@golt-ne Royale, born in Senegal, and who, dumg
her ill-fated campaign for the presidency recently, wished to make flag-waving Marseillaise-singing
patriots of all who livein France. Interesting.

Canada s antipoda cousin, Australia, is second to Canada in terms of the sheer number of foreign-born
members of the lower House. But when it comes to mirroring the population, Australia s House looks less
like Australia than Canada s House looks like Canada. Of the 150 members of the Australian House of
Representatives, 15 are foreign-born. And of these 15, 11 are European, while 6.4% of Australias
population was born in Asia, suggesting that parity in the House of Representatives would be 10
actualy, just one Australian member of the House of Representatives was bornin Asia.

So back to Canada again, Canada s the only country that has foreign-born representation in each of its
political partiesin the House of Commons. And | say that, and it sounds normal, right? And then imagine a
foreign-born member of the National Party in France, and it doesn t quite compute. So we ve got foreign-
born members in every one of our parties, Liberal, Conservative, New Democrat and the Bloc
Qu@bdcoisuste pour rire, right? So here they come to Canada, and they feel comfortable getting involved
in all the ideological cleavagesin the country. It s perfectly natural. But even more funny is that they think
they then can join the family feud. The Bloc has three foreign-born members of parliament. One from
Haiti, one from the Ivory Coast, and another from Cameroon. Two of them are women. Two out of three
aint bad. So that s pretty cool, isnt it. Now | m bragging about something that other people would say,
thisis all treason, you re letting people come to get involved in treason, but we brag about this stuff. Only
in Canada, eh, so.

Some might assume that our foreign-born MPs are just being elected by those famous ethnic enclaves that
we hear about, that their seats are in, you know, areas where, well, they re getting elected by only their own
people. Well, in fact, only a very small minority of our MPs are actually being represented, coming from
ridings in which all they had to do was to get their own people to vote for them. It savery smal  there
are about two of them. And in fact, in one of our ridings, it s funny, in Scarborough, we have a riding that
by Stats Canada s definition would a Chinese enclave. So who is their member of Parliament? Greek-born
Liberal Jim Karygiannis. Well, it sonly natural, right? That the Chinese Canadians would elect a guy from
Greece. Well.

Speaking of enclaves and ghettos, thisis getting into kind of another topic, Alan Walks and Larry Bourne,
who are professors of geography at the University of Toronto, make the claim in their research that Canada
does not have ghettos. And by that, | mean, areas in which the concentration of one ethnic minority group
is greater than 60% of the population there. We have ethnic communities, we have ethnic enclaves, but we
dont have ghettos. And while there s much fretting about these ethnic enclaves in the media recently,
were told that thisis a sign of breakdown in our immigration and multicultural policy. But we ve always
had ethnic enclaves, or immigrant reception areas. We ve always had this. And the reason for the eye-
popping statistics about the proliferation of visible-minority enclaves, and the eye-popping statistic is, in
1981 there were six, and in the year 2001 there were 254, and everybody s, oh my God, what s happening
to us, is of course because of the incredible immigration we ve had from al over the world. These people
have to live somewhere. Tariq made the point, when you come to a new country, where do you go? Well,
you go where your cousin is, or your friend is, or your coreligionist, somebody there who can maybe help
you. You know, make that first difficult step. And dont imagine that the Italians, and the Greeks, and the
Portuguese and other Europeans didn t stick together when they arrived in Canada. They did. [Phung?] Ho,
of Statistics Canada, tells us, in fact, that Italians in the 1980s were more ethnically concentrated than the
Chinese or South Asians today.

Ethnic enclaves, unlike ghettos, reflect self-selection rather than racism and exclusion. Certainly
immigrants struggle upon their arrival here, and we know that visible minority groups in Canada have
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higher levels of poverty than whites, and that white immigrants catch up to native-born faster than visible-
minority immigrants. The work that Jeff Reitz and Rupa Banerjee have done on this score has been much
discussed, and rightly so. But the impression one would take from media coverage of this work and Stats
Canada reports on residential patterns in Canadian cities, the idea that immigrants arrive and live ethnically
segregated ghettos, whose poverty and isolation they and even their children will never escape is, simply,
false. According to Walks and Bourne, the groups with the highest incidence of living in ethnic enclaves
are those often cited as the most successful examples of simultaneous integration and community pride.
Italians and Jews, examples. More recent waves, the Chinese and South Asians, are also living in
concentrated neighbourhoods. This is probably a good sign, not a sign of disastrous balkanization. Groups
that live in ethnic enclaves are more economically successful than those who do not live in ethnic enclaves.
This was true for the Jews and the Italians, and it s now true for the Chinese and South Asians. According
to Stats Canada, over 9 in 10 immigrants say that after two years in Canada, their quality of life was better
than it was before they immigrated, although there is less satisfaction with economic activity, and
immigrants report employment challenges about which | need not educate anybody in this room, most
immigrants report improvements to their material lives after two years in Canada, and after four years the
picture is even better. According to Stats Canada in their huge surveys that they are able to afford to do
with our tax dollars, 84% of new Canadians after four years say that they would make the same decision
again to immigrate to Canada.

And finally, afew notes from the survey of Muslims that Environics undertook earlier this year, part of it as
input to this book, and part of it because | felt it was time to talk to the new other in our midst, and
learned a little bit about them, and also thereby help them learn alittle bit about themselves. It s one of my
idealistic goals, as the president of Environics, just to see us as an agent of understanding and social
change. So we surveyed Canadian Muslims. | gotta tell you, it was one of the most joyous experiences of
my life. English, French, Urdu, Arabic wedontd o that every day. The interviewers were levitating with
joy in our interview that we were going to do this. They would have done it for nothing, actually doing a
survey of a random sample of 800,000 of their fellow people who they think the Canadians really dont
understand. It was what makes my day, when we do this kind of thing.

Musdlims in Canada, who are 90% foreign born, register higher levels of pride in Canada than the
population at large. Our research finds that the longer you ve been here the more dissatisfied you are.
Sgolt-ne Royale would be impressed. Canadian Muslirs are less likely Muslims in any European society
surveyed, and that included UK, France, Germany or Spain, to feel that most or many of their fellow
citizens are hogtile to them. Canadian Muslims told us in our survey they love Canada for the same reason
other Canadians do. Peace, freedom, equality, humanitarianism, multiculturalism. They deliberately wanted
to come to agood country.

The thing Muslims like least about Canada, they should come to Couch, actually, the thing they like least
about Canada is the cold weather. But global warming will solve that problem, so we After the weathe r,
it s discrimination. A third of Canadian Muslims have experienced persona discrimination. Canadians,
moving on from that, are the most likely of any G8 country to say immigrants thisis now the Canadia n
public are good for their country. Most likely of any country surveyed. We believe they help the
economy. They dont take jobs away from Canadians. Canadians are also the least likely of any western
society to hold the misconception that immigrants commit more crime than other people born here.

And finaly, | think, and | m gettingto 21 21 se tsof facts, are enough for any presentation Cana dians
are the most supportive of immigration, of immigrants, of any country. And this is Pew studies, these
wonderful studies that Pew does, 1psos-MORI studies, and so on. And finally, in our polling, we find that
Canadians, over time, are telling us that multiculturalism is increasingly become central to our identity.
They re proud of the charter it sright up there on the pedestal and they re proud of multicultura lism.
Isthis man smiling yet? It s, you know, it skind of agood story.

Now, | apologize for all this good news. | promise the book is not all triumphalist multicultural chauvinist
propaganda. | do have some bad news to feed the Canadian soul. But for that, you re going to have to wait
until October 26, and as Helen Walsh says, as a publisher | m allowed to make a blatant plug for my book.

Couchiching Institute on Public Affairs 2007 Report 47



| have a few more thoughts, reflective thoughts, but | think | 1l do that in the Q& A, because | ve tak en my
allotted amount of time and | dearly want to hear what Veronica, who | hope | ve set the table a bit for, on
the important role of educationin al of this wonderful process.

(applause)

VERONICA LACEY:

Good morning, and thank you very much for the invitation. There is nothing that | love to do more than to
talk about public education, and | can do that at any time, so to be given this opportunity is realy
absolutely fantastic.

Let mejust say a couple of things about The Learning Partnership to put our work in context. The Learning
Partnership is a not-for-profit organization, and we bring together people from government, private sector,
labour, educators, to do essentially that to talk about public education, because we believe, that, in fact,
a strong public educational system is the cornerstone of a civil and democratic society, and, of course, that
is what we have been talking about and continue to talk about in this conference and in this country.

Personally, having grown up in Latin America, and understanding what a disadvantaged and impoverished
educational system does to the potential and the psyche of a country, | am more than ever understanding
that that half glass full has the potential of becoming depleted in Canada around public education. So, |
don t want to be negative about this, but | do want to lay some of the facts on the table before you.

The way that we do our work is through innovative programs, and you will know, of course, Take Our Kids
To Work, which is the program where Grade 9 kids go to work with their parents. We do programs around
women in the workplace, we do programs on pre-kindergarten, and we do programs that are innovative and
creative, trying to energize what is happening in our schools across the country. We also do public policy
and research. We do engagement of Canadians, and we also do capacity building or leadership
development for principals we have a program call ed Canada s Outstanding Principals but also with
the Rotman School of Management, we work with senior superintendents and directors of education to talk
about the kind of changes, profound changes, that are taking place in our society that need to be reflected in
our schools.

One of the ways that we are talking to Canadians is through a series called The Quality of Public Education
in Canada, and the report that is on your seats is actually an abbreviated version of the research that | m
going to be talking about this morning. We started, and our very first report on the quality of public
education in Canada was a good-news report. And it was mainly talking to people who dont have kids in
school. And that makes up 70% of the Canadian population. Seventy percent of Canadians do not have
children in schools. So all the stories that come, and that has to do with our demographics, but al the
stories that come, come from sources other than people have children in their local school. So our first
report talked about our international standing for our 13-16-year-olds using OECD data, [Tim s7], SAPE,
and what it says is that Canadian kids are actually doing very well. They are only second to Finland in
terms of literacy, and they re only third in terms of math and science to Japan and Korea. And that is
tremendously good news. We are better than France, and Germany, and Italy, and all those other countries
that we have heard about for decades. Our kids are actually doing extremely well. The problem is, not all
our kids are doing very well. And so our second report was Sudents at Risk. And we learn about the kids
who are likely not to graduate from secondary school, or the kids who disappear. And so how you peel the
onion, what happens in Canada, you say, well, if al the students in Canada did as well as the kids in
Alberta, we would be number one in the world. The problem is that if we all adapted the Alberta model, we
would be the worst in keeping kids in school. And so those are the stories that are very important for us to
understand and to remember.

Our third report isin fact this one, The Demographics of the Sudent Population in Canada. Our fourth is
going to be on early childhood and early learning, and | think there is a growing awareness in our country,
in spite of federal policies, that if we don t invest in early learning in young children, the gap is going to get
wider and wider. To such an extent, and any kindergarten teacher in this country will tell you, that if they
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do not come prepared for kindergarten, it takes ten times as long to work with children. Now, you
remember when your children were three- and four-year-olds and what they were like in a class. Three
months is a world of difference. Never mind children who come from turnkey, from latchkey, from
marginalized communities. But they are all our children. Our children.

So thisis a demographics report, it is the early childhood report, and our last report in the series is going to
be a report on resilience. In spite of all these conditions, there are kids in our communities that are doing
extremely well. What is it about them? What is it that helps them to say, no matter what the circumstances,
I m going to be successful? And thank God they are.

And so, back to the demographics. It was a multi-phased process. We started with a research report, which
is a hefty 150-page report that was co-authored by R@ne Houle, who is a demographer from University of
New Brunswick, and Dr. Harvey, who you will know was the former chair of the Department of Sociology
of the Ontario Institute in Studies in Education. Having finished the report, we then moved on and did a
survey using Environics, asking Canadians how they felt about the issue and how we should deal with our
young people, and then we went across the country talking to communities about how they were
experiencing their change. The demographic study looks at young people in our classrooms from three
phases of the prism: immigrant and refugee, aboriginal, and rural depopulation. | wont spend alot of time
on the last two, but just on the rural depopulation. You need to know that this is a very serious issue in
Canada because schools across the country in rural environments are getting smaller and are being closed.
Furthermore, our young peoplein rural schools are underperforming as compared to young people who live
in urban environments. So thisis an issue.

Going back to the whole issue, then, about the demographics and the changing demographics of our student
population. Y ou have heard a lot of discussion around the aging population, and of course, there is going to
be in the middle of the next decade more people over 65 than there are under 15 in our country. Public
education is paid through taxes, and where the will of the people is to maintain this profoundly important
public institution, this public institution which is the only place, the only place that brings together people
of different cultures, of different religions, of different races, to learn how to be Canadian. What will be the
tax base of public education? That is avery very significant issue.

There is a quote by Lawrence Martin in the The Globe and Mail on June 28 which | would like to share
with you: Immigration, not the other dramas, is what is redefining Canada. It s the elephant in the room.
How important is immigration, with boomers retiring and a lack of bloomers to replace them, the labour
pool shrinks, new immigrants become the key to our economic growth. Immigration will determine our
population size, our post-911 security, our social cohesion, our multicultural fabric. It will determine the
identity of the new Canada. And of course, thisis exactly what we found in our demographics report.

We then worked with David MacDonald from Environics to ask Canadians what they thoughts in terms of
investing in these three areas, and that is immigration, aboriginal, and rural. What we found out is that
increased immigration is seen by more Canadians as having the biggest impact on public education, so 53%
of Canadians are quite aware of the fact that immigration is having a profound impact. It s followed by
20% who cite migration from rura and urban areas, and 4% who identify that growing number of
aboriginal peoples is having an impact on public education. 60% of Canadians believe that Canadian
schools are effective in meeting the needs of the children of immigrants, and the majority support
increasing resources. But when we talk about Canada, we have to differentiate between the different
regions. Atlantic Canada is more likely to feel that migration from rural to urban areas is affecting
education most, and are most supportive of increasing resources to help rural students graduate. Quebec
residents are more likely to feel that migration from rural to urban areas is affecting education and support
resources for those students. They support, clearly, language training for French as a second language, and
are most likely to agree that Canadian schools are doing an effective job of supporting immigrant children.
They are the least supportive of increasing resources to help aboriginal students graduate from highschool.

Immigration is seen as having a bigger impact on education in Ontario, yet Ontarians feel relatively more,
or are relatively more likely to support resources to help aboriginal children. Residents in the Prairies see
the growing number of aboriginal people as having the greatest impact on education, but only average in
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terms of added support for aboriginal kids. Albertans see immigration as having the greatest impact, and
fewer are willing to accept increased resources to help rural or aborigina students graduate. And BC
residents match the national averages on most measures, but are less willing to accept increased resources
to help rural students. They, in fact, are closing dozens of schoolsin northern BC.

So its very interesting to see what is happening across Canada, but it certainly is not a homogenous
picture. So, how well are all our kids doing? Well, the National Longitudinal Survey of Children and Y outh
looked at the performance of children of immigrants in Canada compared to Canadian-born children. Both
groups were aged four to 14. Despite the economic disadvantage of some immigrants, as you know, in
visible minorities, children of immigrant families perform as well as Canadians, in fact, in many cases,
better. Particularly if they speak English or French as a language of origin. But because fewer immigrants
speak either English or French when they arrive in Canada, now, it is a signal of a different level of
performance for our kids. In other words, the traditional source of immigration is changing, and more and
more, the school system is dealing with children with whom we have not had success. The dataindicates, in
general, that immigrants and visible minorities go on to train in universities more than Canadian-born
youth. But thisis the catch. When they get to the workplace, the opportunities are not there for them. And
for those of you who are teachers in this room and have had the opportunity to work with young people,
and work with them to get them to a situation where they believe they can do it, they make it through
highschool, they struggle through post-secondary institutions, those doors are closed. And that is a reality
in Canada. The aboriginal situation, in terms, the fact of the aboriginal children, is an absolute disgrace. If
you go to Alberta or Saskatchewan, you will see that 25% of kids graduate from secondary schools. In
lgaluit, it s worse. And so, although were only talking about immigrant children, the fact that in our
country we have a group of children who are facing greater hardship in the educational system than any
other group is a matter of concern to all of us as Canadians, no matter where we live.

And s0, what we have found, talking to people across the country, is so much more interesting. | had the
opportunity to conduct a roundtable in Edmonton. The people that | met, and the issues that they talked abot,
were actually about the Somali families. Somali familiesin Edmonton? Where are they from? Rexdale. Outside of
Toronto. That s where they re from. What happensin terms of the kind of support, socia, economic support, for
newly arrived immigrants in terms of federa policies? It doesnt follow people. The other next challenge for
Edmonton schools is the Kurdish population. And so there is a group of young people, avery large group of large
people, 15- and 16- and 17-year-olds, who dont know how to read or write. How could that be? Y ou know how
that could be? Because they come from refugee camps. Do you remember in the 1960s, Vietnam? That s how
those kids came. If you travel across the country and you go to Halifax, generations of African Canadian children
are not making it in school They re not immigrant children. Their parents and grandparents were born in this
country. And so we have a huge challenge.

At the end of June, the last week of school, at C.W. Jeffreys, a secondary school just east of Jane and Finch
in Toronto, a young man, 16 years old, was shot and killed in a hall in one of our schools. The atercation
had taken place outside. | know that area very well. | was the director of education in North Y ork board for
nine years. Jane and Finch is my area, it s my home. The school board brought in Julian Faulkner, a lawyer
with a human-rights background, to do an investigation. What is the first thing he found? A young Muslim
woman had been sexually assaulted more than once. Why? Because they knew she would not speak of it at
home. In our schools, | ve lived long enough to see thisin our schools. Most of our children do well. It s
untenabl e that this should happen in one of our schools.

So our report has recommendations. It does have recommendations for the federal government. Why are we
the only country that does not have any kind of national view on education? But we have more serious
recommendations for school boards, and that is, you cant deal with visible minority communities only
when thereisacrisis, and forget them when you go on. We must deal with the issue of faith-based schools,
and we can talk about it in the Q& A. Our schooling must ensure that our visible minorities end up in a
classroom as teachers in front of kids who look like them. They have to see themselves reflected as being
successful. We need those heroes. Together, it can be done. | am a 1960s, 70s person. That s when | started
to teach. | believe, as a teacher, as an immigrant, that this is the place to be. But it will take the will of
everyone, not the politicians, of everyone, to say, these are our children, not your children, not his children,
they are our children, and they are our future. Thank you.
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Note: No transcript is available for Unleashing All Our Diversity of Talents, the address by Joan
Andrew, Deputy Minister, Ministry of Citizenship and Immigration.

Diversity and Security: Diverse Threats to Security?
August 10, 2007, 7:30 p.m.

CHRYSTIA FREELAND:

| wasreally thrilled to be invited to moderate this specific panel. It satough thing to speak at a session on a
Friday night starting at 7:30, but | promise you it s hot going to be tough to be in the audience. These are
three really distinguished speakers, a Canadian lawyer, a French professor, a Canadian police chief
superintendent, and they re going to give us three really fascinating perspective on thisissue of security and
threats to security.

How were going to run it tonight is, each of the three speakers has promised me solemnly that she s not
going to talk for more than 20 minutes, so we Il do that, and then we Il have a 15- or 20-minute break, and
come back and have lots of questions and answers, which | am assured and | m sure will be the most fun
part of the evening. The speakers all have said they re excited about speaking as a way of setting up a
discussion.

So without further ado, let me ask Professor Macklin, she s a professor of law at the University of Toronto,
one of really Canada s leading thinkers on these issues, and she is going to kick off our session.

AUDREY MACKLIN:

Thank you very much, and | d like to thank the organizers for inviting me to participate in this wonderful
conference. It s a great honour to be here, and | very much look forward to the rest of the conference,
where | Il continue to learn from all of you here.

The title of tonight s panel is Diversity and Secu rity, subtitled Diverse Threats to Security? Que stion
mark. And | want to start by just talking a little bit about the title. | think the organizers very wisely put out
something that is in itself worthy of question. That is, what is the relationship between security and
diversity? The subtitle might suggest that there is some obvious or natural tension between security and
diversity. And | want to keep running with that question. Well, in what sense might there exist a tension
between national security and diversity? Well, | was thinking about this, and | came up with two
possibilities.

One might posit that the fact of diversity itself is somehow a threat to national security because the
diversity of a population and then you haveto st art asking, diversity according to what (right, isit race,
religion, nationality, ethnicity, ability, sexuality) diversity writ large. Somehow itself might con tribute to
the breakdown of social bonds or social cohesion, if you will, that thereby gives rise to a sense of
insecurity. The fact of diversity itself creates a sense of insecurity that then leads to the state intervening to
somehow create or impose through coercive means some notion of security, and well, if thats the
relationship between diversity and security, then | guess the questions that come out of it are, well, what
can we do then to deepen, foster, generate trust within disparate identities, precisely so that people
experience a sense of security that they may not currently experience. So the question would be, how do
you build social cohesion? That s one view of where you might go with this idea that there is a tension
between security and diversity.

Another direction might be that it s not diversity per se that is in tension with security, but certain
identities, groups, whatever, that are identified because of their somehow essential nature as threatening to
security, that there are some groups who fall within the broad group of diverse groups who are threatening
to security. If that s what isimplied by the relationship between diversity and security, then | think plainly
given the post-911 mentality, were realy talking about Muslims, and Muslim men. And if that s what
people think is meant by what the implied relationship between diversity and security is, that in fact it s
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what is the threat posed by Muslims to security, then it s worth saying that explicitly and then having a
conversation about what the underlying beliefs are about Muslims, about the relationship between the faith
and security. That s a, | think to put it out there, is uncomfortable and troubling, but if it is uncomfortable
and troubling, it is certainly not better dealt with by putting it in code language, and saying that it is
something other than what is, in fact, happening.

(applause)

So, | am going to actually proceed from that second one, because | think that s often what is out therein the
public discourse, the code between diversity and security is really about Muslims, and it s mostly about
Muslim men, and it s mostly, actually about men who are seen as Muslim, whether or not they are, so
there s a kind of conflation, if you are Middle Eastern, right, even though you may not in fact be Muslim.
But | think that salot of what s going on.

So with that in mind, then, | want to turn to the relationship that is seen between the human rights of certain
individuals, namely Muslims, and security. Because if that s really what s on the table, then | want to talk
about that. And what is it that we can learn about the meaning of security and our confidence in human
rights by thinking about this issue? Well, | want to start by saying that there is, | think, a widespread |
wont go so far asto say belief but an unstated framing of the relationship between rights and security,
something like this. To get security you gotta give up some rights. Right? And it s kinda like, you take a
certain amount of rights, and you give them up, in exchange for security. So you buy security with rights.
And if you somehow give up you hear thisalot w €ll, you know, it s true that they re coming down
with these laws, and they re not so nice, but you know, to be secure you gotta give up some rights. And so
what | want to do is actually talk about that quite concretely, and the concrete way | want to do it is by
starting with the cover story of today s Globe and Mail about Maher Arar. And what | m going to do with
that is useis as alittle bit of an entrde point.And | cant talk about all the issues | think are i mportant, and
so | give you an apology in advance. If | dont tal k about everything, it s not because, you know, thereisnt
alot more to say, but please, bear with me, and | treat this and | regard this as providing the opening for a
conversation, not a beginning, middle, and end to it. And so that smy goal in speaking to you today.

If we start by thinking about Maher Arar, and | think we all, in this room, the story of a Canadian man who
is also a dua citizen of Syria, who, frankly, for all external appearances on the success front of an
integration of somebody who immigrated to Canada, was doing very well. Who was, in fact, stopped, en
route, on return from a vacation, coming back to Canada, he was stopped at JFK airport, detained there,
subsequently rendered, in a process called extraordinary rendition, to Jordan and then to Syria, where he
was detained in a Syrian prison and tortured for almost a year. It, through the Arar inquiry, we came to
know that the information that led to his detention at JFK airport was provided by the RCMP, and that the
decision to subsequently render him to Syria was made by US authorities on the basis of that information.
We also know, based on the outcome of the inquiry, that while it does not appear that Canada played arole
inthe decision that is, there is no evidence tha t they colluded in sending him to Syria thereis, | think
it s fair to say that they did not put their best efforts into having him released from detention in Syria once
they knew he was there and once they had every reason to know what kind of conditions he would be
detained under.

So here s someone whose human rights were, | think, pretty clearly violated. So let s talk about what were
the human rights that were traded off here in the name of security from terrorism, recognizing, in fact, two
things. One, Maher Arar was subsequently found, and | think, it was widely believed relatively early on,
that he was in fact completely innocent of all alegations against him, but also, let me make a second point
before | go on, that the example of Maher Arar and the other examples | am going to give you share
something in common besides the fact that they concern Musim men. Theres the issue of legal
citizenship. Maher Arar is a citizen of Canada who was sent abroad by the United States. He was not a
citizen of the United States. So what the United States did in rendering him was something that the United
States does to non-citizens. Canada would not do it to a Canadian, the United States would not do it to an
American, but if a Canadian happens to be in the United States, that person is a non-citizen and things can
be done to him or are done to him that would not be done by a citizen of the country doing it, namely the
United States.
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Other examples that | want to give for your illustration are ones that concern non-citizens in Canada. And
thisis the whole security certificate process that | 1| mention briefly. And so what these examples all share
in common is, in a sense, a manipulation of citizenship, that you have things done to people who are non-
citizens with respect to the state doing it to them. Not all cases that arise today are of that sort. Now we are
seeing issues arising with respect to the prosecution of citizens within the country of their citizenship, and |
think that raises interesting questions which | probably won t have time to get to, but | just want to put that
out there at the outset.

So. Maher Arar was tortured in Syria. Well, what were the rights what does it mean to violate somebo dy
rights by torturing them? Well, | think we all appreciate that torture is a violation of the most fundamental
human right imaginable. It is an utter negation of one s humanity, and | think it is well documented that the
purpose of torture is not necessarily to extract any information, it is aso simply to break somebody s
human condition, to break them as human beings.

Now, Canada wouldn t torture people itself, certainly not in Canada, and, but on the other hand, we, like
others, have made use of evidence obtained by torture, and this was part of what happened in the Arar case.
So there s that to consider about the use of torture in the name of security. In the Suresh case, in Canada,
the Supreme Court of Canada was asked to consider whether it would ever be permissible to deport a non-
citizen to a country where he may face a substantial risk of torture. So the very question of would we
knowingly subject somebody to a circumstance where they might be tortured was answered by the court in
the following way: it would be contrary to our Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms in virtually all
cases to do that, but there might be some exceptions. We re not going to tell you what those exceptions are,
but we re going to tell you that they exist. And that was the answer that the court gave in Suresh.

WEell, what possible exceptions can one imagine to the right to be free from torture? What is it that you can
imagine that you d have to know about somebody to say that it was okay to torture that person? Would it
be that you thought they possessed information that you needed? Well, it swell known that tortureis in fact
a not very good or useful device for extracting information. People will say anything under torture. So
there s the question of the utility of torture. In fact, recently, | dont know if you ve read about this, but
U.S. soldier who were employed at Guantanamo Bay to interrogate detainees there a couple of them have
kind of come out and said, you know, we were involved in this, we were involved in waterboarding, and
we ve got to tell you that we never got anything out of this. So there s the question of what are you doing it
for. In the case of Suresh and the question of whether you can deport somebody to face torture, this was a
circumstance where the court wasnt even dealing with a situation of trying to get information from
somebody, you know, that kind of trade-off would you torture somebody to save a life? All that kind of
stuff that wasnt even at issue in Suresh. All th at was at issue is if somebody is deemed a sufficient
threat to national security, are there circumstances where it might be permissible to deport him, get rid of
him, even though he might be tortured. So you ve got to say, well, in that circumstance, thereisnt even an
attempt to argue that there s anything useful, if you will, about torturing them. It s just that they are worth
so little and our national security is so important that it s better to get rid of them, even if they are tortured.
Okay.

Now, you have to ask yourself, when did the Supreme Court of Canada imagine that this exception would
ever arise? Well, they certainly wouldnt spell it out for us, and for good reason, but in every single case
where a non-citizen in Canadais held under what is called a security certificate, and where they have been
deemed liable to deportation to their country of origin, the Canadian government has taken the position that
even if that person faces torture in their country of origin, it s okay, they fall into one of the exceptional
circumstances. Every single one of them. Even though not one of them has ever been accused of being
involved in direct acts of violence. So it raises a question about what the courts say and what the executive
hears. It aso, | think, gives us an insight or raises a question about well, what is it about these people then,
that the government thinks makes them exceptional, so that torturing them somehow doesnt, is not
unconscionable.

WEell, if you read through the documents that the government prepares to say it s okay to deport this person,
what you get is something like this. This person is a deep-down fundamentalist, somebody who believesin
violence, who s affiliated with organizations that believe in terrorism, and they can never change. They are
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so deeply rooted in their beliefs that they will never change. Okay, so they are incorrigible. And what |
think is going on here, and the point | want to get to about thinking about torture as a human right, is the
message that you get from thisis, whoever these guys are, they are not rational. They are somehow beyond
the reach of self-reflection, of an ability to change their views, reflect on who they are, the sorts of things
that we associate with being a rational person. And being a rational person is what we associate with being
fully human, able to reflect on your actions and act autonomously, be guided by your own conscience. And
so there isin these, what are called pre-removal risk assessments, this idea that the people we are talking
about are not fully rational and therefore not fully human. And if somebody s not fully human, then it
becomes permissible to do things that would otherwise be almost unthinkable to people we regard as fully
human.

And so | think that s what s going on in the making of torture thinkable. And you have to ask, who is made
more secure by that? You can think of a lot of people made less secure by that, but | m not sure who s
made more secure.

Let me move on to give you a more prosaic example of the sacrifice, the trade-off, between rights and
security. And that s about access to information, and thisis part of what you will have read today about the
Arar case. The government in a lot of national security cases raises a concern about national security
confidentiality as a reason not to disclose information that they have against a person. Not just to the
public, not just to us, but also to them. So that means people who are alleged to be terrorists are not given
access to the information against them so that they may properly defend themselves. And there s a whole
elaborate process called the security certificate process for non-citizens which is designed to nevertheless
decide whether it s appropriate to deem this person a terrorist even though they will not experience a
process where they have a chance to respond to the allegations against them.

And what you see in Arar is the government also doing the same with respect to the Arar inquiry. Not
wanting to have information released to the public on the grounds of national security confidentiality. But
what happened today and what you would have read in the paper was the release of information ordered by
a court that said we have the entitlement to review whether this information was really confidential. The
information was released, and what did it reveal? It wasn t information that anybody could reasonably infer
could endanger national security, but it was information that was certainly embarrassing to the government.
So when we hear the defence of processes that do not alow a person to know the case against him, and
nevertheless be subject to dramatically coercive consequences, whether it s detention for indefinite periods
of time, or deportation, possibly to torture, on the grounds of national security, you have to ask, is it
appropriate to just take the government s word for it? Or do we need somebody who can second-guess this?
Because the government s trade-off between national security and the rights of that individual appear to
include matters that have less to do with national security than one might think.

And again, you have to ask: whose security is advanced if people are deemed to be terrorists or otherwise
dangerous to national security on the basis of that kind of information?

Now, recently, the Supreme Court of Canada considered this issue in a case called Charkaoui, where they
considered the special, the security certificate process that | just mentioned, and they found the existing
process unsatisfactory. It violated the fundamental rights under the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms that would include the right to know the case against you and to have an opportunity to respond
to it before being subject to violations of your liberty or freedom. And what the court did is say, the current
process is unsatisfactory. What it didnt say is here s what s better. And this | will put out to you as an
existing challenge. So lest you think that | am perhaps not taking seriously the concerns about national
security, please let me assure you that | do take them seriously, and this is a matter of great concern to
many people who are trying to devise a better process. But a better process has to be one where the
concerns about confidentiality can be directly linked to the advancement of security, as opposed to ssimply
asserting, hey, you gotta give up somerightsif you want to get more security. And to put the government to
that test, | would suggest, is an appropriate test, and to not simply take things at face value.

Another example | can give you of rights versus security would be in relation to arbitrary detention. In the
wake of 911, several hundred thousand non-citizens of the United States were asked to report to
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immigration there to clarify their immigration status. But of course, the only people who were required to
report were citizens of certain countries, and those countries just happened to be al Middle Eastern
countries, or countries with predominantly Muslim populations. They all reported; several hundred were
detained for years, no charges against them; and eventually, most of them were released but to this day,
not a single security-related charge was ever brought against any of them. So again, whose security is being
advanced by this? It s pretty clear whose security is being diminished by this, but it s not clear how it is
being advanced.

Now, let me say, though, that Arar in some sense is a story where the government took some responsibility
for the outcome, right? | mean, Arar was the subject of a public inquiry, the inquiry reported, recommended
compensation for Arar, and Arar received compensation, or is about to receive compensation. Now, the
story that Arar reveals has something to do with the meaning of citizenship and the concern that some
people s citizenship is worth more that other peopl e s citizenship, that Maher Arar s status as a Canadian
citizen was somehow devalued, if not by his citizenship in Syria, then by the fact that he was a Musdlim,
Arab man. And the fact that the government chose not to intervene, not to do as much as it could have to
have him released, is in a sense evidence of this. And what message does that send to other citizens of
Canada who see themselves as potentially vulnerable, whose security is vulnerable to this sort of
devaluation? The question to ask about Arar and the inquiry outcome is the extent to which the result, and
what the government has done to compensate has restored any feeling of security amongst that population.
What has it done to repair the rupture to the social bonds that we think about in terms of social cohesion,
and that give meaning to membership and to citizenship. And Arar, | think, the result in Arar is very
commendable, and | want to credit the inquiry and the government for acting the way it did, but its
important to see that the damage done and the repair that needs to be done extends beyond Arar himself,
but to al those who would see themselves as having their citizenship, both legally and in a kind of social
meaning, substantive sense, diminished.

Let me conclude, | m thinking, by saying that the Arar case is in some sense easy for people to raly
around, because everybody came to the conclusion very quickly that Arar was innocent. And | think that
has been validated, substantiated. How much does this matter to us? How much should this matter to usin
how a person is treated? If the allegations against Arar if, for example, somebody was detained on
suspicion of killing somebody, let s say in an armed conflict, and there was some evidence to support that
maybe he had killed somebody in the course of an armed conflict. And let s say that that person was being
detained in solitary confinement for about five years, about a quarter of hislife actually. And let s say that
he had also been subject to physical abuse and possibly torture. Would we withdraw from our concern
about human rights if we thought that there was some reason to believe that he had killed that other person
in the conflict? That s the question that | think is left to us when we think about the case of Omar Khadr,
somebody who is the antithesis, the, | can say, the bad twin of Maher Arar. Comes from a bad family, not
well liked, al that sort of thing, alleged to have thrown a grenade how much do we have to know abo ut
somebody, though, to say you cant torture anybody? You cant detain people in solitary confinement for
five years without charges? Y ou can t subject them to torture? You cant treat somebody who is alleged to
have committed an offense at the age of fifteen a minor to treatment that is in violation of human
rights? What then, | think, poses the question to us, the hard questions of citizenship and human rights, and
| want to leave you with that as something to think about. Thank you very much.

(applause)

CHRYSTIA FREELAND:

| m an editor, so cutting people off comes naturally to me, but Audrey sure made it hard. It was so riveting.
A former colleague of mine from The Globe and Mail interviewed her this afternoon, and | ran into him a
moment ago, and he said his editor said, Ah. An intelligent article. We can publish this. And having
listened to Audrey, | now understand fully that compliment. | m also grateful to her for referring to
newspapers so often, people talk about how that s a dying entity, but | guess not at Couchiching, and she
has made me very scared about returning to the United States, where | am not a citizen, but | am indeed an
alien. Anyway, | look forward to al of us having a chance to pepper her with questions.
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Our next speaker is Sophie Body-Gendrot. She is a professor at the Sorbonne and founder and director of
the Centre of Urban Studies in the Anglophone World. She is an expert in these issues and is going to bring
us a specifically European perspective, but she has also done a lot of comparative research, including about
the United States, and so | hope that in her talk shell also raise some of those issues as well. And Sophie
has asked me to be particularly tolerant on the time-keeping because of not being a native English speaker,
and so | Il consider that. Please, Sophie.

SOPHIE BODY-GENDROT:
[TBD (per priority list)]

(applause)
CHRY STIA FREELAND:

WEell, thank you very, very much, Sophie. Thank you for traveling so far, not only to come here but to bring
us a comparative perspective from around the world. | think that s really particularly valuable in tal king
about these issues. | also like the kind of pattern which is emerging. We had Audrey setting us some tough
challenges, some tough questions we have to ask about our own responses to things, and how we re going
to handle things, and we have Sophie offering us some quite inspiring, perhaps local but effective solutions.
| didn t think the media was going to get away with the scot-free night, it never happens, so | accept that we
distort the truth in a cheap effort to gain readers. It sour job, and if you guys didnt fall for it, we wouldnt
doit. But | am sorry.

Our final speaker | m particularly grateful to because she s come in at the last minute. She is Kate Lines.
She s a chief superintendent of the OPP, one of only three women chief superintendents, impressive in and
of itself. She s in charge of the investigation support bureau, and what | m particularly looking forward to
is weve had some really interesting results of s tudies, of comparative research, of thinking about ideas
and dissecting them, and | m really hopeful that Kate will tell us about what it s like on the ground. So
thank you very much.

KATE LINES:

Thank you very much. Yes, | am kind of alast-minute participant, and actually met Dawn on the phone last
night at about ten o clock, seeing today s newspaper, understanding why Mr. Judd was rather busy today.
And Dawn described to me what seemed to me like public-affairs summer camp, and was quick to point
out that he originally called for Commissioner Fantino to attend this evening, who would have been a male
panel member for us, but for those of you from Ontario, maybe particularly southern Ontario, our
commissioner was not available this evening, not because he was handing out traffic tickets on highway
400, but because he s taking a very well-earned vacation overseas, so he unfortunately could not be here
this evening. But actually | was quite excited when | heard of this group, and admittedly had not heard of
this association before, so hopefully what | can do in the making diversity work theme of your get-
together is to give you a rather grass-roots version of diversity, kind of where the rubber meets the road,
with diversity and public safety, and delivering public safety, in my particular case, to the members of the
community in Southern Ontario.

I do have some prepared comments, but as was mentioned earlier, mine are going to be rather brief because
I m very anxious to participate in the dialogue and discussion afterwards, but please be kind.

The diversification of our country has become a serious issue for all law-enforcement agencies in Canada.
Problems of new-immigrant integration, discrimination, language barriers, and negative attitudes towards
unfamiliar cultural, religious, and socia practices have generated serious concerns for law-enforcement
agencies and made policing significantly more complex. However, organizations like the Ontario
Provincial Police have developed measures to adapt to working in culturally diverse settings, and are
continually striving to meet the needs of the communities we serve.
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| d like to share with you the OPP sjourney, as | describe it, toward recognizing diversity as an asset, as a
strength, and trandating that recognition into a better working environment for our employees and for the
communities that we serve.

As you have no doubt discussed over the last few days, and | looked with great interest this morning when |
was figuring out what 1 was coming to this evening, and understanding what some of your work and
discussions have been about, | imagine that you have discussed how Canada has woven massive numbers
of immigrants into its social fabric, creating a country that is now multicultural and multiethnic in
composition. In light of the significant alteration in ethocultural make-up of our population, Canadian law-
enforcement agencies have realized and experienced the challenges to policing our culturaly, racialy,
ethnically, linguistically and religiously diverse society. Police services have had to address the need for
radical change in policing policy and procedures. Considerable efforts have been made to develop a
policing paradigm that is more inclusive and tolerant of diversity while maintaining racial harmony
alongside enforcing the law.

Although this has had a slower than desired evolution, for the most part police agencies like the Ontario
Provincial Police still do not sufficiently mirror the communities that we serve. There has been progressin
the form of increased cultural understanding, sensitivity to values and beliefs of visible and non-visible
minorities, and community police interaction and cooperation. The Ontario Provincial Police has devel oped
measures to adapt to working in a multicultural and multiethnic environment. However, the most important
factor for all police services to keep in mind [is] that meeting the needs of diverse communities is a
collective goal. It requires communication, cooperation, empathy, tolerance, and flexibility. To cultivate
and effectively sustain diversity, all parties involved must continually endorse the practice and vision of
diversity. My OPP executive colleagues and myself clearly understand the importance of providing
leadership and communicating the shared vision in order to move the OPP into the future.

Embracing the diversity concept is vital to both strengthening relationships with the public and achieving
our organization success. The first phase of our OPP diversity approach was to start from within. We
acknowledge that providing a framework for organizational change related to diversity was going to be a
complex task. Diversity strategies impact all levels of our organization and internally as well as externally.
Starting from within was a critical examination of our current operating procedures and prevailing police
culture, and then making the necessary changes in order to craft healthy and inclusive environments and
relationships.

The OPP is responsible for upholding and valuing diversity and all associated guidelines and policies,
including a discrimination-free workplace. Respecting our own employees diversity, the starting from
within, was our first step in delivering respectful and professional policing services to the public. We are
nearing completion of a two-year initiative to conduct what we ve referred to as diversity dialogues, and
meet with all of our employeesto present and discuss their collective definition of diversity and the impacts
for them in their workplace and in the communities that they serve. This has not been an easy task for the
OPP, with our 5500 uniform employees, 1800 civilian employees, and 800 auxiliary volunteers, working
out of 166 detachments and satellite offices across the province. | m sure you can all appreciate the
challenge of implementing any strategy in a large deployed organization such as ours, let alone a strategy
that is values-based, one that evokes deeply held personal thoughts, feelings, and attitudes.

We provided facilitation training to over 70 uniform and civilian employees and assisted them in
developing communication plans unigque to their particular areas of employment. Diversity affects different
areas of the province differently. Our employees needed to understand the business case for diversity in
their particular area, whether patrolling Highway 401 in the GTA, or policing a rural community in
northern Ontario. It has not been surprising that not only as employees of our police agency, but as
members of society as large, our diversity dialogues have identified internal cultural divides,
misconceptions, miscommunications, myths, and in some cases, prejudices. Discussions that have occurred
included topics such as multiculturalism and criminality, stereotyping, concerns for potential limited
promotions for males in favour of the female gender or those of diverse backgrounds, the possibility of
recruitment having to lower standards, conflicts with employees religious beliefs and working with
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alternate-lifestyle colleagues, in particular operational assignments. Insensitivity, workplace harassment,
discrimination, and the importance and necessity of bias-free policing.

Participants brought issues and concerns out into the open and resulted in what | would describe as
enhanced cultural awareness, understanding and mutual respect. As was mentioned earlier, these were
uncomfortable and troubling conversations, and we encouraged our employees to lean into that
uncomfortableness and that it was okay, and | could tell you that, quite frankly, to describe them as lively
discussions would be a significant understatement. But again, it brought the issues out into the open, and
people could talk about it.

The OPP acknowledges that developing and implementing a sustainable diversity strategy represents long-
term change and requires a foundation of committed leadership and organization-wide understanding, buy-
in, and commitment. Our business plan incorporates mechanisms to continue to track the success of these
diversity dialogues and many other diversity initiatives that we have. | ve just highlighted this one to you
this evening, unfortunately |1 dont have the time to highlight the others, but all of our employeess
performance plans incorporate the need for the employee to tangibly demonstrate their commitment to
diversity. We will also continue to conduct policing for results surveys, to measure community satisfaction
with the delivery of our service, and of particular interest, how we deliver our service.

As an organization seen as welcoming and valuing diversity, we are attracting a diverse pool of candidates
for recruitment, specialized assignments, and promotion. Their cultural and ethnic backgrounds, language
skills, educational achievements, life experiences, are vastly different from those of our employees in the
past. Granted, our business needs are very different from the past as well. For example, police officers
working undercover, or on an intelligence-collection assignment, have a distinct advantage when they
speak the mother tongue of their targets or informants. In addition to language, they may also share
cultural, ethnic or religious affiliations, but these officers also know first-hand that ethnocultural
generalizations can alienate segments of the population, hinder community police efforts, and ultimately
impede their crimina investigation and intelligence-gathering efforts. They understand the importance of
not placing emphasis on classifying groups engaged in criminal activity along ethnocultural lines, but rather
focusing on the investigation and intelligence-collection and analysis of any criminal activity independent
of the racial, ethnic or cultural identities.

It is very clear to not only us but to all our policing partners that public trust and confidence must
continually be earned. New laws and public policy, for example, human rights and protection of privacy,
freedom of information legidation, will continue to have impact on the design and delivery of our policing
services. We must work together to ensure public safety, and the right for the public to express their own
identity and have confidence in that protection.

Policing will aways be tied to a complex environment globally, politically, demographicaly and
economically. The better we understand the communities, the better we serve, and the better our crime
prevention programs. Our diversity strategy is a journey with many challenges to create cultural
competency. It is, in effect, a paradigm shift that must occur within the OPP in order to solidify our success
in the future. This shift includes creating a shared vision of diversity, which in turn provides a view of
future goals and policies to enhance our own working environment, and at the same time, our community
relationships. Thank you.

Are Canadian Institutions Adapting to Diversity?
August 11, 2007, 9:30 a.m.

CETA RAMKALAWANSINGH:

Now, since we began these discussions on Thursday, we ve heard a wide range of presentations of analysis,
presentations of data, issue identification, research results, theories, examinations of history. But at the end
of the day, we now know what the demographics of our diversity is, but the implications of what that
means for what we have to do to make it real, requires practical, on-the-ground, concrete actions. And our
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discussion today, it now moves into that arena, and we sort of started that discussion a little bit with the
presentation by Deputy Minister Joan Andrew, as well with Kate Lines from the OPP and Veronica Lacey
also identified some of the practical issues that we needed to get into.

The context for many ingtitutions and central to many institutions is, with the changing diversity of our
communities across the country, what will we do, what will be the rules of engagement, how will we
abolish the notion of tolerance and actually practise respect? How do people talk to each other, how do you
actually demonstrate that respect in the workplaces and socia activities that take place in organizations,
including activities such as this?

We have three people who will speak to the role of institutions, and their full biographies are in your
program. | will introduce each of them more specifically as they come up to speak. And just to remind you,
were going to speak in this order: Ratna Omidvar from Maytree; Marie McAndrew from Quebec,
professor of education, and Bob Watts, from the Truth and Reconciliation Commission.

Now, | m going to introduce Ratna, she Il be our fi rst speaker. | m going to just give you a couple of points
about Ratna. She is the executive director of the Maytree Foundation, and shes also a director of the
Toronto City Summit Alliance, and currently she is the founding chair of the board of TRIEC, the Toronto
Regional Immigration Employment Council. Now, Ratna has also been adviser to premiers and prime
ministers, and as to which ones, youll just have to read the bios in your kits. Shes the recipient of
numerous awards, and with respect to Couch, the infusion of diversity that we have at this year s
conference isin no small well, realy, we owe th at to Ratna, who s brought with her a cadre of twenty
leaders from the diverse communities of Toronto. And one of the things that | can say about Ratna is that
she has always led by example, and is very practical in what she does and what she expects of other people.
So, without further ado, | give you Ratna Omidvar.

(applause)

RATNA OMIDVAR:

Thank you, thank you Ceta for that introduction, and thank you to Couch for welcoming the Maytree
delegation with such open arms to your wonderful four-day powwow here. | was speaking to my colleague,
and | want to know more from him what a powwow is, but | kind of think of this as a way of talking and
discussing, but | 1 get illuminated further.

| have to say that when we put out the invitation to the twenty delegates to come to Couchiching, most of
them said what? Who is that? And so this is our first introduction, their first introduction, and we really
enjoyed talking to you, exchanging ideas, and discussions and debates about diversity, and we want to
continue to do so with you in avibrant and curious fashion, but | think that we also want to do so in a spirit
of mutual respect. This is not an abstract discussion, it gets intensely personal, it s about my life and your
life, and so | think enabling us to have these discussions within certain boundaries of respect isimportant.

We also have an observation to make, so far, and | think Helen has put it very rightly when she says were
only halfway through the conference, so in the other half of the conference, we hope that we have a greater
opportunity to talk not only about immigration or multiculturalism or Islam, which are aspects of diversity,
but not the whole of diversity, we hope that we will have an opportunity to discuss issues of race and
ultimately inclusion.

So alot of peoplein the audience have been asking me so who is or what is the Maytree Foundation, so | Il
start alittle bit about, talking about the institution that | work for and the institution that | represent. We are
a private foundation, were a very small private foundation, but we have some very big ambitions of
change, and social change in Canada. We have our own endowment, and we invest a significant part of our
resources in helping Canadians and the Canadian g overnment in particular understand and work
better with immigrants and issues of migration. And we do this for a sound business reason. We are a
young country, we are still in the process of nation-building, and we know that the prosperity of our nation,
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and particularly of our urban regions, is going to depend to a great deal on the prosperity of the many
immigrants and diverse communities who flock to our urban regions year after year. We see this, therefore,
as a sound investment of private money for the public good. We have aso, over the years, developed a
particular approach in our engagement with issues of diversity and immigration. We are always practical.
We focus on the lived reality of peoples lives. We dont spend hours looking into the crystal ball, arguing
about the strengths and weaknesses of the multicultural model, we kind of leave that up to the academics
we heard from, rather we deal with its practical expression we focus on barriers we try and

understand them, and we develop a laboratory of solutions that we test out and promote if they work. This
because we know that diversity is no longer, at least in Toronto, Vancouver, Montreal, possibly Calgary,
it s no longer an abstract question for discussion. It simply is. Toronto is diverse. Let s get on with it. So
I m going to actualy take the byline, which is making diversity work, and give it some legs | hope.

| want to start by giving you three examples of ingtitutional responses to diversity by three different
institutions from the corporate, the not-for-profit, and the public world. Markham, Ontario, in Toronto, is
one of the most ethnically diverse communities in Canada, with over 54% of its population being derived
primarily from Chinese and South Asians. A local bank, many years ago, about ten years ago, noting this
trend, decided to lower the typical height the he ight of its bank counters to match the typical he ight
of itsresidents. Clearly, | should move there. (laughter) In another case, the Royal Bank of Canada decided,
about three years ago, to stop asking job applicants for place of education, for country of education. And
with that single change in the application in the resume box, they started to see a diversity of applicants
making it into the second screening for job interviews. So they saw resumes from Harvard, from the United
States, from Canada of course, but also from India, China, Sri Lanka, Sierra Leone, and so on and so forth.
Each of these measures has in subtle ways changed the operating behaviour and the customer profile of
these two banks in question.

The Boy Scouts of Canada, an example from the not-for-profit world, a venerable institution, on the other
hand, has been rather slow in waking up to the fact that the world has changed around them while they
were scouting or seeping. Girls, | understand, were only permitted to join in 1994. Once a powerful global
movement, its membership today is in decline, and the institution has begun to realize that if it does not
adapt itself to appeal to youth of many cultures and many interests, it will become less and less relevant. It
has changed its motto, and today the motto is, be prepared for diversity.

One of my favourite examples, though (laughter) y es! Thank you! | love to get a good laugh. One of my
favourite institutions, though, absolutely my favourite ingtitution is the Toronto Public Library. It has been
the most aggressive in reaching out to a diverse space, because asit says, if it does not do so, it runstherisk
of becoming obsolescent. The library has extended its traditional concept of its business as a place to read,
borrow books, bring books back, to a place where a multilingual audience can access interpreters, prepare
for citizenship classes, get help for employment, and so on and so forth. The Toronto Public Library today
enjoys the highest visitorship and the highest readership of any public library in North America, and |
believe possibly in the world, but | cant promise you that for sure.

Each of these institutions is motivated by a common factor: the need to capture a customer base, the need to
stay relevant in a changing world. And each has enjoyed different degrees of success. The question of
institutional responses to a growingly diverse constituency is an important one, though, because it s more
than simply customer-based, because institutions, | believe, are the best mirrors of society, its beliefs and
its values reflecting back to us who has voice, who has power, who is included, whose needs are taken into
account, who matters. And as society changes and evolves, so do our ingtitutions. Think, for example, of
marriage, how we have changed our thinking about what a marriage is. Or family, for that matter. So while
institutions may appear rigid at a certain time, to stay relevant they have to change with the value base of
the times.

Public institutions, and | want to focus particularly on public institutions, because they are charged with
ensuring and safeguarding public good, and because they are the living expression of our commonly held
and current values. The laws of our land, the constitution, and the Charter are, of course, the best examples.
Whether we like it as individuals, whether we like it as institutions or not, and whether certain institutions
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