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5 Canadian muiticulturalism and its
" nationalisms

Nandita Sharma

In CaNaDa, WE TEND TO THINE OF THE DISCOURSE of multiculturalism
as uniquely ours, pardcularly since the Canadian state was the firse to
proclaim a policy of multiculturalism in 1971, However, it is Important
to note the roots of at least some aspects- of multicultural discursive
practice 1n the United States. So far, federal state officials there have
chosen not to implement a policy concerning the matter, however, the
discourse, and even the everyday practice, of multiculturalism is quite
commonplace and in some important ‘ways has influenced the trope of
multiculturalism north of the border. In particular, the hegemonic asso-
ciation between immigration and multiculturalism and the related dis
course that posits chat all non-Natives are immigrants has spurred at
least ewo developments that are evident in Canada.

First, in the period following! the removal of legal exclusions against
the :mmigration of various negatively racialized groups to Canada in
1967, multiculturahsm borrowed from the American discourse of “we
are all immigrants” This ideclogically levelled the very real disparities
between those mostly non-white persons who were constituted as
“new” immigrants and the still-dominant white majority. By articulat-
ing the notion of a new, post-racist Canada, the discourse of multicul-
turalism sidestepped non-white persons’ ongoing experience of racism.
Secondly, the discourse of “we are all tmmigrants” by more-or-less
writing those constituted as Native out of the dominant discourse of
the contemporary Canadian nation, reconstituted prior colonial state
identities in which distnctions were made among colonizers (those in
charge), Natives, and immigrants. Ironicaily, the uncritical acceptance
of the official discourse of “we are all inmigranis” by some who had
beer constituted as Natives helped unleash a meo-racist reaction.
Within Native nationalisms, the trope of “we are {almost) all immi-
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.86 Home and Native Land

grants” was transformed to “all non-Natives are co.lonize{cs’.’-so that
even those who came to Canada ds a result of colonial aCthJ.-CJ.CS. else-
where and who were/are placed in subordinated positions w1th1nlthe
new Canadian national society, have come to be portrayed as colonizers
simply because they are non-Natives. Not only ‘h.as thf: dlscougse of
multicalturalism produced a revamped “Ganadianf' 1dent1t_y, then, it has
also given greater life to an “indigenops” wdentity, particularly in its
omnary manifestation of Native/non-Native. _ . .

By mobilizing both of these discursive sh1f§si : multlcu]Furahsm
constitutes a double ideological move. First, it IegmmatesAa d1§c0urse
that obliterates any distinction between colonizers anq IMimigrants,
thereby depoliticizing the process of constructing a rac1ahzeq Cana-
dian nation state through colonial practices. Secondly, the shifts that
official multicultural discourse precipitated have paved the way for the
conflation of processes of colonization with those of migration. M.ul~
deulturalism, then, has changed our understanding of. Car}adlan
nation-state building from an actrvity embedded Within_var;ous impe-
rialist projects (i.e., British and French) to a state-ceneric dlscour-se mn
which colonizers become immigrants, immigrants become colonizers,
and oaly Natives belong. This chapter questions these dis.curswe prac-
tices, which are deeply embedded not only within previous colonial
state practices of differential belonging but also within contemporary
neo-liberal forms of capitalist globalization. It calls for a rejection of
racialized, nationalized, and capitalist understandings of land ?md people
and the relationships among them and challenges the sovereignty story
with the naturalization of xenophobia that comprises Canadian muldi-
culturalism,

Are we all immigrants?

Let us begin with the discnrsive origins of the hegemonic notion tha.t,
in Canada, “we are all immigrants,” a notion that is most closely assora—
ated with the 1951 publication of Oscar Handlins The Uprooted, which
“claimed that the United States was an “immigrant nation”! Jokn E
Kennedy’s posthurnously published A Nation of Immigrrjmts {1964)
cemented this notion as part of the dorninant American ideology of
naticnhood during key moments in the anti-racist civil—rights gtruggl.es,
parucularly in demands for change in the “racial contrace,” \’f]hlcl'?l priv-
deged whites.? The idea that every non—Natixre' Was an immigrant,
along with claims that the civil rights wvictories of the mid- to
late-1960s eliminated racism from the operation of state and market, set
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the tone for how nationsl multiculevralism policies have come to be
represented around the world,

However, it is Important to note that an cven earlier example of
multiculturalise discourse can be seen in Walt Whitman’s 1855 portrayal
of the United States a5 a “teeming nation of nations 3 This shows that
white settler societies, such as the United States or Canada, have long
used the hberal discourse of multiculturalism as a practical measure to
bridge the wdeological gap between the racialization of national mem-
bership and the labour demands of employers for ways to cheapen
iabour, mcluding the use of state racism. In Whitrman’s case, the strac-
egy of incorporating negatively racialized groups into the nation was a
fesponse to criticisms that the TS, wag failing to live up to the qualities
of democracy, equality; andiindividual liberty through which it defined
1tself {and was defined by other imperialists).*

Whitman’s representation of the United States as 2 “teeming nation
of nations” acknowledged the reality of America’s multiple racialized
8roups in a way that neutralized the power relations underlying their
forced relationships of inequality’ By pushing aside the historical con-
ditions that allowed for the emergence of the United Stares (and the
co-optation of the cruly revolutionary intent of many fighting against
the British Empire), Whitman’s ‘epresentanion flattened the divisions
and inequalides that characterized racist social relations in the Unjted
States. Later, Oscar Handiin’s consideration of everyone (other than
those constituted as Native) as a “stranger in the land,” along with
Kennedy's depiction of the United States as “a nation of inmigran”
(again, except Natives), moved away from Whitman’s narrative of a
multi-national United Stages to-one that portrayed Europeans as the
eriginal immigrants. This too worked to deny the raeist hierarchy estab-
lished by elite Europeans in the United States. However, it also insidi-
ously denied the violent colénmization of che territories claimed by the

~ United States by rendering colomialism as just another instance of

kuman migration. By discarsively placing Immigration, racher than col-
onization, at the centre of the United States’ nation-making project —
indeed, by torning colonialism into 2 form of migration — such 1deo-
logical representations helped to both disavow che violence of colonial-
sm and to produce the liberal niyth of an America that welcomes
immigrants instead of 2 spatial, legal formation that recruited successive
groups of migrants in order to expleit their labour in the service of

The shift from seeing elice Euvropeans as colonizers 1o seeing all
non-Natives a5 lmimigrants was crucially important in that it obfuscated
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the very different ways in savhich various groups of People came tlo llanc_l
i the Umted States. An astonishing example of. this amnesiac re amgri
ship with the history of migranon is. displayed in Pr(lasn::l:ef_dl:gtT }Ifer;g:c ::
recasting of enslaved Blacks as “imm1grant_s £:orn Africa ed 1l -
sive shift to “we are {almost} all immigrants” also helped to 1deo o’glv
cally conceal how variously racialized groups were accorded very
ijf;:rent economic, political, and social standings in the American
bOd}(np;it:iiular, the differential access to, at first, I_Jnited St-at(:hcﬁlzzr:l—t
ship, and later, legal entry to the Umted States a‘.tter‘ the esta shmf ;
of border contzols 15 wholly disavowed. No mention is made of the fac
that the first United States Act pertaining to c1tlze.nship, the 1790 :I(\'J:at—
uralization Act, restricted citizenship to those “Aliens” who ?vereb ;‘r;e
white persons of good character,” or that the first federal la\vw_ ?svtaadsal:
ing immigration controls worked o baF the fent'ry Sf ne_gatn-el ¥ I i
ized migrants from China. The discursive shift o we are {a }Tlf?ehtes
armgrants” also steered discussion away fr(n:n the :ehar;ce t ; e
{and later non-elites who were constituted as white )rha on the °
nomic and cultural consequences of the United States racxahg(?'d poh—
tics of differentiating groups of “immigrants” and of homogemang the
1ally defined “Natives” _ _
COIG'lr'lﬁzli:rope that BEuropeans were Simpl?r the origilnal immlgrgnts ,P,r;A
figured in interesting ways the current d;scogrse ?h mocilelhﬂ.n.u1o_1:3_tyleCi
This representation of Europeans as the first unImigrants de. 1stotr1(;1; <
and depoliticized the relative matenal s‘gccgss ?,f various rmg;anls tror
Europe. By failing to accouns for h‘?w ‘.whues wercle g::t;llte r;ar anz
privileged access to citizenship, migration, freg larid, the pohty, i
racialized 1deas of societal belonging, this new dlscogrse helped o COE
solidate the ideology of meritocracy {ie, the- .z“&m.encan Drf:am) in the
relationship between migration and class mobility in the Un.lted ?Larcis.
Most impottantly, the shift from an unabashed c.elebFatlon S cobq—
nization to the discourse of “the colonizers too are LIRmIgrants’ mo A—f
lized the ideology of an original American p:!.ul’lllt}-’, the .touc1'1.stonehjc;’t
the contemporary rhetoric of multiculturalism. The discursive :l :
from legitimated ideas of stzatified national b.elongmg o 2 -portray di(:_
the United States as having always been a liberal plurality was
avowal of the violence of expropriation, genocide, -an_d explmtauor}. It
was also a disavowal of the many-layered discriminatory p'ratcduces
against “Natives” and “inassimmilable” nugrants. Moreovesz, .mulgc tur:
alism became a way to maintan the ongoing pover of racism in orga
nizing the polity by minimizing claims of contnued racism by nen-
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whates. Kennedy'’s mobilization of the discourse of a mulricultizral plu-
rality where everyone was on the same footing (2 “nation of immi-
grants™) was important therefore not only for how it reframed social
relations but also for how it helped to neutralize both the United
States” brutally racist past as well as the racism that continued in his day.

This depiction of the United States as “a nation of immigrants” is
also part of a broader shift in racist discourses since the 1980s and 19505
that has ushered in new racisms. Central to these new racisms was the
deptoyment of the cthnicity paradigm, a patadigm that, as Michael
Omi and Howard Winant have pointed out, ignores continuing pro-
cesses of racial formation and racism in the Unpited States, and discouncs
the relationship of these processes to neo-hberal restructuring of che
global capitalist system ® The ethnicity paradigm marsies an essential-
ized, static, and separationist view of culture with the cultural ateribuces
of racialized discourses, such as language, “ethnic” dress, “ethnic” cus-
toms, and “ethnic™ traditions.

Such culturalist views :-c'omplement the discourse of multicultoral-
ism, as each portrays ethnicities/cultures ag existing (unchangingly) in
utter isofation from all others while deflecting attention from the -
process of racialization that is embedded within racial formations,
Thus, the refusal o recognize the diasporic spaces and transnational
cultures that were created through centuries of encounters, not only in
the United States but around the world, was transported wholesale into
the discourse of multiculturalism . ? Muluculturalism, with its focus on
ethnicicy and its impoverished notion of “culture” was productve of
nec-racist notions of highly racialized relationships between people and

place. Indeed it can be said that a discourse of multiculturalism is a
neo-racist discourse par excellence.

The shift fiom valorizing “whites” as colonizers to privileging
“whites” in the process of immigration, and the shift from a discourse
of “race” to one of ethpicity/culture were ideologically useful in con-
cealing the economic and political basis for the United
gration: reforms of 1965.1% Even as the United Srates co-opted the most
nulitane of anti-racist demands, reconfigured its geopolitical strategy
towards the nominally decolonized and independent national states of
the Third World, and recognized the need to expand its criteria for
Immigration in order to compete with other “Western” societies for
much-needed (im)migrant labour, its 1965 changes were ideologically
repiesented as a repudiation of a racist past and, with no hint of irony,
contradictorily as a continuation of the long history of American hos-
pitality towards newcomers. Canadian reform of racialized immigration

States’ immi-
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policies and its racialized polity took place within this broader discur-
sive/material frame and borrowed much from it The absence of an
official federal state policy of muiticulturalism in the United States
should not, therefore, blind us to the influence of the US. on Canadian
debates about immigration and the ernergence of Canada’s discourse on
multiculturalism.

Multiculturalism as a.neo-liberal mode of belanging

As in the United States, it was, in part, the activities of anti-racist move-
ments in Canada and nationalist independence movements against impe-
rialism in the Third World that created pressure for the Canadian state o
climinate overt statements about preferring certain races and nationalides
in its admittance criteria for immigrants (i.e., in the selecton of those
admitted to Canada as permanent residents). This resulted in the exten-
sion of the right for professioral non-whites and their nuclear families to
apply for permanent residency in Canada and a greater recognition of
non-whites within Canada. Both of these are agmficant developments
in the history of non-white migration to Canada. !l

Yet, the fact that these developments also took place when capitalist

enterprises, in general, were grappling with faling profits has been -

widely ignored. As technological advances in communication and
transportation made It easier toshift more sites of producton away
from sites of consumpuon, many capitalists, aiming to lower operating
costs, relocated their investments to territories where labour costs, as
well as the other costs of doing business, such as environmental and
Iabour laws or taxes, were much lower. This led Canadian state officials
to try to make Canada more compelitive as a site for capital investment.
Ackr:.towledging the context of these simulnecus znd significandy
overlapping social, economic, and political developments helps make
sense of the move to represent the Canadian polity as mulricualtural. At
the same time, we must pay attention to the refashioning of nationalist
discursive practices. The expression of nationalism at this time became
better attuned to the increasingly global processes of capitalist expan-
sion, often named as rootlessness. This idea of roodessness posed signif-
icant problems, however, for much of the proletariat, which saw itself
as being very much rooted in the nation. The discourse of multiculrus-
alism, then, enabled a re-imagining of the Canadian people for new
times and, as discussed above, for new racisms.

Using Marx’s insight that social organization is implicit in the orga-
nizanon of production, the simultaneous formarion of new nationalized
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subjecuvities for workers who understood themselves as operating
within a Canadian society and new transnarional subjectivities for those
compeung within a global capital market can be seen as part of the cul-
tural effects of the global expansion of capitalism. Indeed, this is one of
the conclusions that Ghassan Hage reaches in his study of Australian-
style malticulturalism.’? He theorizes that white elites have mobilized
multicultural discourses not only as 2 means of co-opting more transfor-
matve demands but also as part of their own self-identity as COSMOpoli-
tan whites with distinctively global tastes, outlooks, and, importantly,
investmenes.'? In this sense, and especially when analyzed within the
context of an expanding globalization of capitalist social relations, multi-
calturalism is best seen as both strategically useful and enriching to
white elites as they come to ima gme the space in which thev — and their
capital — operate as “global” In this sense, the representation of the
polity as “multicuitural” provides elites with a form of cultural capital
that gives them an advantage in a world defined by increasing flows of
capital, goods, and people. Elite whites’ use of mualticulturalist discourse
that tolerates non-whites and includes them as members of the now
supposedly non-racist nation is hecessary in a world whete support from
non-white state leaders and officials is crucial.

The response against multiculturalism by those whites who were or
€ not m a material position to benefit from the further globalization
of capital should be understood within this classed relationship. Since
they have no capital to invest and, in fact, live an increasingly precari-
ous existence due to global shifis in production, white workers often
tespond with hostility o any efforts to embrace capitalist cos-
mopolitism. 14 Of course, what non-elite whites also feel is a challenge
to their superiotity in relation to non-whites of ail classes. The threat,
however, comes not only from the usual non-whice suspects but also
from an emerging elite of cosmopolitan whites who revel in the
transnational world of business opportunities by refashioning them-
sclves as cosmopolites enjoying the increased variety of songs, dances,
and food that the presence of non-whites ;s best known for within the
framework of multiculturalism. The sense of white, working class
betrayal, then, is aimed at what is often seen as elite whites’ collusion
with non-whites to alter the “racial contract” that explicitly and con-
cretely privileged the white working class in previous eras. Interest
ingly, this same discourse has also helped to create the sense that only
white workers have been negatively affected by neo-liberal changes in
investment and state practices. Non-whites ate thus rendered mvisible
and are even perversely seen as neo-liberalism’s main beneficiaries.
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Indeed, the class-based support for multiculturalism has been, obfus
cated by the portrayal of multiculouralism as a response to racism and as
a means of protecting non-whites primarily fiom che white working
class. The problem of legitimizing the Canadian state’s facilitation of
neo-liberal reforms, reforms that privatzed formetly public assets and
services, dereguiated environmental and labour regulations, and further
liberalized world trade, was ideclogically resolved by focusing on the
supposed new racial/cultural openness of post-1967 Canadian society.
Opening up sites for new capitalist investments was accompanied by
the multiculturalist thetoric of an opening up of whites to the presence
of non-whites 1n their (national} midst.

Since mulnculturalism represented a deflection of more radical anii-
racist demands, the economic success of some non-whites in Canadian
society was displayed as evidence for the state’s claim to anti-racism.
Non-whites were put forth as living proof of Canada’s diversity, thus
bolstering the image of Canada that state officidls were presenting to
the international arena of investors and potendal migrants with profes-
sional qualifications. This opportunistic aspect of multiculturalism sup-
ports the prevalent semse among multiculturalism’s crifcs that non-
whites have simply been set on a national and international stage to
perform an elzborate phantasm of an ant-racist sociery that has never
materialized. .

Yet, however much globalization was on state officials’ minds in the
1960s and 1970s, sociery was (and is) sl 1magined as natonal; it is
therefore important to recognize multiculturalism as an atternpt by the
Canadian state to avert a crisis of legitimation — 2 crisis brought about,
in part, by the expansion of state activities o include the management
of the cyclical crises of capitalism. In the 1960s and 1970s, as the state
mncreasingly took responsibility for ameliorating the effects of economic
crises, it simultaneously expanded the socizl criteria for national mem-
bership while restricting legal avenues to Joiming the nationalized polity,
partncularly to those most devastated by neo-liberal state pollcies else-
where and the related global scramble for new investment Opporuni-
ues. The crisis of state legitumation was ultimately resolved through the
mobilization of nationalist ideology and, most espeaially, the reconfig-
aring of Canadian immigrauon policy.

With the extension of permanent resident rights to non-whites in
1967 and the proclamation of mulhcultiralism policies in 1971, the
promuse of social equality and belonging for certain non-whices grew.
Government acts at this tme perpetuated the niyth of Canada as a
“Just society” but did so precisely at a time when a major policy shift
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on immigration was being established. The new category of non-
Canadian Others, also known as “non-immigrants” or “temporary
foreign workers,” comprised those excleded from the national citizen
ship that official “immigrants” (or “permanent residents”) could now
lay claim to. The categorization of the new Others as non-immigrants
accomplished two things: their de jure exclusion from the civil rights of
Canadian citizenship and, hence, the cheapening and weakening of
their labour power, and their exclusion from the social meaning of
being Canadian. In this way, not only was official multicalturalism a
response to changing immigration policies, it also paved the way for
new exclusions to be organized through tmmigration law:.

Restricting the Canadian polity

Discussions of the 1967 reforms uswally analyze the changes as an
opeming up of immigration to non-whates and, in a way, this is true.

. However, it is just as Lmportant to see these changes as resulting in

other kinds of restrictions. Aside from the relatzvely small refugee
admittance program, Immigration (or permanent residence status) was
restricted to a professional class of disproportionately male-gendered
immagrants and, through their sponsorship, members of their nuclear
families. This excluded — by law — those who didnt fit the new pre-
ferred immmgrant characteristics. A wealth of literature has pointed out
that even after the 1967 changes, racism continued to play a part in the
state’s process of immigration selection. However, middle class cultural
capital (or one’s familial relationship to it}, rather than how one had

“been racialized or which nationality one held, came to be 2 key deter-

mimng category for permanent tesidency and hence a pach to formal
Canadian citizenship.

A far greater restriction was also imposed during this period. Along
with the removal of the pre-1967 “preferred races and nations” 1mmi-
gration criteria, came another less-studied seismic shift in Canadian
Immigration policy. A mere six vears following the 1967 reforms, the
1973 Non-Immigtant Employment Authorization Program (wieap)
was launched. The Nieap, which continues today, is a regulatory aspect
of Canadian imunigration policy that both consohdates and expands
many of the previous labour recruitment programs that positioned
migrants as a temporary, unfree, labour force.

People recruited w work through the NIEAP are legally ted to a
particular employer, a parti¢ular occupation, and therefore to a particular
geographical location i Canada. They are unable to change any of the



94 Home and Native Land

conditions of their temporary employment authorization without the
consent of immigration officials and without a new employer to whom
they would also be tied. To varving degrees, they are denied access to
social assistance programs, even those they directly pay mito, such as old-
age pensions and unemployment insurance, thereby subsidizing such
programs for the citizenry. Significantly, my past research has shown that
since the mid-1970s, the majority of people entering Canada to work
were admitted as non-immigrant unfree workers while only a minority
come with the rights of permanent residency. In 2004, the proporuon
of workers granted permanen: residency was 35 per cent while 65 per
cent were admitted as “temporary foreign workers’S

For those classified as non-immigrant workers, the lack of labdfiar
market freedom, the inability to decommodify themselves through
access to the social wage, and the restriction of their labour market
choices has ensured that they are amongst the cheapest workers and
‘most vulnerable persons in the country. Naot surpiisingly, the NIEAP was:
—and continues to be — very much driven by emplovers’ demands for a
“flexible” and “competitive” workforce. This flexibility and competi-
tiveness, howéver, is predicated on a legal denial of mobilivy and, there-
tore, a legal denial to actually compete in the labour market. 6

Such state practices of this managed migration approach highlight
the inherent contradiction between the demands of capitaism and
notions of plurality. The right of Canada (and every other national
stace) o discrimunate against chose deemed to be de Jure non-members
is integrai to the very architecture of the contemporary global system
of national states. National states, through the instntutionalization (and
considerable expansion) of the idea of “pational sovereignty;” have
claimed and gained the right in internatonal law to determine national
membership and therefore to determine who can and cannot cross into
their claimed territories and to impose any number of restrictions
against people whoe are admitted. _

Consequently, in the making of immigration policy, national
sovereignty rules. Within the realm of international law; peopie do not
have the right to come to or live and work in Capada if they so choose
{other than through the ncreasingly restricted right to seek asvlum if a
person fears persecution). In all cases, the state has the right to deter-
mine their status. Migration thus is seen to be a contract that the state
has the power to more or less unilaterally revoke.!” Sigmficantly, as
Radhika Mongia shows, the Canadian state first claimed this right a5 a
means of opposing the entry of early twentieth-century Scuth Asian
migrants as British subjects, despite the fact that these mugrants had
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been ‘aSSured by the British Crown that they were a5 British as anyone
else in the British Empire® [y claiming that Canadian nationa)

cies thgn the nation’s privileged membership in the British Empire, the
sovereignty of the Canadian state to deterrnine its nationa) member’ship
came 1nto being against the mobility rights of non-whites.

' Thm aspect of sovereignty has allowed the Canadian state to dis-
Crumnate against various raciahized and nationalized groups of migrants
in .the past and presently. In the so-called post-civi) rights era, the
nfmonal sovereignty claim made it possible, in part, for staEes to re;)rgaa
mze nationalized labour markets along neo-liberal lines, By recruiting
workers through managed-migration schemes, such as the NIEAP, or by
severely restricting legal avenues 1o migration so that more -and, mor:e
pe_ople come as “illegals,’_’ the state has ensured that the majority of
fmgrants working in Canada lack most, if not all, of the rights associ-
ate?l lwith membership 1n the Canadian polity. Canadian iﬁqmigration
policies therefore need to be s€en as an ideol;agical device with enor-
mous n_uaterial consequences. Thus, as T have argued elsewhere, the
border 1s not just the physical boundary separating nationalized s[,)aces
but. 1s a line of differenc¢ that authorizes the state to TAITY out practices
aganst non-nantionals that are uncenstituzional and that are deemed
ungcceprable, undemocratic, and even manifestly unjust if carried out
AgaInst citizens or permanent residents.!® R estrictive Immigration poli-

cies, therefore, are less about restricting access to Canadian territory
than about differentiating amongst those within it — all the whil:e
obfuscating the source of fthe differential inclusion of those workers
legally classified as "foreigm;_;'rs.”

It 15 in such practices that we find one of the most important
aspects of Canadianness — the contmual construction of negative

s foreigners in
Canada are shaped by a constant denjal of the social, political, and eco-

nomic rights of citizenship, as well as a denjal of their right to make
themselves at home. The flip side of this nationalist scenario is thac for
those who are accorded the social and legal status of being Canadian
the.se denials often seem petfectly acceptable. Ideological pracrices 01:5‘
patmnahsm, which are never far from those of racism, as Etienne Bal-
ibar points out, need to be foregrounded in discussions of how subor-

dination and exploitation have beeq reproduced through — not in

OPpostion to — the more “inclusive” Canadian natjonal polity and
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~0e 20 e
national imaginary of the late 1960s and early 1970s. _ For t?f rez}son;
it s 1 ] i “race” and ideas of “nation,
it is IMpPOTTtant [0 O against both ideas of “race e of
and oppose the power of national states to enact-such a “nanen.

Are all immigrants colonizers?

While there are several ways that national belonging is shapedhby ,ﬂe.O_

liberal practices, one is the racialization of cultur‘e. Cultur.e, O:J?EL
has arrived as a cadaver to the feast of Canadian mulacultor .sdm.
There are, of course, muluple cultures within Canada. What the 71 ;ﬁ
of multiculturalism does, iromically, 1s to disavow the netion tl-iat v\,i :
share a single geopolitical space knownf as Can.ada, as we.ll as .Z ongdia;_
and present of countless encounters, Interactions, and interdepen -
cies. The idea of multiculturalism was and is an 1de:71 that presents {-:ac11
racialized community as having been born in splendid isolation from al

others and each having a largely separate existence. The cu.lture of . —1
ticulturalism 1magines racizhzed culrures whose key eplstemologl_llc.a
frames are tradition and timelessness, and which are thus shorn of their
dynamism and their socially constructed and relational characteristics.

. Mulacalturalism, in short, has helped to produce a culture of neo-
racism whereby the 1dea of ethnic culmure has ‘replaced the mwuch ds-
credited idea of race. Like past racisms, neo-racist cuiture also der?ands .
racial separation but organizes this through tbe supposedly .to erimfr.
view that each different culture or ethnic group Is best valufad when' eft
on its own, with its own supposedly unique basis fqr socﬂml organiza-
tion.?? In celebrating the tolerance of white Canadians for these sfof
called different people who, untii recently, hac‘l been legal targets for
discrimination, a npew kind of racist understanding Qf Canada has been
cemented. This is the neo-racist view that, along w1th_contmumg jrer;
tical hierarchies organized around the racialized dua]_'lty of super1or
inferior, there exast horizontally orgamized cultural dffferences.l Nec_v
racist culture, especially after the maturation of neo-liberal politics in
the late 1980s, has insisted that these different cqltures are best ke}lljt
apart in fundamental ways. This view has done hct}@ to dl;lodlge tber
centrality of whiteness. Rather, it has insulated wh_1te.ness ;;tfer ¥
representing it as just another culture amongst many, instead of as an
emblem of power and a form of dommanc? over chers. '

At first blush, the argument that official multlculturalls.m as przac—
ticed in Canada is a form of neo-racisi rmght seem ;0ntrad1ch3ry. The
common-sense understanding of multiculturalism is thac differences
amongst the polity are to be celebrated instead of condemned. How-
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ever, the emphasis on cultwral differences embedded within the discur-
sive practices. of multiculturalism need to be juxtaposed with the
creauon of material differences amongst people in Canada, particularly
those that arose due to Immigration status or ideas of national belong-
ng. Rememberiug tha¢, in no small Part, multiculturalism has come to
be a proxy for “dealing with imunigrants” the fact that the period of
multiculeuralism state policies in Canada is che same one that ushered
i the Non-Immigrant Employment Authorization Program needs to
be taken into account.

That Canada became more open to some non-whites as citizens ac
the same time that its imumigration policies became more restrictive is
not a coincidence. Multicalturalism peeds o he understood not only as
the co-optation of anti-racist demands that it was, but also as a co-opta-
tion of some of the targets of racism into the mationalist logics of the
Canadian state. As the discursive frame of “we are (almost) all immi-
grants” came to replace the more politically charged duality of “some of
us are Canadian: Others are immigrants,” those who had been relegated
to the category of immigrane could come to feel a greater sense of
national belonging once (almost) everyone was recognized as such.
Simultaneously, by re-identifying themselves as imrmgrants, white Cana-
dians were able to understand colonialism as simply another wave of
mugration and the violence of colonialism as simply the byproduct of
cultuzal encounters.

These double discursive shifis — the first being the shift in neo-
racist discourses from race o ethnicity; the second being the existential
shift of whites from colonizers to immigrants — allowed for the forma-
tion of a citzenship contract that by no means voided what Charles
Mills has termed the “racial contract” By embracing non-whites who
held ciuzenship through‘ their birth in Canada, or who had been
admitced as permanent residents and therefore had legal access to ciri-
zenship, multiculturalism expanded the numbers of those who believed
the Canadian state ruled on their behalf This, in turn, helped co pro-
duce not caly a changirg body of national subjects but also a changing
body of so-called foreigners whose subordination within the polity
could be legitimated. Becoming legally and socially Canadian, particu-
larly when the ability to do so was often class-based, produced 4 com-
pact of citizens whereby those so clasified could disregard the
concerns of those who were classified not only as non-citizens but
€ven as non-immigrants. While some within anti-racist movements
clearly saw the subordination of RON-immigrants as part of thejr strug-
gle (the fight for the rights of domestic workers from the Caribbean
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and Asia is an important example of this),”> most assumed that their
battle againse the denial of citizenship was mostly over and thgrefo;e
focused their energies on the needs of citizens and permanent residents,
often in oppositon to “foreigners.” o o

Hence, the much-discussed shift in Canadian immigration policy in
1967 and the other, much less-discussed shift of 1973 thgt led to a pro-
gram designed to expand the numbers of tem.porar\;,2 ;mgmnt w}orkers,
need to be seen as intimately tied to one another”® Trudeau’s 1971
proclamation of a policy of muleiculturalism spread thf.! 1967 chang]:s
throughout Canadian society whike simultaneml_sly making way for the
1973 intensification of unfreedom for a growing population of new
migrants, many of whom were non-whites from the THid World.-
Such intensification was driven both by employers, who advocated f@
the wiEap, and the Canadian state, which was eager tc meet their
demands. ‘

However, this 1s not the end of the scory. The NIEAP has not caug-:d
much of a stir in Canadian society largely because those"who are being
subjugated through 1t are classified as ‘fformgr_i workers ' whq suppo;—
‘edly bear no relationship to the Canadian pelity. Ap ang—ragst agenda
worthy of its name must take into account how racism is often nstiru-
tionali‘zed through nationalist practices that differel'matf.: amongst Fhosa
who are within Canada on the basis of their imumigration and cluzen-
ship status. This Line of chought 1s sigmﬁcant not only for out abﬂuybto
challenge the exploitation of non-citizens and ron-immigrents, but
also for the much-heralded (and in some guarters, celebratf_d) claims of
the “end of multiculcuralism™ some thirty years after its implementa-
tion, a discourse that further obfuscates both the history and cm_'rent
manifestations of racism in Canada. .

Indeed, the “end of mulsiculturalism” rhetoric demonstrates the
political maturation of neo-racist arguments. The racism'that hias come
to be more prevalent than ever in the aftermath of 9/11 is a racism that
insists that certain non-whites, particularly those who are, or ?;vho are
perceived to be, Muslim, have a different culture. It is a racism that
insists that these different cultures are incompatible thfith Canad_mn cul-
ture, and suggests that the mixing of cultures {or c1val}z.at1‘ons) 5 uqde—
sirable, leads to clashes, and, as such, is dangerous. This k.l.l.ld of racism,
which 15 directed by the state especially against non-whlteslwho are

also non-citizens, 15 arguably even more virulent than in previous eras,
when assimilation was seen as the cure for difference. Now that many
people across the political spectrum view (e.tl"lmc) cu;ture as an ‘esse<n_t1al
characteristic of self, the re-energized political project of nationdhsm
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dermands not onby that ethnic culture be recognized, but also that each
ethnic culture have its own place in the world in the form of its own
land base and political community. This is certatnly the case in Canada
where some white Canadians are reassecting the end of tolerance for
Others and their different, supposedly incompatible, and incomniuni-
cable cultures. Importantly, the discourse of the end of multiculturalism
signals a reinvigoration of enbi-immigrant discourses, since “true’”
Canadians are once again being constituted as “not immigrants.”

These neo-racist arguments are not limited to whites who imagine
Canada as exclusively theirs, however. It is also evident in some claims
of Indigenous sovereignty whereby only those constituted as “Natives”
are seen to belong in the plethora of Native nations that are said to
comprise Canada. Indeed, there are an increasing number of scholars
and actrvists who argue that all non-Natives, including those who came
to Canada because of their own experiences of colonialism or who
were brought here as slaves, indentured labourers, refugees, or contern-
portary migmant workers, are settler-colonizers.>® This trope confuses
and wholly conflates processes of mugration with those of cclonialism,
such that the only decolonization possible is one where everyone lives
in their own “Native land” or where zll non-Natives are subordinated
members of newly sovereign Native polines.

This argument is heavily indebted to the racialization and national-
rzation of place. In particular, it reproduces colopial state practices of
differentiating between Natives and non-Natives. Arguments for the
sovereignry of Native national subjects transform the claim that “we are
(almost) all immigrants” which conflates colontzation with migration,
to “all immmgrants are colonizers” which conflates all migration to a
mode of colonizauon, By this logic, the migrations of those constituted
as Native are wholly denied (indeed the discussion of Natives having
migrated is sometimes seen as a colomizing rarrative as well) while the
colonization of migrants is roundly rejected as 2 basis for a shared sense
of “we-ness”

Thus, thirty years after the starc of official multiculturalism, we see
a proliferation of discourses that rely on the distinction between
national subjects and foreigners. In the aftermath of 9/ 11, cinzenship
{or rather the absence of it} has been used to farget specific groups of
people. Indeed, the main way that the Canadian state has shown it
support for the US.-led “war on terror” has been to target non-citi-
zens for coercive actions in the name of securing the national space.

Whether in the form of Canada’s participation in U.S. practices of “ex-

traordinary rendition” to torture, or in the issuance of national security
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certificates that allow the indefinite incarceration of non-cinizens (and
only non-citizens) withaut frabeas corpus and other common rights of
due process, or in the targeting of non-citizens in immigration raids in
schools, homes, and workplaces for minor mfractions of immigration
law, the pumishment of non-citizens has become the main way that the
state performs its concern for citizens.2 At the same time, those classi-
fied as (im)mugrants to Canada are now seen as colonizers for their ace
of crossing nacional borders. Their mobility has thus come to be a cen-
tral problem for both white Canadian and Native nationalists,

Hence, to more completely understand the legitimization of
exploitation in Canada, we must not only take into account how anti-
racism struggles in Canada have tried to incorpotate variohs subordi-
nated groups into the Canadian polity, we also need to challenge
sovereignty stories of all sorts — stories that insist upon there being a
coincidence of identity, territory, and authority. This clasmm 1o
sovereignty by the Canadian state forms the basis for legalized discrimi-
nation against those deemed to be foreigners, a category that has,
throughout modern history, been used to differendy include the Other,
rather than simply exclade her or him. This claim to sovereignty also
legitimares a racialized and ethnicized claim to land and to power.

Our struggles for decolonization must take great care to not mezely
mimic these sovercignty arguments or simply turn the binary idenuties
imposed upon us on their head to aguate for 2 nation and a national
state of our own. The Lberatory {as opposed to nationalist) call, there-
fore, is a call for a “hne of flight”*” away from ruling 1deas and ruling
processes of national 1dentifications ‘and towards the ethical-political
reconstraction of what has been called the “multtude” or the “motley
crewe”28 The multitude is, as Sergio Fiedler puts it, “the trauma of bour-
geois soctety”™™ Its basis of solidarity is Awd. “Fluid solidarities,”
according to Mohammed A. Bamyeh, are “perspectively fragmented”
and subject to self-reflective revision.’® Consequently, the multitude
was in the past, and is sull, capable of forming new forms of social rela-
tionships based on cooperaton through and against existing national
borders and racialized communities > The power of the multitude thus

lies in its democratic potential — its ability, if exercised, to refuse to suc- -

cumb to the homogenizing dimensions of the state’s ranscendent, sov-
ereign power that relies on nefarious projects of identificazion.
What is at stake is the creation of other forms of identities in which

it is not possible to depict some people as foreign. As Chantal Mouffe
argues, this will “involve construcung other forms of identity which are
poing to make people change their perceptions” towards those whose
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explmtamop is legrtimated through ideas of national Otherness.32 With_
out opposing hegemonic understandings of society as natonal, we will
Dot .be able to make much of a difference in the }lives of the ;o—called
forelgngrs — the Others of modernity — who, in the neo-liberal era of
f1€0-racism, are seen as the quintessential mensce to national subi
everywhere. e
One step towards challenging the almost-universal pohitical legiti-
macy of natonal states and their sovereign right to determine naciinal
mem?:)ership is being taken by No Borders movements and their call for
twp nterconnected, contemporary common rights for every human
beng: the power to stay, or to prevent one’ disialacement and dispos-
session, and the power to move. In working for 2 world where eg le
are neither defined by their historical relationship to particularp lai)es
not are expected to have a static sense of home, No Border moveile ts
are n-:deﬁmng the terrain of society icself, and taking a necessary ﬁrl_ist
step 1 the re-imagining of political community that goes beyor;d the

a4 o S
1ﬂ’er¢nce creating violence of nationalisms of the colomizers or che
colonized.
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