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CULTURAL NATIONALISM, NEITHER ETHNIC
NOR CIVIC

KAI NIELSEN

Québec, as I write this (1996), is a provin(.:e (?t' Canada. It is a liberal part f’f
a liberal society and a liberal state. The provincial govemmcnt, whallever. polit-
ical party is in power, remains a government of a llperal dcm.o'cratw society. It
is not an a priori necessity that that is o, but there is no c:mpmcal reason at all
to think that this situation will change in the foreseeable future. It 1s not unrea-
sonable to expect that in a few years Québec will move from being a province to
being a sovereign state. Will this very change, as many‘anglop.hones.‘allo-
phones, and even some francophones fear, carry Québec 1r0m‘bemg a liberal
society into being an illiberal society? I will argue that such fears are utterly
groundless.

It is true that what fuels the drive for the sovereignty of Québec is Québec
nationalism and that it is a nationalism voiced principally, but not exclusively, by
francophone Québécois (80% of the population of Québec). This nationalism is
committed to sustaining the existence of the national identity of the Québécois
nation with its distinctive culture and institutions, including, very centrally, and
as a necessary condition to preserve the rest, the French language surrounded in
North America by a sea of English. The fear, on the part of some, is that this very
nationalism, if it succeeds in its aim of establishing a sovereign Québec, will
destroy Québec’s liberal democracy. It cannot, those caught by this fear think,
but undermine the liberal character of Québec society, for ‘‘liberal nationalism’’
is an oxymoron. We cannot, the claim goes, coherently cobble liberalism and
nationalism together. (For an opposite view, powerfully argued, see Tamir 1993
and Levinson 1995).

The strongest theoretical statement of that belief about the necessary ill-
liberalism of nationalism comes from such staunch and even left liberal theore-
ticians as Judith Shklar and Brian Barry. (Levinson 1995, 626-27, and Barry
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1987). They despise nationalism, seeing it at best as a form of ethnocentrism,
atavistic, backward-looking, exclusivist, and very often, even worse than that, a
form of authoritarianism, even something that either is, or not infrequently tends
toward, a fascist authoritarianism. In its very nature, the claim goes, nationalism
cannot but be xenophobic, authoritarian, exclusivist and, where it has the op-
portunity, often expansionist as well.

Brian Barry, for example, who is both a tough-minded and close-reasoning
left liberal, takes nationalism to be a doctrine which “‘claims that all people
should give their highest loyalty to their nation’” (Barry 1987, 353). Nationalists,
he adds, take it that *‘in politics . . . the pursuit of national interest’” should
subordinate all other interests to its achievement. Where national interests dictate
it, national interests should be pursued *‘at the expense of the interests of other
countries and without regard to other values such as the avoidance of bloodshed,
respect for international law, or the maintenance of international co-operation
through bilateral or multilateral treaties’’ (Barry 1987, 353-54).

Surely some nationalisms have taken this fanatical, antidemocratic, and an-
tiliberal form and surely al/l nationalisms, in seeking at least some measure of
political autonomy (some form of self-governance), and not infrequently outright
sovereignty, for their nations, have in all instances, and I believe rightly, sought
to advance the ‘“‘collective cultural and material interests of those united by
common nationality’” (Barry 1987, 353). But pace Barry nationalists need not
only be concerned with those interests and they need not, and should not, be
concerned to advance them at the expense of running roughshod over the inter-
ests or rights of others who are not a part of that common nationality (Barry
1987, 353). Such a nationalism is indeed incompatible with liberalism and a
cosmopolitanism which affirms moral equality (i.e., that the life of everyone
matters and matters equally) and the related belief that the interests of all human
beings have in principle an equal claim on all of us. That is to say, such a
nationalism is at odds with some beliefs and principles which are an essential part
of any civilized moral outlook. Such an egalitarian person committed to a cos-
mopolitan outlook obviously cannot accept the belief that people should give
their highest loyalty to their own nation or even that it will necessarily be the
primary focus of their identity and loyalty. Commitment to a country or a nation
cannot rightly override all other commitments. Such a nationalism is plainly
regressive and retrograde.

Nonetheless, national identity is indeed a very important identity, an identity
essential for very many people to give meaning to their lives, vital for their
secure sense of self-respect, essential for their sense of belonging and security:
all things of fundamental value to human beings. They are things that would be
a central part of a good life for people in any society." Still, however important,
national identity does not exhaust their identity and it should not be their deepest
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Joyalty. Moreover, sometimes loyalty to one’s country or state-aspiring nati.on 1s
something which is very wrong indeed. It would have bgcn a very good thing if
far fewer Germans would have remained loyal to the Naznlrf:glmc. We should say
this, and very firmly and unequivocally, while still adm'mng the very character
trait of loyalty—but not loyalty above all—in Nazis or in anyone else. Loyalty
itself is a good thing, but the forms it takes can have such evil conscqgcnces tbat
it would be better, all things considered, that the person or p.t:rsons 1r'1 question
not have it. The sources of formation and sustaining of identity are diverse and
a human being’s being loyal to her nation is one important l()yz\lty‘ among many
loyalties. It is a loyalty that sometimes should be overridden without therek?y
disappearing, as promises sometimes should be broken even though a comrmt-
ment remains to the practice of promise-keeping, thereby keeping the constitu-
tive belief that to break a promise is always prima facie wrong. Morcovc.r, that
they are sometimes broken is no threat to the practice of promise-keeping. .lt
might even strengthen it. Similar, though not identical, things should be said
about loyalty. .

Nationalisms are not always intolerant or even exclusionist. Will Kymllc'ka
well remarks that ‘‘some nationalisms are peaceful, liberal, and democratic,
while others are xenophobic, authoritarian, and expansionist’’ (Kymlicka 1995a,
132). Earlier in this century, nationalist movements in Norway and Iceland were
peaceful and democratic and present-day nationalisms in Belgium, Scotland,
Québec, and Wales are peaceful and democratic, fitting in well with a liberal
conception of society. So it is (pace Shklar and Barry) not nationalism per se that
is bad, but a certain illiberal type of nationalism and so, given the above exam-
ples, liberal nationalism is not an oxymoron (Tamir 1993).

|

This may be granted only to be followed by the characteristic response that
good nationalisms are civic nationalisms while the bad nationalisms are ethnic
nationalisms. Ethnic nationalisms, rooted in an ethnic conception of ‘‘the na-
tion,”” define membership in the nation in terms of descent. In a country such as
Germany, where the conception of the nation is ethnic, you are German and have
German citizenship because of descent, because, that is, you can trace your
descent to Germans. If you are a Turkish, Spanish, or Hungarian ‘‘guest
worker’” in Germany, you cannot acquire German citizenship no matter how
well you know German, German history, or customs, no matter how attuned you
are to German culture, how well you integrate yourself into German society, and
no matter how long you have resided in Germany. A nationalism which emerged
there without a change in the conception of the nation would be an ethnic
nationalism. And it indeed is such an exclusionist nationalism which is bad.

44



CULTURAL NATIONALISM

Civic nationalism, by contrast, the story continues, rooted in a civic concep-
tion of nation, is a good or at least a benign or acceptable form of nationalism.
Civic nations like the United States, Canada, Denmark, Australia, or Sweden are
in principle open to anyone. They are not exclusionary. With a civic nationalism
there is in principle at least an equal access for everyone to the cultural goods of
and in the civic nation.

A small exercise in definition may help here. Ranging over nations that are
civic, ethnic, or neither, I shall use ‘‘nation,”” as Kymlicka does, to mark ‘‘a
historical community, more or less institutionally complete, occupying a given
territory, or homeland, sharing a distinct language and culture’” (Kymlicka
1995b, 11). ““Nation,”’ taken in such a sociological sense, is, as Kymlicka puts
it, “‘closely related to the idea of a ‘people’ or a ‘culture’—indeed these concepts
are often defined in terms of each other’” (Kymlicka 1995b, 11). This is not the
only way that ‘‘nation’” and the related terms can be and have been used. They
plainly do not mark natural kinds. Some theoreticians, for example, and not
without reason, speak of nonterritorial nations—nations in a diaspora; and there
are still other uses. But Kymlicka’s use is a familiar one which is reasonably
determinate and useful and will catch, I believe, the phenomena relevant here.
Moreover, even when in diaspora, as at one time Jews were, there was a con-
ception of, and an aspiration for, a homeland. A nation, as I am using the term,
must ‘‘be in aspiration (if not yet in fact) a political community’’ (David Miller
1995, 24). It must aspire to self-government, to in someway control ‘‘a chunk of
the earth’s surface’” (Miller, 1995, 25). In that way a nation is very different
from something which is merely an ethnic group.

In speaking of controlling a chunk of the earth’s surface, 1 qualified it by
saying ‘‘in someway.”’ That qualification is essential, for a nation may not even
in aspiration desire to be a state. The self-governance that some nations may have
in mind is weaker than that. In any event statehood is impossible to achieve for
all nations in our modern world, for there are more nations than there are, or even
could be, states, where a state is taken in the familiar Weberian sense as an
institution that successfully claims a monopoly of de facto legitimate force in a
particular historical territory. But with the possible exceptions of Andorra,
Liechtenstein, and Iceland, there are no longer, if there ever really were, any
uninational states (Levinson 1995, 630-32). All states of any size, and even most
very small states, are multinational states. And sometimes these different nations
in a single state share the same territory so that not all nations can reasonably
aspire to be states. Think of conceptions of the Black nation within the United
States or a Mohawk nation within Québec. But they can all aspire to be political
communities where they have a sufficiently secure measure of self-governance to
protect their public cultures. Sometimes—indeed 1 think typically—this requires
a state, but sometimes it does not (Nielsen 1993, 29-43).
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Finally, for a nation actually to exist that matches Kymlicka’s c.haractenL)a-‘
tion, there must be a mutual recognition of membership at least by 1S mem‘?%“
(Miller 1995, 23). There must be a recognition that certain people arc English,
Irish, Finnish, and the like. In that important way nationality is not like a natural
fact. e

The above conceptualization of “‘nation’’ quite propcrly does not dlStmgUlS'h
between an ethnic nation and a civic nation or derivatively between ethnic
nationalism and civic nationalism, though it does distinguish an ethnic group
from a nation, whether ethnic or civic. Immigrant groups are paradigmatlcally
ethnic groups. They, unless they are for a considerable time repressed, do nf)t
aspire to a homeland or to a distinct political community. Members of what will
become such groups immigrate to what is for them a new country where the.y
realize that they will have to adapt to and in large measure adopt the pu_b,hc
culture of that country. They are quite distinct from historical national minontics
“‘whose historic homeland has been incorporated into a Jarger state, through
colonisation, conquest or voluntary federation’” (Kymlicka 1995a, 131)-

Immigrant groups in societies into which they immigrate form ethnic groups
as distinct from nations. By contrast to the people who form pations in a ‘state,
immigrants in some sense choose (though sometimes it is pretty close to a forced
option) ‘‘to leave their original culture and homeland and move to a new country.
They know that this uprooting will only be successful if they adapt to their new
country, including its language and customs”” (Kymlicka 1995a, 130)- An ethnic
group is distinguished from a nation, including an ethnic nation, by being 2
group with a common culture which does not seek to be a political community,
does not seek self-governance, and certainly does not seek to constitute them-
§elves.into a state. There is no issue of secession with them. For them & crucial
issue is how to integrate successfully into their adopted homeland while still
preserving something of their ethnic identity.

. However, an ethnic group may come to adopt a nationalist agenda, and typ-
1cal.ly an ethnic nationalist agenda, if it is prevented from integrating 1nto the
mainstream society either through mandatory segregation or severe and usually
in part lege.ll discrimination. It may even be the case that all nations were orig-
inally ethnic natiqns. But, however they were originally formed many of them
'firc no longer ethnic nations and they do not now, whatever may have been true
in the f)ast., h.ave an ethnic nationalist agenda. Their nationalism, if it exists, is
?:r;iz‘;:::‘?;‘l‘;:“]/::;ctlii;n:(:) anyo?:’ with a landed immigrant status‘within tbcir
S it" - 162;m its e me to dve full citizenship and be part (.)l .that nation,
: guage, history, and customs and are willing to abide

by its laws.
R /;:t\l)\(/; hl'c]ll\:leS tscs:viroam o\ur’d‘(?finition .of “‘nation,’” it is.given in cultural'terms.
§ pervasive public culture (a societal, encompassing, or
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organizational culture, all qualifiers of ‘“‘culture” adopted by various authors
writing on nationalism). Without such a pervasive encompassing culture, some-
thing there in the public domain of a society, it would not be a nation.” Having
such a culture is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for something being
a nation.

Defenders of the claim that civic nationalism is the only acceptable national-
ism try to deny that civic nationalism is also a cultural nationalism by claiming
that a civic nationalism is a purely political conception reflecting not some
distinct culture but only a common commitment, across cultures, to the political
principles of democracy and freedom. But this is false. Indeed, worse than being
merely false, it is a piece of deceptive ideology and may even be incoherent. To
be a member of any nation at all, even in the most laissez faire liberal society,
is to be accepted as being a part of a distinctive organizational culture in terms
of which even this liberal individualistic nation is defined and which sets the
parameters of national identity in the nation in question. It has, that is, a cultural
component as much as the most traditional of ethnic nationalisms. To be an
American, Australian, British, or a New Zealander, even though these societies
are democratic and even if their economic policies and surrounding ideology are
that of laissez faire individualism, it still is not necessary for a citizen of such
countries to be committed to principles of freedom and democracy in order to
retain their citizenship. Sometimes members of these nations—citizens of these
states—become fascists or fundamentalists or in some other way reject demo-
cratic political principles. These might even just be things that they were social-
ized into as children. They do not, particularly if they are native-born citizens,
thereby or even just in fact lose their citizenship and cease to be part of (for
example) either the American or Australian nations. Particular political commit-
ments, or even any political commitments at all, are neither necessary nor suf-
ficient for citizenship. For the native-born, at least, their having citizenship has
nothing to do with their political beliefs.” Rather they automatically acquire
citizenship by descent and at birth, and they cannot be stripped of it if they
become committed to antidemocratic principles or practices. So nationality is not
determined even in ‘‘civic nations’’ by a commitment to democracy and free-
dom. Even more broadly, it is not a matter of the political beliefs the citizens of
these societies have. When Spain became fascist the Spaniards did not cease to
be Spaniards. And their nationality did not change when Spain again became a
liberal democracy. It remained constant through all the political turmoil and
revolution.

Civic nationalism—the ideology surrounding it to the contrary notwithstand-
ing—is not a ‘‘purely political nationalism’” linked to a commitment to democ-
racy and freedom. Who is a national and what is a nation even in societies taken
to exemplify civic nationalism is not so determined. There is always a distinct
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cultural component as well. Their nationality, as we have seen;llsr mz:}ii‘;"g;‘i‘:
by their commitment to democracy and freedom or b.y any ot ‘_5 &kcn 4 e the
or conception. A society could be both civic nationalist (if that 1S hile still being
opposite of ethnic nationalist) as well as a multiethnic socllcty’,wd Cr;ile ot
thoroughly antidemocratic. The people in Brazil, Argentina, an o n,ationa]
under military dictatorships, had, as they have now, a strong senseé A( e il
identity that was then, and still is, nonethnic. Whites, Blacks, / sia 1 ,e e
Indians under the dictatorships, as before and after, all had at least i()rrnii q 'd‘
citizenship. These societies were plainly not ethnic nationalisms, but [hufbvj/“‘j
very little that was democratic about them. In point of fact they were mot U ‘,'md
democracies or liberal societies, but oppressive dictatorships. Morco‘vcr, 'dn
distinctly, it is not (for example) sufficient for a Finn immigrating to .Cana(}c‘l t'O
gain citizenship to carry with her her democratic principles and practices- That
will not make her a Canadian citizen. To become a Canadian citizcn.she leust
know or learn at least one of the two official languages, know something ot.the
history of Canada, and something of its laws and customs. A purely civic
nationalism is a myth. It exists nowhere and could exist nowhere, given the Yely
definition of what a nation is. And even without that definition, the concg‘PU?“
of a civic nation is too thin for a society to so determine nationality or to gIVe its
people a sense of national identity. There is always a richer cultural component.
It should be evident from what has been said above that it is also a mistake to
equate cultural nationalism with ethnic nationalism. Ethnic nationalism, as all
nationalisms, is cultural, but not all cultural nationalisms are ethnic. Cultural
nationalism defines the nation in terms of a common encompassing culture. But
that culture can be, and typically is in the West, a liberal democratic culture. The
aim of a nationalist movement is to protect, and, beyond that, if it can, to insure
the flourishing of the culture of the nation that that nationalist movement repre-
sents. Where the nation has a state, that state will in certain respects privilege
that culture, though, if it is also a liberal democracy, it will only do so in ways
that protect the rights of its minorities and indeed protect rights across the board.
It‘wnll insist, at least in the general case, on educating children in the language
of that culture and in its history and customs. And it will insist on the use of that
lapguage in the public domain. But it will not forbid in private domains the use
ot‘ other languages or the adherence to other cultures. In the United States (Puerto
Rico and Hawaii aside), English is the sole “‘official’’ language of the post
office, the court house, and all other governmental institutions.® But in the
synagogue, Hebrew can be used, as Latin was used in the Catholic church until
the church itself, without any governmental prodding, changed its own policy. In
suc'h places (and they are not all religious places) the members of such organi-
zatllons can use the language of their choice. It is the mistake of equating ‘‘ethnic
nationalism’ with “‘cultural nationalism’’ that leads to the unfair and indeed
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politically dangerous error of claiming, as Michael Ignatieff does in his Blood
and Belonging: Journeys into the New Nationalism, that Québec and Flemish
nationalisms are ethnic nationalisms. That is completely false. As Kymlicka
accurately puts it, both *‘the Québécois and the Flemish accept immigrants as
full members of the nation, so long as they learn the language and history of the
society. They define membership in terms of participation in a common culture,
open to all, rather than on ethnic grounds’’ (Kymlicka 1995a, 131).

111

What import, if any, does the above discussion of nationalism have for our
thinking about what is to be done in Québec over issues concerning Québec
sovereignty? It is easy, and I guess understandably so, for intellectuals to over-
estimate the import of more or less abstract arguments coming out in academic
publications. Again and again intellectuals have been prone to such an overes-
timation. Still the considerations that have been advanced here might have a
modest import. There is a widespread belief abroad both in and outside of
Québec, mainly, but not exclusively, among anglophones and allophones, that
Québec nationalism is an ethnic nationalism, and worse still, an ethnic nation-
alism of a backward and intolerant kind. The perception is that if such a nation-
alism prevails, it would destroy our liberal democratic society by stamping out
the rights of anglophone and allophone Québécois. In some of the stronger
reactions to the challenge of Québec sovereignty, Québec nationalism is seen as
a backward-looking, Catholic-dominated, intolerant, almost fascist movement,
isolationist and exclusivist, anti-Protestant and anti-Semitic, turning its back on
the modern pluralist world and in the process thoroughly rejecting liberal values.
Whatever may or may not have been true of the old Québec, nothing even
remotely like this obtains today. Since the *‘Quiet Revolution,”” Québec has
been thoroughly transformed into a modern pluralist, largely secular liberal
socicty.5 Indeed, it is arguably more secularized and more liberal in its outlook
than the rest of North America, perhaps Los Angeles, San Francisco, New York
City, Toronto, Boston, and some similar metropolises aside. But, be that as it
may, surely modern Québec society is as liberal as any society in North America.
Yet fuelled by some of the popular media—including Québec media, both an-
glophone and francophone (The Gazette and La Presse, for instance)—a not
inconsiderable segment of the Canadian population both inside and outside of
Québec have been bamboozled into almost a paranoid fear of ethnocentric,
intolerant Québec ‘‘ethnic nationalism.”” A reasonable knowledge of the facts
about Québec francophones, the policies of the Parti-Québécois, and the atti-
tudes of intellectuals and professionals in Québec would quickly and decisively
dispel that. That there are a few loose cannons around who say extreme and
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absurd things—things that get played up in the media—does 1ot gainsay th‘a.t'
They have little support in the community and the problem of loose cannons 18
a problem for and in every society. There are even Swedish fascists. It 'dOGS not
at all show that Québécois are intolerant or that Québec nationalism is ethno-
centric. Such a belief could not remain rational in the light of a reasonable
knowledge of the facts. . .

If my arguments have been near to the mark, we can see that there is nothing
inherently antidemocratic and fanatical about nationalism and indeed it can be
quite compatible with liberalism (Tamir 1993). We have also seen that so-called
civic nationalism is a nonstarter. In the first place there is not, and probably
cannot be, such a thing as a pure civic nationalism. All nationalisms aré cu_ltural
nationalisms of one kind or another. There is no purely political conception of
the nation, liberal or otherwise. Furthermore, civic-cum-cultural nationalism,
where civic nationalism is taken to be the opposite of ethnic nationalism, need
not be democratic and liberal; it, as we have seen, can be, and has been,
thoroughly antidemocratic while remaining multinational and nonethnic. Talk of
civic nationalism had better be dropped from our political vocabulary (including
the vocabulary of political theory), if we wish to be clear and coherent in our
analyses in the real world. We should see that all nationalism is cultural nation-
alism. Sometimes it takes ethnic forms, sometimes it takes nonethnic but dicta-
torial forms (Brazilian, Chilean, and Argentinean nationalisms under their jun-
tas).anc‘l sometimes it takes the form of liberal nationalisms, as Was the case
earlier In this century in Norway, Finland, and Iceland and as is the case now n
Québec, Belgium, Wales, and Scotland. Not unsurprisingly, when a consider-
able segment of liberal democratic society goes nationalist, particularly if such a
Ié‘;’;’lia;sy“g;rit:mt;ep\r;ﬁed, it usual.ly goes and remains .liberal nationalist.
Y s v%ereﬁve eimar Republic is the great exception. .But there the
taken by Germans (o bry- U}:ulsl'la_l'. ‘There was the great 'depressxon,. what was
World o boe a u_rr‘nllatmg anq }ncomprehenslble defeat in the First
Menace. Tt;e struggle turgetolse were terrified b}' w'hat they took to be the Red
indeed typically w!ﬁ | {)eo rehurr(li to normal ‘casefs in llt?eral democracies, may bc?,
errain \with civil libeniésafi arl one, but it will ,be tought out on 2 dcmocratlc
{0 the protection of civil libm:t'y afiherefi to. Quebec nat.lonalls..ts are committed
language rights of the histor‘ec ies ;n their society and this, plainly, includes the
their rights and the rights O; iang. ophone minority as well as, across the b(?ard,
The policy of the Parti-Québr»’nm‘lg'rams and of the p.eoples of the first nations.
English-language education tcocozs is to. protect. the. rights ’of anglophopes to an
ernmental agencies and to tl’le uf"efvfng anghsh in hospitals an'd various Bov-
Assembly. This is more gener St? o ngll§h, as well as French, in the Natanal
ceality in Québec than i generous, more w1despr§ad, and more of a sociological

ec than is the respect for parallel rights of francophones in the rest
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of Canada. None of this well-entrenched structure of rights and customs is
threatened by Québec nationalism, nor are any of the other elements of a liberal
democratic society. Nationalism and liberalism can, and do, go comfortably
hand in hand.

University of Calgary and Concordia University

NOTES

1 This view has been powerfully challenged by Jeremy Waldron and in a somewhat different way
by C. Kakathar and in turn plausibly defended by Will Kymlicka and David Miller. Waldron
argues that in the modern world we are getting more and more happy and successful cosmopolitan
people who move back and forth between cultures, taking a little bit from here and a little bit from
there, without any need for rootedness in a particular culture or for having a sense of national
identity., Kymlicka and Miller argue that Waldron seriously overstates his case and that the
empirical evidence for the need for roots is strong and, like Herder before them, they also argue
that local identities and cosmopolitan ideals need not at all conflict. After all, Herder did not negate
the Enlightenment, but provided it with a needed corrective. Still there is a lot more that needs to
be said about this. I hope to turn to it on some other occasion (Waldron 1992), (Kukathar 1992),
(Kymlicka 1995b, 85-89) and (Miller 1995, 146-147).

In defining or analyzing ‘‘nation’’ or indeed almost anything else we should not look for necessary
and sufficient conditions because that is exactly what we are not going to get. Historically, within
analytic philosophy the viability of what is called truth conditional analysis was, until quite
recently, generally uncritically accepted. It was believed that a concept has not been properly
analyzed until we have been provided with a statement of logically necessary and sufficient
conditions for the exemplification of the concept in question. Even a superficial examination of the
history of such attempts reveals the truth of John Pollock’s claim that for any philosophically
interesting concept *‘truth condition analyses are just not there to be found”’ (Pollock 1986, 508).
The fact is that, in domain after domain, such attempts to analyze have failed. Think, for example,
of the persistent, resolute, and often resourceful, but still failed, attempts to find suitable replace-
ments for the intuitively plausible, but still demonstratively mistaken, analyses of knowledge as
justified true belief. Repeatedly, truth conditional analyses in a whole range of very different
domains have collapsed under pressure of counterexamples (what in other disciplines would be
called disconfirming evidence). Persistent, and often acutely intelligent, efforts were made to
provide such analyses, but slowly Wittgenstein's point sank in that the idea prevalent in philo-
sophical logic that concepts are individuated by their truth conditions was just an unjustifiable

[\

dogma.
The need to qualify what I say to native-born citizens is nor something to be welcomed. That in

our liberal democracies naturalized citizens have had their citizenship revoked because their
political views were not approved of by their government is not something of which a democracy
can be proud. It, among other ills it creates, creates first-class citizenship and second-class

w

citizenship.
4 This is so, even though the United States, unlike Canada, has no juridically official language.
5 The Quict Revolution refers to the change in Québec society in the last thirty years from an almost
feudal hicrarchical society to a modern liberal socicty. Québec became a society where (though
within a liberal framework) French culture is predominant and where modernization has
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y inated by either
taken place, bringing with it a world where French Québeckers are no longer domi Y
the English minority or by the Catholic church.
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