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A Word from the Editors: 
 

 The editorial staff of the 2015 edition of KPU Journal of Political Science are privileged to present the 
publication of the inaugural issue of the re-launched academic journal. This is the first journal to be published 
since the Political Science program has been established as a Major. We believe that the journal you are about to 
enjoy will provide a stimulating base for discussion while showcasing the remarkable perspectives of the future 
leaders in the Political Science arena that KPU has to offer.   

 

 We would like to congratulate the student authors of this Journal for their academic excellence. Their con-
tributions to academia are noteworthy. We would like to express our gratitude to Dr. Ross Michael Pink for being 
this year’s Faculty Editorial Advisor. Without his support, this edition would not have been possible. We would 
also like to extend our appreciation to Dr. Greg Millard, Alex Mcgowan, Aaron Philip, and Joanne Yalong.  

 

 With the inauguration of the re-launched KPU Journal of Political Science, we welcome submissions for 
the next edition in 2016. We hope that undergraduate students taking Political Science courses will consider KPU 
JPS as a venue for showcasing original and thought-provoking papers. 

 

Toska Kamile Fernandez and Lauren Vion  

KPUJPS Editors-in-Chief, 2015 

 

 
 
Toska completed her undergraduate degree in Political Science in 2015. Her interests include international relations, 
the United Nations, and especially peacekeeping operations as well as the issue of food security and scarcity. Currently, 
she works as an office assistant in an Employment and Labour law firm. Toska aims to further her study through 
law school and pursue a career in an international legal setting. When she isn’t working, Toska can be found in a 
yoga studio, movie theatres, discovering interesting foods, or gallivanting around the globe. Finally, her most sincere 
thanks goes to Lauren for making this year’s revamped journal a success.  
 
 
Lauren is a fourth year Political Science major. Her academic interests include Human Rights, International  
Development, and Geopolitics. After obtaining her degree, Lauren would like to pursue a career with the Canadian 
Foreign Service. Outside of her studies, Lauren enjoys biking, climbing, hiking, and enjoying the outdoors in general. 
Lauren would like to thank Toska for her dedication to the KPUJPS, for without her perseverance this project would 
not have been possible.   
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A Word from the Faculty Editorial Advisor: 
 
 It is a privilege to welcome the 2015 edition of the Kwantlen Journal of Political Science which reflects the 
best traditions of research and thought by emerging scholars.  
 
 In this noteworthy edition, Matthew Abe addresses the important and evolving issue of child rights protec-
tion under international law. Hadyn Domstad, Ashley Impellezzere and Mihran Keudian provide a thoughtful and 
always relevant addition the French-English language rights debate in Canada with their timely reference to a 
speech in Parliament on Bill C-208. The groundbreaking and succinct article by Trevor Crane examines religious 
symbols in public life, a topic that gives note to the important notions of religious freedom and secularism. Mihran 
Keudian provides an intelligent assessment of the Communist Manifesto in historical perspective. The article by 
Josh Merrit is particularly welcome as it addresses one of the leading humanitarian, environmental and economic 
issues of the 21st Century – climate change. The time for action is critical as the 2015 Paris Summit so dramatically 
illustrated. And finally, Akram Shaban’s article offers an intriguing and articulate viewpoint on Mary G. Dietz’ 
commentary on the “The Prince” by Machiavelli.  
  
 The student authors in this fine edition have provided scholars and students alike with powerful and rele-
vant ideas to discuss and thus contributed to the compelling marketplace of ideas which is a true hallmark of de-
mocracy.  
 
DR. ROSS MICHAEL PINK 
LECTURER, DEPT. OF POLITICAL SCIENCE  
KWANTLEN POLYTECHNIC UNIVERSITY 
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Climate Change:  A Deep Ecological Solution 

Josh Merritt 

P olluting, clear cutting and over consuming are 
causes of great concern when the result is a 

trend towards an increasingly warm atmosphere. Ac-
cording to Gaia theory, the Earth is a living organ-
ism, which has the ability to maintain its own exist-
ence. The problem is that through human develop-
ment, we have compromised the planets ability to 
maintain this balance, as shown by increasing average 
yearly temperatures.1  We continue to make things 
worse by maintaining our anthropocentric lifestyles 
with little regard for the future shape of the environ-
ment, the future of our planet, or the future of our 
species. Now is the time to shift our way of thinking 
to accommodate the health and sustainability of our 
planet; and this can best be done by the ideas put 
forth in deep ecology. The best approach to slowing 
down, stopping, and eventually reversing the effects 
of climate change lies in deep ecological beliefs, 
known as ecocentrism, in which the environment is 
seen as being more important than the need or wants 
of humans.2  The hope for slowing climate change 
lies in a paradigm shift to a holistic world view, 
which understands everything on Earth as part of 
one interconnected environment, having a tendency 
towards homeostasis (stability or equilibrium). It 
stresses simple living conditions, which reject materi-
alist and consumerist outlooks, instead focusing on 
‘being’ rather than ‘having’. Finally, it encourages a 
policy of radical population control, relieving Earth 
from the burden of supporting a bloated human 
population.3 

Ecologism is an ideology primarily concerned with 
promoting ecological sustainability above economic 
progress and human development.4 Its primary 

themes include: holism, sustainability, and a change 
in beliefs by going from ‘having’ to ‘being’, and in-
cludes an ethical approach to dealings with the natu-
ral environment.5 Ecology as a branch of biology has 
observed “that plants and animals are sustained by 
self-regulating ecosystems, composed of both living 
and non-living elements,” which act towards a state 
of balance and harmony.6 This is known as homeo-
stasis, defined as the “tendency of a system… to 
maintain internal equilibrium.”7 All ecosystems share 
this characteristic when left to natural devices, but 
human activity is compromising this ability of self-
regulation by seeing their interests as more important 
than environmental concerns- a view called anthro-
pocentrism.8 This attitude of superiority over nature 
gives anthropocentrists the justification humans need 
to pollute and consume as many natural resources as 
possible, in the name of progress and development, 
with little regard to how their actions will affect the 
future. Holism is a belief that the entire world is in-
terconnected and interdependent; it sees the Earth as 
made up of miniature ecosystems, which are all inter-
dependent, self-regulating ecosystem.9 It understands 
that “Earth’s biosphere, atmosphere, oceans and soil 
exhibit precisely the kind of self-regulating behaviour 
that characterizes other forms of life,” and “has 
maintained homeostasis despite major changed that 
take place in our solar system,” which is outline by 
James Lovelock in his Gaia hypothesis.10 The princi-
ple of sustainability attempts to “set clear limits on 
human ambitions and material dreams because it re-
quires production to do as little damage as possible 
to the fragile global ecosystem.”11  It promotes 
preservation and sustainable industry including green 
energy solutions. Environmental ethics urge us to 
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consider how our actions will shape the lives of fu-
ture generations, as well as how we should treat ani-
mal (and plant) species that inhabit the earth along-
side us.12 Ultimately, a change in perception is re-
quired in order to fully appreciate these beliefs. 
These core themes are key in understanding ecology, 
but the only way to stop global warming lies in a 
radical variant of these beliefs known as deep ecolo-
gy.  

Deep ecology, also called ecocentrism, takes the 
principles of ecology up a notch. Ecocentrists be-
lieve that anthropocentrism in any form “is an of-
fence against the principle of ecology.”13 It follows 
the belief of biocentric equality, in which “all species 
have equal right to live and bloom.”14 Ecocentrists 
also believe that everything on Earth has value in its 
natural state, and does not need to be subjected to 
human labour to give it value. Intrinsic value in all 
aspects of nature is present, and it therefore should 
be preserved in an undisturbed state. Anyone that 
disturbs this pristine state has committed an offence 
against nature. Ecocentrists’ radical interpretation of 
holism does not allow for any distinction to be made 
between ‘self’ and the ‘other’. They see all as part of 
one larger existence. Therefore, any offence against 
nature is an offence against one’s self.15 The whole 
ecosystem is then seen as more important than the 
individual parts that make it up, and one’s actions 
should tend to preserve the environment.16 In order 
to maintain the environment, deep ecology preaches 
policies of wilderness preservation (as opposed to 
conservation), a radical decrease in world population 
to ensure that non-human life can flourish, and liv-
ing simple lifestyles by consuming resources only to 
satisfy vital necessities like food, shelter, and water.17 
Deep ecology is an ideology, which harshly rejects 
traditional materialistic pursuits that equate con-
sumption (of products, goods, resources, et cetera) 
with happiness. Ecocentrists seek to understand 
happiness by emphasising living a life of good quali-
ty and self-actualization, rather than living life in 
pursuit of material possessions.18 These ideas are 
going to give us our best chance at stopping climate 
change. 

 Climate change presents us with perhaps the 
greatest challenge of the 21st century. Human indus-
trialization and consumption of natural resources, 
such as fossil fuels like coal and oil, have lead to an 
increase of atmospheric particles known as green-
house gases. These particles absorb heat, which is 
then trapped in our atmosphere. The more particles 
we have in our atmosphere, the warmer it will inevi-
tably get; this is a phenomenon known as the green-
house effect. The greenhouse effect leads to an in-
creased average global temperature, which scientists 
predict could rise between 1.8-4 degrees Celsius by 
the year 2100.19 The increased temperature is known 
to be due to human causes. Ice core samples taken 
from glaciers which are over 650 000 years old pro-
vide an accurate record of how much carbon diox-
ide (CO2) there was in the atmosphere at the time 
the ice was formed, as carbon dioxide was frozen 
within the ice sheets. We are then able to compare 
historical levels of CO2 with current levels. Scientists 
have determined that carbon dioxide levels have 
fluctuated somewhere between 180-300 parts per 
million by volume (ppmv), over the last 650 000 
years- a naturally regulated pace. Since industrializa-
tion, “about 900 billion tonnes of carbon dioxide 
[have been released], of which about 450 billion 
tonnes has stayed in the atmosphere”20 and unprece-
dented amount of pollution has caused an increase 
of CO2 in the atmosphere to about 316 ppmv in 
1958, increasing every year since. In 2008, the CO2 
levels in the atmosphere reached 387 ppmv.21 This 
trend obviously shows an increase in greenhouse 
gasses, which have and will continue to lead to 
warmer atmospheric temperatures as more particles 
are released which are then naturally able to absorb 
more heat, trapping it in the atmosphere.22 As the 
temperature climbs, polar ice caps and glaciers start 
melting at faster rates, causing the sea level to rise 
and threatening coastal settlements.23  In addition, 
extreme weather events - such as tornadoes, hurri-
canes, heat waves, floods and droughts – will in-
crease in frequency and power.24 The human in-
duced phenomenon of global climate change leading 
to extreme weather events threatens the existence of 
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non-human organisms because their abilities to 
adapt to new climates are challenged. Those organ-
isms that cannot adapt in time will be wiped out.25 
Plant species that thrive in certain climates will also 
be endangered because their accustomed environ-
ment is altered and temperatures fluctuate.26 Climate 
change will also cause great human strife: an unan-
ticipated cold snap could be lurking just around the 
corner, ready to wipe out an entire year worth of 
crops, interrupting our food supply; a flash flood 
could threaten people’s health and homes, or a great 
drought could dry up large swaths of forest, increas-
ing the risk of forest fires (which would release 
more CO2 into the atmosphere, speeding the pro-
cess of climate change). The possibility of events 
such as these has been drastically increased by cli-
mate change brought on by anthropogenic activity.27 

Fortunately for us, there are ways to counter the 
threat of climate change. In order to combat this 
foe, we must first cast off our atomistic, individualis-
tic world view, and think differently about nature 
and our place in it.28 We need to stop thinking of 
ourselves as entities completely separate from the 
wildness of nature and masters of it, and begin to 
see ourselves as part of the global ecosystem.29 We 
are not just part of human society, but part of a 
global society, including human and non-human 
components. As Matthew Humphrey puts it, hu-
mans are inseparable from nature; we are intercon-
nected and interdependent.30 Humphrey also under-
stands that throughout all species on Earth, only 
humans have the capacity to destroy.31 With this in 
mind, we must begin to see ourselves as ‘ecological 
stewards,’ tasked with “protecting and conserving 
the environment for generations to come.”32 Chang-
ing the way we understand the world so that we see 
it as one connected ecosystem with us as its caretak-
ers. This will make us less likely to degrade our envi-
ronment.  

As we cut down forests, we compromises Earth’s 
ability to self-regulate and increases the pace of cli-
mate change. Deforestation and fossil fuel pollution 
are contributors to global warming. Forests contain 
large stores of CO2, which are released when the 

trees are destroyed but when left untouched, these 
same trees will metabolize the atmospheric CO2, 
storing the carbon and releasing oxygen back into 
the air. This process thereby reduces the amount of 
greenhouse gas particles in the air, which means 
there are fewer particles able to trap heat.33 Deep 
ecologists see forests as having value in their natural 
state, and so must be preserved; but the fact that 
plants help clean the polluted air by ridding it of 
dangerous greenhouse gasses, thereby aiding in the 
maintenance of homeostasis is another reason that 
plants have value in their natural state. By this logic: 
more forests means less greenhouse gases, means 
cooler temperatures, means slower climate change. 
Deep ecologists believe forest preservation is a must 
because unspoiled nature “is a repository of wisdom 
and morality,” but it is more than that.34 Unspoiled 
nature is the janitor of the atmosphere, giving us our 
air to breathe, and regulating temperatures across 
the globe. If we take our place as ecological stewards 
and learn to preserve nature, only removing from 
the nature our most basic necessities, climate change 
may show signs of slowing.  

Preserving nature is a necessary step towards slow-
ing climate change, but in order to preserve the wil-
derness, one must live a simpler lifestyle, void of 
consumerist and materialistic tendencies. Deep ecol-
ogists pose that human “have no right reduce the 
richness and diversity of nature,” except to satisfy 
vital needs.35 Taking any more than the most basic 
supplies out of the environment is a violation of bi-
ocentric equality.36 We must learn to use the most 
minimal amount of all resources as part of living a 
simple life. If we are consuming less, less products 
will have to be made by polluting industries, which 
will help cut down global carbon emissions. As well, 
fewer natural resources will be needed to process for 
manufacturing purposes, easing our ability to pre-
serve the wilderness. Living a life of simplicity may 
require us to give up excess material possession, but 
this sacrifice is worth it because it will mean having 
a balanced ecosystem. 

 Giving up on material possessions does not mean 
we will be less happy. It will merely mean that our 
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happiness will be pursued in different ways. By put-
ting emphasis on ‘being’ rather than ‘having’, we will 
be able to live more sustainably, while also finding 
new happiness through self-actualization. Rather 
than having a focus on economic growth, which re-
lies on consuming, we can shift our focus to inner 
personal growth, increasing our gross societal 
knowledge, rather than gross domestic product. 
Deep ecologists believe we can achieve feeling of 
inner fulfilment by ridding ourselves of the need to 
have things. We instead focus on living a good quali-
ty life rather than a life in pursuit of attaining materi-
al goods, referred to as being “inwardly rich but out-
wardly poor.”37  This attitude would drastically de-
crease our dependence on consuming natural mate-
rials, and also decrease the size of polluting manu-
facturers. With this mindset, our environment would 
be made more sustainable, fewer pollution would 
occur, and global warming would slowly reverse as 
forests are left to re-absorb the atmospheric carbon. 

Living sustainably by rejecting consumerist mind-
sets will be helpful in reducing carbon emissions. In 
order to consume as few resources as possible, hu-
man population must undergo a dramatic reduction 
in number. Earth right now has to support an esti-
mated 7.2 billion people, according to the US Cen-
sus Bureau.38 Earth is not capable to support 7.2 
billion people adequately. If all of these people live 
in comfort, we will run out of natural resources. The 
solution is a policy of dramatic population control. 
The rationale is simple. The less people that live on 
Earth, the fewer resources will be consumed, the 
less pollution as less goods are required to support 
such a population, and the more non-human life is 
able to flourish.39 Human overpopulation has been a 
threat to homeostasis. Seven billion people need 
large amounts of food and water to survive. When 
there are not enough resources to go around, anoth-
er solution is required. One suggestion may be to 
cut off aid to the developing world, as some have 
said, arguing that the best thing to do would be to 
“let nature seek its own balance.”40  More humane 
solutions are to call for a worldwide decrease in 
birth rates.41 This would relieve the planet from the 

burden of providing nutrients, goods, materials, and 
shelter for an incredibly bloated population. If we 
could reduce our population, the world would need 
to produce fewer goods, decreasing emissions 
through industry, decreasing consumption of re-
sources, increasing area for non-human life to flour-
ish. This would naturally counteract global warming 
because of Gaia theory: the Earth would act to re-
store a state of equilibrium to its biosphere. 

Social ecologists may refute this plan to counteract 
climate change on moral and ethical grounds.42 They 
may argue that it is unethical and misguided to place 
a higher value on nature than on human endeavours, 
as they see human achievements as things of the 
greatest value.43 Some social ecologists would accuse 
deep ecologists of being misanthropic – having dis-
dain or hatred for their fellow humans.44 Murray 
Bookchin said that deep ecology is a “deeply flawed, 
and potentially dangerous ecological perspective” 
because of its supposedly disdainful nature.45  Social 
ecologists would argue that nature has extrinsic val-
ue, which should be harnessed and used for instru-
mental ends. They may say that we should seek to 
control nature and direct evolution to make it more 
beneficial for us, and perhaps change nature in fun-
damental ways that could potentially speed up the 
absorption of carbon by bio-engineered plant spe-
cies.46 Others still may argue that humans and nature 
are very different, very separate things. However, 
deep ecology would counter back, saying that it is 
unethical to place one’s goals above the health of 
the whole biosphere. Ecocentrists support the envi-
ronment first because one should understand that 
without nature, we would not be able to exist. Na-
ture should, therefore, be respected and preserved as 
it is because this is the state that has evolved and 
survived over billions of years, making it an intrinsi-
cally valuable bastion of universal goodness. It may 
be a radical, but an ever worsening situation such as 
global warming calls for radical solutions.  

Climate change has presented us with a complex 
problem. We must decide now whether we wish to 
continue living in materialistic and individualistic 
lifestyles, endlessly producing and consuming and 
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polluting at the expense of the biosphere, or if we 
wish to change our ways to account for the health of 
our planet. We have to learn to ‘just be’ rather than 
existing with a constant need ‘have’. In this closed 
system in which we are all trapped, every action 
bears a consequence that will eventually be felt by all 
life on Earth. The time is now to shift the way we 
think about our environment, to think of ourselves 
as the caretakers of Earth, rather than its masters. 
We must choose to live within our means, and not 
in excess if we wish to reduce the catastrophic ef-
fects of climate change, and return our planet to a 
balanced state of equilibrium. Natural processes will 
bring about this equilibrium, if we let them be and 
discontinue making things worse through pollution 
and deforestation. Along with that, we must bring 
our population under control, reversing our species 
endless expansion, which only serves to stretch our 
meagre reserves of resources ever thinner, and cuts 
ever more into pristine wilderness. Mathew Humph-
rey says it well, noting that “ as creatures embedded 
in and interrelated with a wider universe, our very 
being- or at the very least important elements of our 
welfare- is dependent on the maintained existence of 
nature.”47 

Deep ecology provides us with an excellent frame-
work to begin a sustainable relationship with nature. 
Once this relationship occurs, nature will take over 
in the process of restoring us to homeostasis, natu-
rally acting to bring climate change under control. ■ 

 

Josh is a second year student who aims to complete a double 
major in Anthropology and Political Science. He is intrigued 
by the constantly evolving nature of politics, its competitive-
ness, and the diversity of political philosophy and beliefs. 
When he is not keeping up with politics, Josh likes to watch 
hockey, football, South Park, and John Oliver. Josh hopes 
that KPUJPS is his first stepping-stone to being a regu-
lar National Geographic contributor.  
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J apan formally agreed to sign The Hague 
Convention on Civil Aspects of International 

Child Abduction (Hague Abduction Convention) 
which will go into effect on April 1, 2014.1  The 
Hague Abduction Convention is a treaty which 
“seeks to protect children from the harmful effects 
of abduction and retention across international 
boundaries by providing a procedure to bring 
about their prompt return”.2  Previously, Japan had 
abstained from becoming a signatory of the Hague 
Abduction Convention which made it impossible 
for non-Japanese, including naturalized citizens, to 
retain custody or even to meet their children after a 
divorce had been finalized as Japanese courts had 
always favoured the Japanese parent; consequently 
the non-Japanese parent did not have any legal 
rights to care for or to visit their children.3  Di-
vorces occurring outside of Japan were of particu-
lar concern as a Japanese parent could take his or 
her child to Japan with the fear of the child being 
forcibly returned.4  But as pressure mounted from 
major superpowers such as the United States and 
various European nations, Japan changed its 
stance.  To better understand the reasoning behind 
the change an analysis of Japanese society and its 
laws must be taken into account. 

The most significant incident that stands out 
regarding international child abduction occurred on 
September 28th, 2009, where Christopher Savoie, 
and American citizen, was arrested outside the en-
trance of the United States Embassy by Japanese 
authorities.  Mr. Savoie had brought his two chil-
dren, a 9 year old son and a 7 year old daughter, to 
the embassy in an attempt to abduct and return 

them to the United States.  Just a month earlier his 
ex-wife, Noriko Savoie had fled the United States 
with their two children in a direct violation of a 
Tennessee court order prohibiting her to travel to 
Japan with the children.5 This resulted in local au-
thorities to issue a warrant for her arrest.6  Normal-
ly such an incident would not receive much media 
attention but what put this abduction incident in 
the spotlight was not only because of the extreme 
measures of Mr. Savoie’s actions but the fact that 
at the time Japan was the only G7 nation that had 
not signed the Hague Abduction Convention.7 To 
aggravate the situation more Japanese courts al-
most always award child custody to the mother, 
prohibiting fathers to have any form of contact 
with their children until they reach adulthood.8 

Christopher’s arrest in Japan put him into the 
spotlight representing foreign “left-behind” fathers 
looking to repatriate their children or to at least 
have visitation rights.  He was held in prison for 
five days only to be released without charges.9 With 
increased media attention in Japan and particularly 
the United States government officials began to 
mount pressure on to Japan along with Australia, 
Britain, Canada, France, Italy, New Zealand and 
Spain to sign the Hague Abduction Convention.10 

Although Christopher was safely returned to the 
US without his children and the Japanese govern-
ment pledge to enact the Hague Abduction Con-
vention on April 1, 2014, there were a few issues 
that must be taken into account in order to explain 
some of the reasoning behind the actions taken by 
the Japanese government and by both Noriko and 
Chris Savoie. 

The Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects of 
International Child Abduction:  

The Chris and Noriko Savoie Divorce Dispute 
  Matthew Abe    
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The first issue to consider concerns the change 
of stance by the Japanese government to become a 
signatory of the Hague Abduction Convention. 
Factors influencing such a change in policy can be 
attributed to an increase in media attention with 
improved technology, as well as mounting interna-
tional pressure to ratify the 1980 treaty.  As an is-
land nation that has a history of limiting access to 
its lands, Japan has been a predominantly homog-
enous nation with very few immigrants despite 
globalization in the modern era.  From 1991 to 
2008 Japan’s foreign population nearly doubled.11 
However, even with such growth the foreign pop-
ulation of Japan as of 2013 was a mere 1.5% of 
the total population, representing approximately 
1,980,200 individuals.12  Although official numbers 
or percentages of the foreign population in 1980 
are inaccessible, it can be safely presumed that 
there were fewer foreigners residing in Japan, 
therefore leading to fewer international marriages 
and divorces.  International divorces at the time 
would have been so few that they would have 
been viewed as isolated incidents. 

Secondly, divorce maintained a social stigma 
for most of the 20th century in Japan, gaining ac-
ceptability much later than in the U.S. or other 
Western nations.13  Divorce law in Japan is also 
quite different, as previously mentioned, in the 
status of child custody and visitation rights.  
Courts siding with the mother occurs not just in 
divorces with foreign fathers but in those with 
Japanese fathers as well.  Culturally, it is to create 
a “clean break” between the divorcing husband 
and wife, but Japanese civil code emphasizes pro-
tection for the divorcing wife and children against 
vaguely defined domestic violence, creating a 
loophole of which women can easily take ad-
vantage.14  A simple claim by a child’s mother that 
she fears the risk of violence, physical or verbal 
abuse, and the court will easily rule in her favour, 
forbidding the father to have any contact with the 
child even if there is actually no threat at all nor 
any history of violence. 

The final issue is the Japanese custom of 

“Koseki”, or family register, which are only used 
by families that have a Japanese member, not in-
cluding permanent residents.  Resembling a family 
tree a koseki is an official document that lists the 
names of every family member in a Japanese 
household.  If a couple were to marry then it 
would be the wife who is added to the husband’s 
koseki, therefore representing a new addition to a 
family rather than creating a new family altogeth-
er.15  If a divorce were to occur, all members who 
were “leaving” the family would be nullified from 
the koseki, allowing no possibility of joint custo-
dy.16  Historical customs of patriarchy still exist in 
the civil code where women were relied on for 
child rearing while men gained “independence 
from their former wives,” 17 creating favouritism 
in the courts toward awarding custody to the 
woman.   As an individual foreigner is unable to 
obtain or create their own koseki he or she can 
only be added to that of another family, most of-
ten through marriage.  Because a divorce would 
remove the divorcing foreign spouse from the 
koseki, there would be no document to register 
any children which risks the child of “losing their 
Japanese identity”.18 

For foreigners dealing with international child 
abduction, such as Christopher Savoie, the official 
implementation of The Hague Abduction Conven-
tion are a step in the right direction.  By signing 
the Hague Abduction Convention Japan is now 
required to uphold the convention as it “aims to 
protect children from the harmful effects of pa-
rental abductions. It prioritizes the interests and 
welfare of children, guarantees the right of sepa-
rated parents to contact their children, and re-
quires governments of the signatory countries to 
help separated parents visit and interact with their 
children.” 19  As this effectively would modify the 
Japanese Civil Code, the Hague Abduction Con-
vention will modernize Japanese divorce law al-
lowing future consideration of permitting joint 
custody for not only foreign fathers, but for Japa-
nese fathers as well. 

Another overlooked aspect is that by signing 
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The Hague Abduction Convention Japanese par-
ents going through divorce with foreign spouses 
will benefit as well.  Previously, foreign parents 
were technically able to abduct their children out 
of Japan without any repercussions from Japanese 
authorities or any international body.20  Therefore 
having Japan become a signatory of the conven-
tion will be mutually beneficial for parents who 
are foreign and Japanese. Unfortunately the April 
1 rollout does not appear to be retroactive, leaving 
left-behind fathers such as Chris Savoie to contin-
ue his struggle outside of the Hague Abduction 
Convention.  Adjustments made to the Japanese 
Civil Code to fit within the mold of the new con-
vention will of course exist, allowing for at least 
some leeway in negotiations although disputes 
must be resolved outside of court through media-
tion which can vary in length.21 

As a majority of English media on this issue is 
based in the U.S., information pertaining to the 
Savoie abduction issue has mainly been taken 
from the perspective of Chris Savoie.  Although 
many people outside of Japan can easily sympa-
thize with Chris and his plight, there seems to be a 
lack of information regarding the build up of 
Chris and Noriko’s divorce as well as what made 
both of them take such drastic measures.  They 
were married in Japan where they lived together 
from 2001-2008; but, upon moving to the United 
States Chris served Noriko divorce papers in the 
following January.22  Court documents show that 
Noriko had wanted to divorce Chris much earlier 
while in Japan only to be coaxed into moving to 
the U.S. and finding herself financially dependent 
on Chris.23  To make matters worse Chris had 
been involved with another woman during the di-
vorce proceedings to whom he is currently mar-
ried.  Had such information been available to the 
general public from the start, Chris may have not 
garnered the attention and support that he had 
gained through his abduction ordeal –although it 
would also be hypothetical to say that American-
based media outlets would have stood by Chris 
nonetheless out of national interests and/or pride. 

Japan’s move to become a signatory of the 
Hague Abduction Convention is a positive change 
for many: the Japanese government, other signato-
ries of the Convention, foreign parents, as well as 
Japanese parents.  By becoming a signatory Japan 
has been able to make much needed changes to 
update its civil code, aligning it more closely to 
modern international standards.  This in turn has 
given assurances to other nations that instances of 
international child abductions will decrease, and 
even if they were to occur that they would be re-
solved in an efficient and timely manner, thus 
minimizing escalation when international couples 
file for divorce. 

Unfortunately, the late implementation will not 
resolve retroactive abduction cases and the abuse 
prevention loophole still runs the risk of open in-
terpretation.  Chris and Noriko’s child custody 
dispute could have been prevented had Japan been 
a signatory to The Hague Abduction Convention 
in 1980, even though international marriages were 
few and that Japan was not an “immigrant destina-
tion” nation.  

It seems that both Noriko and Chris might 
have actually known the circumstances regarding 
Japan and the Hague Abduction Convention even 
before the escalation of their case.  For Noriko, 
she would have had an advantage to divorce in 
Japan as she would have not only been able to 
maintain custody of her children while living in 
familiar surroundings, supported by a network of 
family and friends, but she also would not have 
had to worry about language barriers.  For Chris, 
it appears that he knew U.S. divorce courts would 
at least give some balance in retaining a relation-
ship with his children, but seemingly bringing him 
closer to the women with whom he had been 
maintaining a questionably secret relationship.  
Had the Hague Abduction Convention been in 
place in Japan from the outset we may have never 
heard of Chris or Noriko Savoie. 

Japan, under pressure of foreign governments, 
finally agreed to sign the Hague Convention on 



 

KPU Journal of  Political Science  Fall/Winter 2015 

 11 

Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction in 
2014.  The delay of its implementation has created 
unnecessary conflicts among divorcees of interna-
tional marriages and also inflicting trauma to the 
children involved.  Had the Hague Abduction 
Convention been in place much earlier the Savoie 
Abduction may have been easily avoided, but the 
negative attention may have been the final push 
necessary to pressure Japan to adopt international 
standards regarding international divorce and child 
abduction.  The UNHCR’s Convention on the 
Rights of the Child Article 3.3 states that “States 
Parties shall ensure that the institutions, services 
and facilities responsible for the care or protection 
of children shall conform with the standards es-
tablished by competent authorities, particularly in 
the areas of safety, health, in the number and suit-
ability of their staff, as well as competent supervi-
sion.” 24 

Japan can be criticized for its delay of joining 
the Hague Abduction Convention and people may 
still be concerned as to how much will actually 
change after April 1, 2014.  It is disappointing that 
such a powerful nation held back for so many 
years. By recognizing that the world is changing 
and that Japanese society itself is changing, Japan 
has taken a small but necessary step to uphold in-
ternational law and hopefully recognizes that a less 
realist approach would help its position and image 
as a member of an ever-increasing globalized 
world. ■ 
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A  spectre is haunting our planet—the spectre 
of loosely-regulated global financial capital-

ism. The world’s economy as a whole is still recover-
ing sluggishly from the colossal economic devasta-
tion inflicted upon it by the latest global financial cri-
sis of 2008-2009.1 This puts on display how highly-
volatile and overarching the edifice of the existing 
international financial capitalism is. Given the signifi-
cant and wide-ranging economic, social and political 
impacts exerted by private moneyed interests on the 
world’s nations, where can we turn to for accurate 
analysis of the workings and machinations of global 
financial capitalism?  

Remarkably, we do not need to look much further 
for a starting point than the Manifesto of the Communist 
Party, published by Karl Marx and Frederick Engels 
in 1848. The descriptions in the Manifesto of the forc-
es and fundamentals of capitalist market society are 
just as apropos today as they were with reference to 
events of the mid-nineteenth century. Accordingly, 
this essay will examine the analytic framework and 
critique advanced by Marx and Engels in the Com-
munist Manifesto, and; argue that, with the exception of 
a few optimistic predictions about the “inevitable” 
overthrow of capitalism, Marx and Engels’ analysis 
of the characteristics and contradictions of the capi-
talist mode of production is just as incisive and useful 
today as when first published over 166 years ago, 
making the Manifesto a thoroughly relevant and mod-
ern treatise. 

The Communist Manifesto was originally published in 
London on February 21, 1848. It was first printed in 
German and its production was commissioned by a 
group of radical German political émigrés, who were 

clandestinely organized in London as the Communist 
League.2  Two of the League’s newest members at the 
time, Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, took up the 
task on behalf of the group to “openly, in the face of 
the whole world, publish their views, their aims, [and] 
their tendencies […] in a manifesto of the party it-
self.”3  Written in the crucible of a turbulent Europe, 
the Manifesto was published on the eve of the revolu-
tionary wave of 1848, in which a series of political 
upheavals that began in France in February of that 
year occurred and quickly spread throughout much 
of continental Europe.4 Although the tumultuous 
political disruptions were suppressed by reactionary 
forces within a year of their inauguration, the revolu-
tionary wave of 1848 nevertheless brought about 
some progressive changes to the continent, including 
the abolition of serfdom in Austria and Hungary as 
well as the establishment of the Second Republic in 
France.5  

The unsuccessful revolutions of 1848 and their af-
termath had a strong influence on the ideas and writ-
ings of Marx and Engels, figuring prominently in 
many of their later works.6 In addition to being af-
fected by chaotic political and social changes endem-
ic to nineteenth century Europe, Marx and Engels 
were inspired to a great extent by Enlightenment 
thinking and philosophical methodologies. As such, 
their works employed scientific methods in their 
analysis of social, economic and political phenomena, 
based on empirical observations of historical trends 
as opposed to sentimental appeals to tradition, cus-
tom, or religion. Like other Enlightenment-
influenced thinkers, Marx and Engels prioritized 
freedom and individualism as the highest political 
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values, as expressed in their conception of a pro-
spective communist society, which, “in place of the 
old bourgeois society, with its classes and class an-
tagonisms, [will be based on free] association, in 
which the free development of each is the condition 
for the free development of all.”7 

Like many thinkers of his generation, Marx was 
influenced by the writings and teachings of German 
philosopher G.W.F Hegel. While studying at the 
University of Berlin in 1837, Marx became a mem-
ber of a group of radical thinkers known as the 
Young Hegelians.8 Marx, along with other Young 
Hegelians, undertook to revise Hegel’s philosophical 
constructs by focusing on changes in existing materi-
al conditions as the principal force driving teleologi-
cal social change (instead of ideas or idealism), while 
still using Hegel’s dialectical philosophical method. 
Marx referred to his reconfiguration of Hegel’s dia-
lectical idealism as the materialist conception of histo-
ry.9  

“The history of all hitherto society is the history of 
class struggle”10 begins chapter one of the Manifesto, 
declaring in a potent distillation the source of all 
eternal, cyclical dynamics powering historical social 
evolution. In chapter one, entitled “Bourgeois and Pro-
letarians”, Marx and Engels, through the lens of his-
torical materialism, describe history as a dialectical 
process, evolving as a series of a class struggles be-
tween “oppressor and oppressed, [who] stood in 
constant opposition to one another, [and] carried on 
an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight, a 
fight that each time ended, either in a revolutionary 
reconstitution of society at large, or in the common 
ruin of the contending classes.”11 As a case in point 
to illustrate their materialist theory of history, Marx 
and Engels describe the disruptive transition from 
European feudal society—with its particular social 
and property relations and its “feudal system of in-
dustry”12—to bourgeois market society.  This sys-
temic transition was catalysed by the latter’s revolu-
tionary material productive forces and techniques, 
manifested in its “giant, [capitalist] Modern Indus-
try”13 and its industrial division of labour. “The 

bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly revolu-
tionising the instruments of production, and thereby 
the relations of production, and with them the 
whole relations of society”14 write Marx and Engels 
in the Manifesto.  

Moreover, in addition to revolutionizing the means 
of exchange and commodifying labour, the bour-
geoisie:  

has created more massive and more colossal pro-
ductive forces than have all preceding generations 
together. Subjection of Nature’s forces to man, 
machinery, application of chemistry to industry 
and agriculture, steam-navigation, railways, 
electric telegraphs, clearing of whole continents for 
cultivation, canalisation of rivers, [and] whole 
populations conjured out of the ground. 15 

However, despite incessant, innovative devel-
opments in the means of production and 
means of exchange under the capitalist mode 
of production, Marx and Engels emphasize 
that “the modern bourgeois society that has 
sprouted from the ruins of feudal society has 
not done away with class antagonisms. It has 
but established new classes, new conditions of 
oppression, [and] new forms of struggle in 
place of the old ones.”16 This is because bour-
geois market society is parasitic on an econom-
ic foundation of wage labour, engineered to 
continuously extract surplus value from the toil 
of the many in order to accumulate and con-
centrate it in the hands of the few. Marx and 
Engels call attention to the moral bankruptcy 
characterising social relations in general (and 
relations of production in particular) under 
bourgeois market society. Bourgeois capitalist 
social relations leave: 

no other nexus between man and man than na-
ked self-interest, than callous “cash payment”. 
[The bourgeois wage labour system] has resolved 
personal worth into exchange value, and in place 
of the numberless indefeasible chartered freedoms, 
[the bourgeois state] has set up that single, un-
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conscionable freedom — Free Trade. In one 
word, for exploitation, veiled [in previous epochs] 
by religious and political illusions, it has substi-
tuted naked, shameless, direct, brutal exploita-
tion.17 

Marx and Engels encapsulate the ground-breaking 
effects exerted on feudal society by the revolution-
ary productive forces generated through the bour-
geois system of industry with the following passage:  

All fixed, fast-frozen relations, with their train of 
ancient and venerable prejudices and opinions, are 
swept away, all new-formed ones become antiquat-
ed before they can ossify. All that is solid melts 
into air, all that is holy is profaned, and man is at 
last compelled to face with sober senses his real 
conditions of life, and his relations with his kind. 
18 

In order to rationalize and enforce its exploitative 
economic foundation, the bourgeoisie, using the 
sizable political influence its accumulated capital al-
lows it to command, construct a self-serving, capital-
ist political and legal framework to prop up bour-
geois market society.  “[The bourgeoisie] has ag-
glomerated population, centralised the means of 
production, and has concentrated property in a few 
hands. The necessary consequence of this was politi-
cal centralisation”19 observe Marx and Engels. In the 
Manifesto, Marx and Engels trace the historical trajec-
tory of the tireless efforts made by the capitalist 
class to gain social supremacy, and note that: 

the bourgeoisie has at last, since the establish-
ment of Modern Industry and of the world mar-
ket, conquered for itself, in the modern repre-
sentative State, exclusive political sway. The 
executive of the modern [liberal democratic] state 
is but a committee for managing the common 
affairs of the whole bourgeoisie.20 

Much of what was observed in the 1840s by Marx 
and Engels in the Manifesto, about the characteristics 
and mechanisms of bourgeois market society holds 
true today.  When one considers the enormous 
amount of political influence wielded by such behe-

moth transnational corporations as JP Morgan 
Chase, Exxon Mobil, Walmart and Lockheed Mar-
tin—with respect to affecting favourable legislation, 
shaping loose operational regulations, securing im-
munity from criminal prosecution, or negotiating 
ultra-low rates of corporate taxation, for example—
one is reminded of Marx and Engels’ depiction of 
the dynamics of political power within liberal demo-
cratic governments, with “the executive of the mod-
ern state [functioning as an exclusive]committee for 
managing the common affairs of the whole bour-
geoisie.”21 

Another feature of contemporary capitalist society 
that reflects the class-based, historical materialist 
analysis advanced by Marx and Engels in the Mani-
festo is the exploitative and “miserable character”22 of 
the bourgeois system of wage labour. Like the mod-
ern multitudes of economically precarious wage-
earners, nineteenth century:  

proletariat, the [then] modern working class, 
[comprised] a class of labourers, who live only so 
long as they find work, and who find work only 
so long as their labour increases capital. These 
labourers, who must sell themselves piecemeal, 
are a commodity, like every other article of com-
merce, and are consequently exposed to all the 
vicissitudes of competition, to all the fluctuations 
of the market.23 

With respect to the abysmal employment standards 
and appalling working conditions, especially for fac-
tory workers of the Victorian era, Marx and Engels 
wrote in the Manifesto:  

not only are [the proletariat] slaves of the bour-
geois class, and of the bourgeois State; they are 
daily and hourly enslaved by the machine, by the 
overlooker, and, above all, by the individual bour-
geois manufacturer himself. The more openly this 
despotism proclaims gain to be its end and aim, 
the more petty, the more hateful and the more 
embittering it is. 24 

Today, with chronically high unemployment 
rates25—with upwards of 50% youth unemployment 
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in some advanced capitalist states such as Spain, 
Portugal and Italy—and a low-wage, post-industrial 
service economy, the working conditions and liveli-
hoods of vast swathes of the modern working clas-
ses are, in many ways, just as precarious and impov-
erished as they were for wage slaves of Marx and 
Engels’ era.  Perhaps the one observation from the 
Manifesto that resonates most in today’s world is 
Marx and Engels’ description of the insatiable, ex-
pansive tendencies of capitalism: “The need of a 
constantly expanding market for its products chases 
the bourgeoisie over the entire surface of the globe. 
It must nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, estab-
lish connexions everywhere.”26 

The volatile nature and unpredictable dynamics of 
global financial capital was another feature of the 
capitalist system that was well described and ana-
lysed by Marx and Engels in the Manifesto.  

“Modern bourgeois society, with its relations 
of production, of exchange and of property, a 
society that has conjured up such gigantic 
means of production and of exchange, is like 
the sorcerer who is no longer able to control the 
powers of the nether world whom he has called 
up by his spells.” 27 

The imperative need for the system of global fi-
nancial capital to continually expand, to voraciously 
create lebensraum for fresh exploitation, surplus-value 
extraction, and insatiable capital accumulation, gives 
it an unstable, crisis-prone disposition. “It is enough 
to mention the commercial crises that by their peri-
odical return put the existence of the entire bour-
geois society on its trial, each time more threatening-
ly”28 observe Marx and Engels. Ironically, “in these 
crises, a great part not only of the existing products, 
but also of the previously created productive forces, 
are periodically destroyed.”29  

With an analysis that foreshadows the Schumpet-
erian notion of “creative destruction”, Marx and 
Engels describe the manner in which the bourgeoi-
sie overcome chronic, systemic economic crises pro-
pelled by internal, structural contradictions:  

On the one hand, [systemic crises are overcome] 
by enforced destruction of a mass of productive 
forces; on the other, by the conquest of new mar-
kets, and by the more thorough exploitation of 
the old ones. That is to say, by paving the way 
for more extensive and more destructive crises, 
and by diminishing the means whereby crises are 
prevented.30 

Massive deregulation of American financial mar-
kets and financial institutions over the course of the 
Clinton administration unleashed a torrent of un-
productive, high-risk speculative activity.31 Part and 
parcel of the reckless deregulation of the American 
financial sector was the unchaining of unpredictable 
and uncontrollable consequences of financial-bubble 
economics.32 Also, because of the internationalised 
character of global financial capital, what affects the 
U.S. economy invariably influences the world econ-
omy.  

Like the unmanageable destructive forces let loose 
by the “sorcerer’s apprentice” as described by Marx 
and Engels, devastating economic consequences 
resulted from the deinstitutionalization of the U.S. 
economy, beginning in the late 1990s. Two notable 
financial bubbles—each one eclipsed in magnitude 
and destructiveness by the next—plagued the Amer-
ican economy as a direct result of Clinton era dereg-
ulation of financial markets: the so-called ‘dot com’ 
tech-bubble of the late 1990s, and the financial-
derivatives bubble that burst asunder in 2008.33 As 
noted earlier, the world economy is still slowly re-
covering from the global financial meltdown of 
2008, over six years after it first hit. All of this vindi-
cates Marx and Engels’ analysis of the contradic-
tions and revolutionary tendencies of the capitalist 
market system, advanced over 166 years ago. 

Some reactionaries like to conjecture that it would 
be easier today to imagine the end of the world than 
to imagine the end of capitalism.  Despite the self-
congratulatory tone of conservative commentators 
like Francis Fukuyama—rashly announcing “the end 
of history” and prematurely declaring the global pre-
eminence of the liberal democracy and the capitalist 
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mode of production—this essay, using Marx and 
Engels’ historical materialist analysis of capitalism, 
has argued that there are many flaws, contradictions 
and self-destructive tendencies within the logic and 
infrastructure of global financial capitalism which 
need to be restrained with sensible and robust gov-
ernment regulations. As we have seen, the Communist 
Manifesto is far from being a historical relic. Its analy-
sis of the shortcomings and inconstancies of capital-
ism are as thoroughly relevant today as it were when 
first published in 1848. The contemporary relevance 
of the Manifesto is especially important for com-
munists who take inspiration from Marx and Engels’ 
analysis and teachings, taking to heart the call to ac-
tion at the end of the Manifesto: “workers of the 
world, unite!”34 ■ 
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T his paper argues that Mary G. Dietz’s thesis 
most sufficiently interprets Machiavelli’s The 

Prince. She contends that “the Florentine" sought to 
deceive Lorenzo de Medici. Machiavelli gave advice 
that, if applied, would have led to the noble’s political 
downfall. What Machiavelli had actually wanted was 
a “resurgence of the Florentine republic” in which 
the Medici would have to be eliminated. Thus, The 
Prince was Machiavelli’s method for subversion. I ar-
gue that this interpretation adequately explains the 
peculiarity of Machiavelli’s advice and contradictions 
between this book and his other works. I will con-
clude that Dietz’s argument provides valuable insight 
and a necessary deviation from popular explanations 
of Machiavelli’s extensively debated “book of ad-
vice.” 

In Dietz’ paper “Trapping the Prince: Machiavelli 
and the Politics of Deception,” she argues that 
Machiavelli’s The Prince is a work of deception. After 
contesting various popular arguments about how the 
book should be interpreted, she presents her point in 
two ways. First, she demonstrates how The Prince is a 
book of deception rather than advice. She tests 
Machiavelli’s advice against contradictory historical 
examples - some of which are provided by Machia-
velli himself in his other texts, namely The Discourses 
and History of Florence.1 Second, she establishes motive 
by exploring Machiavelli’s relationship with the Med-
ici during and prior to writing the book. She argues 
that Machiavelli resented the family: Machiavelli’s 
bitterness stems from a history of familial dissent 
from the Medici, as well as his own negative experi-
ences with them. Clues of his aversion - presented in 

the two texts mentioned previously - also supplement 
Dietz’s claim. 

Glossed over with “promises of power, glory, and 
popular support,” Machiavelli’s deception concerns 
three matters - on which he had advised Lorenzo on 
- “where to live, how to behave, and whom to arm.” 
If we consider historical context and understand the 
Medici’s circumstances at the time, Dietz argues, 
Machiavelli’s intent to deceive would become appar-
ent.2  

Chapter 5 of The Prince outlines the difficulties be-
hind ruling formerly free “principalities.” It warns 
that a people with the memory of liberty will not for-
get it. Thus, rebellion is inevitable unless they are 
subdued. 3 Consequently, it offers the prince three 
choices: reside in the state, despoil the people, or 
“restore the freedoms of the occupied city.”4 The 
Prince dismisses the third option citing The Romans 
and the Spartans as historical examples. They failed 
to hold Greece by allowing its people to keep its laws 
and remain free. To retain control, the Romans 
“ruined” the cities within Greece and succeeded.5 
Given these points, it shows that “when a city is ac-
customed to freedom, he who becomes master of it 
and does not destroy it runs the risk of being de-
stroyed by it…”6  Therefore, the prince must either 
destroy or reside in the city. Assuming he does not 
want to destroy Florence, Dietz pursues the option 
of the prince residing there.7  

If Lorenzo were to reside in Florence, he would 
have faced a congregation of vengeful citizens seek-
ing his dethronement. Dietz maintains that the prince 
would then stand to lose because he would be “easier 
to find and destroy.”8 She points out that the advice 
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given by Machiavelli contradicts “the habit of the 
Medici family” to spend “much of their time in their 
villas…outside the city.”9 Hence, Machiavelli’s ad-
vice displaces the prince in a vulnerable position. 
Dietz does, however, concede that Machiavelli goes 
on to advise on how to quench the “desire for 
vengeance;” albeit his advice on “how to behave” is 
troubling.10 

Chapter 9 dictates that the prince must gain the 
people’s favour (the people consist of nobles and 
the masses). Avoiding hatred prevents uprising; ad-
ditionally, love of the masses is preferable because 
“a prince can never make himself secure against a 
hostile people…they are too many.”11 The nobles, 
on the other hand, “wish to oppress.” Their associa-
tion is incompatible with the wishes of the masses 
and is, thus, unreliable.12 Moreover, chapter 16 ex-
plains that a prince gains love through miserliness. 
Liberality without the reputation for generosity is 
detrimental. Acquiring said reputation requires 
“magnificent displays” of it. The prince must then 
“burden his people, and tax them” to fund his dis-
plays.13 Either way, he will be despised. Therefore, 
to be miserly is wiser. “Revenues will be sufficient” 
and a reputation for proper “economic manage-
ment” will make the prince loved. Funds would also 
be available without burdening the people. Accord-
ingly, the prince will be loved, and the desire for re-
bellion would be “neutralized.”14  

Dietz contends that the advice would have made 
little sense for Lorenzo. The people were already 
“not well inclined toward the new Medici.”15 They 
were accustomed to the republic, while the aristocra-
cy opposed it. Machiavelli, nevertheless, tells the 
prince to distance himself from potential allies. 
More peculiar, Dietz observes, is Machiavelli’s previ-
ous advice to Pope Leo X in 1512. He tells the Pope 
in a “document” that “‘a prince alone, without the 
nobles, cannot bear the weight of a monarchy.’”16 
Machiavelli may have changed his mind on the sub-
ject by 1521, but Dietz identifies more inconsistency 
in his thought. On being miserly, she cites The Histo-
ry of Florence. In book 8, Machiavelli outlines the suc-
cess of the Medici’s liberality, using an unsuccessful 

assassination attempt on Lorenzo (the grandfather) 
in 1478 as an example. One of the conspirators was 
wounded leaving the other to sound an alarm. 
Machiavelli writes “‘…he went to the Palace square 
calling the people and liberty to his aid. But the first 
had been deafened by fortune and the liberality of 
the Medici and the second was unknown in Flor-
ence, so there was no response.’”17 Machiavelli says 
that liberality saved his grandfather’s life in the past, 
yet recommends the opposite to Lorenzo. 

More inconsistency is found in Machiavelli’s ad-
vice on whom to arm.18 In chapter 20, he cautions 
against disarming the people. It offends them. In-
stead a new prince should arm his people. For their 
arms become his own.  It inspires loyalty and parti-
sanship among his subjects.19 But Dietz contends 
that arms may “facilitate plots… and inspire re-
bels.”20 It creates a “civilian militia” that might over-
throw him.21 Machiavelli also assures that “‘history 
is full of such examples’” of his advice working, but 
provides none.22 Furthermore, he omits another fa-
milial example that would have resonated well with 
Lorenzo. In describing princes who achieved great-
ness, he writes in a letter that “‘Lorenzo de Medici 
disarmed the people to hold Florence…’”23 It is per-
plexing that Machiavelli’s advice contradicts Lo-
renzo’s successful grandfather’s actions.  

More significantly, Dietz is concerned with broad-
er historical factors. She claims that the Medici had 
too much opposition to risk arming the people. Var-
ious proclamations against submitting to autocratic 
rule and declarations of opposition to the family 
were made by the people.24 The Medici was consid-
ered tyrannical. Lorenzo, the young prince, rarely 
went out in public to meet with the people. Conse-
quently, the rare occasions that he did go out, he 
was accompanied by his guards. And Dietz assures 
that Machiavelli would not have been oblivious to 
such opposition. Thus, only an intention to deceive 
can explain such omission of facts. 

Dietz concludes that “Machiavelli has not lost 
sight of reality of Florentine politics; he knows full 
well what the consequences will be if Lorenzo re-
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sides in the city, arms the people, distrusts the no-
bles… and ‘mingles from time to time’ with the 
Florentines.”25 With a strong desire for redemption, 
people who cannot forget their liberty would surely 
rebel. 

After considering Machiavelli’s methods for de-
ception, Dietz explores his motives.26 First, the 
Machiavelli family was known for political opposi-
tion to the Medici. And in that era, family often de-
fined the individual; Niccolo was no exception. Sec-
ond, Machiavelli’s personal experience with the no-
ble family was negative. It included torture and exile. 
Lastly, Machiavelli himself expresses his aversion to 
the family in the History of Florence. He does so in a 
cunning way, appearing as appreciatory, rather than 
condemnatory, of the Medici. 

The Machiavelli family had a conflicted relation-
ship with the Medici, which directly influenced Nic-
colo’s outlook. As he says in The Discourses: “what a 
youth hears praised or censured within his family 
‘becomes afterwards the rule of his life for all 
time.’”27 Like him, his family was also involved in 
public life and loved, but missed, the republic. Giro-
lamo Machiavelli, the great grand-uncle, was tor-
tured and executed for acting adverse against the 
Medici. Francesco Machiavelli then made a public 
speech “condemning tyranny and praising liberty.”28 
Dietz recognizes that Niccolo may not have known 
of the speech, but its sentiments, nevertheless, re-
verberated throughout The Discourses.29 Accordingly, 
it seems that family values might have inspired 
Machiavelli’s intention for deception. 

Machiavelli had his own unfavorable experience 
with the Medici. For instance, when the family re-
vived a chancery in 1512, “Machiavelli was the only 
chancery official dismissed by the Medici.”30 After 
that, other than granting him the task to write Flor-
ence’s history, “the family never allowed him back 
into any position of power.”31 Moreover, Machiavel-
li was “implicated” in two conspiracies against the 
Medici. The first was an attempt against Giuliano. 
Machiavelli’s name was on a list held by one of the 
conspirators.32 The Medici tortured him with no 

success. The other attempt was against Guilio de 
Medici. The conspirators were two of Machiavelli’s 
closest friends; he dedicated The Discourses to one of 
them.33 

 His name was mentioned as a possible invitee to 
join the plot.34 Clearly, Machiavelli, whether he was 
involved with or even knew about the plots, was 
associated with “anti-Mediceans.” He was also pun-
ished for this association. Machiavelli’s unpleasant 
experience can then be seen as another possible rea-
son for him to pursue subversion.  

To supplement her analysis, Dietz discusses Mach-
iavelli’s “final clues about his attitude toward the 
Medici” in the History of Florence: they are “clues” 
because his true thoughts are not immediately ap-
parent. Machiavelli had to “appear” loyal to avoid 
risking imprisonment (or worse as Dietz adds).35 

Dietz notes that Machiavelli wanted to handle the 
task of writing the History of Florence with delicacy; 
after all, the Medici commissioned him.36 He wanted 
to tell the truth in such a way that nobody com-
plained.37 He did so by constantly praising the Medi-
ci for its supposed greatness. But underneath the 
excessive flattery was cunning truth telling.38 Starting 
with book seven, Dietz points out that Machiavelli 
feared “the unity of the city is threatened by factions 
and partisans.”39 He condemned private citizens 
who served the corrupt, gave them money, and 
“beguile[ed] the lower classes… to advance… per-
sonal goals.”40 And in Machiavelli’s eyes, the Medici 
were those private citizens. They practiced liberality, 
and “dispensed pensions and aid to the nobility.”41 
Lorenzo held pageants and tournaments for the 
populace, “tactics… to foster partisan support.” 
Thus, Machiavelli masterfully criticized the Medici, 
who accepted the book “enthusiastically.” 42 

In summary, Dietz does what she believes political 
scientists and theorists fall short of doing. She goes 
beyond conclusions about Machiavelli being a 
“political realist.” He is also conceived of as an ac-
tivist, who wants to restore a much loved republic. 
He does so by painting a picture for Lorenzo no 
prince would be able to resist. And in doing so, in 
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his final call for action in chapter 26, Dietz argues, 
Machiavelli concludes his “crafty assault.” Lorenzo 
would take the bait and pursue his own demise, 
blinded by vanity and flattery. If only Lorenzo had 
read the book. 

Dietz offers a comprehensive and compelling in-
terpretation of The Prince. By testing Machiavelli’s 
advice against historical facts and even his own 
claims, she exposes him as a master of deception. In 
a way, I admire the view of Machiavelli as cunning. 
If he truly intended to deceive, then his attempt was 
convoluted and complicated. Had it worked, it 
would have demonstrated the power of Machiavelli 
as a tactful advisor. And, maybe, that is why Dietz’s 
interpretation is very important. It has implications 
about how “painting pictures” for leaders can have 
negative consequences. For instance, telling the 
president what he wants to hear, rather than what is 
true, can influence him to make bad decisions. 
Painting false pictures can also lead to the fall of 
leaders, such as the case of Hennery Kissinger and 
Richard Nixon. As part of the “canon” of political 
thought, Machiavelli can teach many valuable les-
sons. Interpretations can be just very valuable. As a 
final point, I conclude that treating The Prince as a 
book of deception should be considered a popular 
interpretation of the text in which it is studied.  ■ 
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M r. Speaker, it is with great pride that I rise 
here today to speak in support of Bill C-

208, An Act to amend the Supreme Court Act 
(understanding the official languages); a motion which 
seeks to require that only judges who are able to accu-
rately communicate in both French and English—
without the assistance of an interpreter—are ap-
pointed to the Supreme Court of Canada.  

To begin with, I would like to congratulate my hon-
ourable colleague, Mr. Yvon Godin, member for 
Acadie—Bathurst and Official Languages critic for 
the NDP, for his remarkable diligence in continuing 
to bring forward this exceedingly important motion 
which, at its heart, endeavours to ensure the fullest 
access to justice—in either official language—in the 
highest court of the land, for all citizens of this great 
country. I say remarkable diligence, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause despite continued, stubborn opposition to this 
bill by the Harper government, Mr. Godin has tire-
lessly persevered in his efforts to bring about linguis-
tic equality before the law for all Canadians, especial-
ly for those living in minority francophone commu-
nities across this magnificent nation. 

Indeed, this is the third attempt since 2008 that my 
honourable colleague from Acadie—Bathurst has 
sought passage for this bill, in spite of continued, 
mulish obstruction by this government. Let us not 
forget that approximately four years ago today, this 
motion did pass third reading in this great House 
when it was called Bill C-232, only later to be killed 
on the order paper by unelected, democratically un-
accountable Conservative senators—including, unbe-
lievably, francophone Conservatives senators—flouting 
the democratic will of Canadians as collectively ex-

pressed through Parliament. Do we need any more 
reason than this, Mr. Speaker, to finally abolish the 
Senate—this undemocratic, profligate chamber of 
partisan privilege and patronage appointments? The 
NDP agrees with the majority of Canadians in calling 
for the abolition of the Senate, Mr. Speaker. 

Similarly, the NDP is the only party sincerely work-
ing on behalf of Canadians to ensure linguistic equal-
ity for minority francophone communities this 
blessed country, as is evident by the passage of Bill C
-419, which requires that all appointed officers of 
Parliament be fully bilingual. That bill, which was 
championed by my honourable NDP colleague from 
Louis-Saint Laurent—and which received royal as-
sent last June—was a commendable example of how 
the charter-guaranteed language rights of all Canadi-
ans eclipsed divisive partisan politics. 

Moreover, Mr. Godin’s bill has been roundly 
praised and supported by many non-partisan aca-
demic, legal and cultural associations, both within 
and outside of Quebec. In addition, The Commis-
sioner of Official Languages, Mr. Graham Fraser, 
strongly supports Bill C-208 and has written favoura-
bly about it in his 2013 Annual Report, released last 
November. Indeed, Mr. Fraser has enthusiastically 
recommended adoption of Bill C-208 to both the 
honourable Minster of Justice and the Minister of 
Canadian Heritage and Official Languages.  

By contrast, the Harper government has done all it 
can to procedurally impede Mr. Godin’s motion by 
blocking his efforts at every turn while, hypocritical-
ly, claiming to simultaneously care about the minority 
linguistic rights of French-speaking Canadians.  

Bill C-208 Speech 
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The very fact that a crucially important matter like 
‘equality before the law’ is being advanced as a pri-
vate members bill and not a government bill shows 
how little the Harper administration actually cares 
about the linguistic rights of francophone Canadi-
ans. In addition to appointing a unilingual, anglo-
phone auditor general to Parliament, this govern-
ment has appointed two unilingual, anglophone 
judges to the Supreme Court—Justices Rothstein 
and Moldaver. This is despite the fact that a pool of 
highly qualified, fully-bilingual, Federal Court judges 
already exists and is being ignored by the Conserva-
tive government for partisan reasons. Can you imag-
ine if a Supreme Court justice who spoke and under-
stood only French was appointed? Canadians would 
be outraged, Mr. Speaker; yet the prime minister 
thinks it perfectly acceptable to favour English-
speaking justices in this way. 

We must not fail to remember that the Canadian 
state was founded on the efforts of two linguistic 
and cultural communities. To deny French-speaking 
Canadians the right to a French-speaking Supreme 
Court is to deny the very character of Canada. This 
is a character that emphasizes the cooperation of 
two linguistic communities who continue to enrich 
our prosperous Canadian society, standing as a bea-
con of diversity and multiculturalism worldwide. 
Indeed, there are certain qualities that are inaliena-
ble, lest we betray the highest ideals of Canada itself.  

As bilingualism is intrinsically linked to the Canadi-
an state, so is the incorporation of both English 
common law and French civil law traditions. To ne-
glect the fully equal standing of the French language 
in our courts is to neglect a fundamental principle of 
our nation. Thus, the highest court in the land 
should reflect the Canadian state as a bilingual enti-
ty. 

I do wonder, though, as to why Mr. Harper has 
decided the English language warrants stronger rep-
resentation than French. But perhaps we shouldn’t 
be surprised by the actions of this government. 
Conservative support in Quebec is, of course, 
miniscule, and political favouritism has come to typ-

ify a government that continues to alienate our 
French-speaking communities. 

Surely it goes without saying that there are numer-
ous nuances and subtleties in every language that 
can, and often do, get lost in translation. This is of 
crucial importance when matters of law and justice 
are concerned, especially at the Supreme Court level, 
the final court of appeal for Canadians. One signifi-
cant problem lies in what author Ruth King, mem-
ber of the department of Languages, Literature, and 
Linguistics at York University refers to as “code 
switches”. Ruth defines “code switches” sentences 
that use verbs to communicate of “opinions or be-
lief”. Statements such as “I think”, “I guess”, or “I 
believe”, all work to underscore the speakers stance 
or truth of the proposition- and in some cases, to 
indicate a degree of uncertainty. Ruth argues that 
terms such as these can be replaced by French vo-
cabulary, which can either enhance or diminish the 
degree to which the proposition is true.  Based on 
Ruth’s research, one can conclude that translators 
who translate between the French and English lan-
guage are likely to face problems in accurately con-
veying the meaning of a statement. 

Indeed, Canadians who have to rely on a translator 
to make their case for justice are at automatic disad-
vantage. For example: tests. If a test written in 
French is given to one who only speaks English, it is 
unlikely that they would be able to perform to the 
best of their best ability, as relying on a translator 
stands as an impediment. In 1998, Professor R, K. 
Hambleton performed a number of studies to relia-
bility and validity of tests administered across lan-
guage and cultures. His research concluded that lan-
guage did, in fact, play a significant factor in one's 
ability to perform well on a test. Hambleton sug-
gests that despite the use of translators, when one is 
tested in a language that is not their own, their re-
sults are not an accurate representation of their 
knowledge. It is imperative for tests to be adminis-
tered in ones native language in order to gain truly 
reflective results. Much like taking a test, trials rely 
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on the interpretation of questions, by which judg-
ments are based on ones response.  

If a question is answered incorrectly due to its in-
terpretation, this poses a fundamental risk to the 
reliability and validity of a verdict. Simply requiring 
all judges to be fluent in both English and French 
can reduce such problems. By removing the lan-
guage barrier, all Canadians, both English and 
French, will receive equal opportunities to a fair and 
reliable trial.     

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, the inherent limitations of 
translation require judges to be able to communicate 
in both English and French, in order to avoid any 
misinterpretations of vital information. Given the 
responsibilities and integrity of the Supreme Court 
of Canada, it is absolutely essential that any room 
for error be eliminated. Continuing to rely on trans-
lators in the Supreme Court of Canada puts the in-
tegrity of our justice system is at risk. It is irresponsi-
ble to continue using a system that has essential 
flaws. Indeed, I would go as far to say that leaving 
the Supreme Court reliant on translators damages 
the principle of Canadian bilingualism.  

If judges are required to speak both English and 
French, the chance for misinterpretation will be re-
duced. Mr. Speaker, it is the responsibility of this 
House to ensure that the Supreme Court of Canada 
provides non-partisan, sound and equal treatment to 
all citizens of Canada. What’s more, it is inexcusable 
to risk a Superior Court that cannot discern testimo-
ny with utmost accuracy and fails to offer the opti-
mal conditions for all those who seek justice. 

In closing, I ask my colleagues from all political 
parties to rise above polarizing partisan divisions 
and make good use of this opportunity to restore 
the faith and respect Canadians once had for this 
great Parliament. As this House did with Bill C-419, 
let us work together to support this motion which, 
in essence, seeks to uphold two of our most cher-
ished, fundamental constitutional rights: equality 
before the law and protection of minority language 
rights. I call on all members of this House, especially 

my Conservative colleagues across the aisle, to vote 
in favour of this motion and send this bill to the 
Standing Committee of Justice and Human Rights 
for further deliberation. Thank you. ■ 
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T his paper will attempt to answer the following 
question: where, if at all, do religious symbols 

belong in public life? The focus of this examination 
will not be confined to a single state or jurisdiction: 
rather, the analysis offered herein will situate the is-
sue within the broader framework of liberalism. That 
said, whenever it is beneficial to illustrate the argu-
ments on the different sides of the subject, I will re-
fer to the ways in which specific governments have 
approached the issue of religious symbols in public 
life. Any examination of this issue would be incom-
plete if it did not discuss secularism at some capacity. 
To that end, this paper will explore the range of sec-
ular policy as it pertains to the issue at hand. It will 
be argued herein that the display of religious symbols 
in public life is permissible so long as it does not in-
volve a violation of individual rights or the marginali-
zation of minority religions. Thus, the task herein will 
be to demonstrate that said displays do not necessari-
ly violate rights, and that in some cases the prohibi-
tion of those displays would in fact curtail individual 
rights. 

In order to properly examine the issue of religious 
symbols in public life, it is first necessary to define 
both ‘religious symbols’ and ‘public life’. First of all, 
religious symbols can take on either a personal or 
impersonal dimension: a cross worn around the neck 
of a Catholic is representative of the former, whereas 
the inclusion of the phrase ‘In God We Trust’ on 
American currency is an example of the latter. Both 
definitions are relevant to this paper, and this initial 
dichotomy will be expanded upon where appropriate. 

Public life is slightly more difficult to define. On 
one end of the spectrum, one could reasonably con-

ceive public life as encompassing all interactions be-
tween individuals which occur in common areas of 
socialization. This would include not only govern-
ment institutions such as schools and courts, but also 
privately-owned entities, such as shopping malls and 
restaurants. As one might suppose, such a definition 
is too broad for the purposes of this paper. It hardly 
seems objectionable that someone should be able to 
wear a cross or a headscarf in these sorts of public 
places, if they wish to do so; and there would be little 
benefit in the explicit prohibition of this sort of reli-
gious expression, insofar as it does not infringe upon 
the rights of others.  

Instead, this paper will adopt a narrower concep-
tion of public life, one that falls more along the lines 
of the common distinction that is made between the 
public and private sectors in economics. Drawing on 
John R. Bowen’s discussion of public space, ‘public 
life’ will refer to socialization which takes place or 
within government institutions, as well as the actions 
of those institutions and the employees thereof.1 Of 
the examples given for the previous definition – 
schools, courts, shopping malls, and restaurants – 
only the first two still apply. Admittedly, this defini-
tion does not eliminate all possible ambiguity: a na-
tional park is government-property, as are roads and 
sidewalks, for that matter. Obviously, a ban on the 
display of personal religious symbols (e.g. a necklace 
with a cross) on city streets would represent an un-
necessary restriction of religious freedom. But it is far 
more reasonable to suppose that a park ranger 
should have to adhere to the same standards of reli-
gious expression as other public-facing employees of 
the civil service. 

Religious Symbols in Public Life 
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 Having now clarified the terms, the initial ques-
tion becomes more robust: where, if at all, do reli-
gious symbols – that is, either impersonal religious 
signs and monuments or religious items that are in-
dividually-worn – belong in state institutions? The 
issue, then, has two main components: government 
endorsement or preference of a particular religion 
(or religions); and the religious freedoms of individ-
uals in the public sphere. These two components are 
central to the notion of secularism.  

In simplest terms, secularism refers to a set of poli-
cies concerning government’s relationship with reli-
gion; generally conceived, secularism prescribes the 
separation of church and state and the freedom of 
individual religious exercise. In his article, Religious 
Symbols and Secular Government, Steven D. Smith di-
vides secularism into three distinct categories: classi-
cal, comprehensive, and agnostic.2 The first refers to 
a mode of thought originating in the Middle- Ages, 
particularly the time of Christendom. This concep-
tion, he writes: “understands the term ‘secular’ as 
one compartment or sub-category within a more 
encompassing reality.”3 This view distinguishes the 
physical world from a “different dimension of reali-
ty,” particularly a spiritual one – it did not simply 
denote the absence of religion.4 In this sense, 
‘secular’ has its origins as a religious term – and on 
this point, Charles Taylor agrees.5 Classical secular-
ism thus bears little relevance to most modern, west-
ern liberal societies.  

Comprehensive secularism reverses the relation 
between religion and non-religion described above: 
in this version, religion is thought to exist within a 
larger non-religious (secular) context.6 Implicit in 
this model is a denial or reduction of religion. Smith 
uses the late Christopher Hitchens as an example of 
a ‘comprehensive secular’ thinker, insofar as Hitch-
ens was a staunch atheist and a vehement opponent 
of religion.7 As a less-extreme example, one might 
consider a social scientist who acknowledges religion 
but is certain that it can be reduced and explained by 
rational inquiry in fields such as through anthropol-
ogy or sociology. Elements of this approach are gen-

erally more prominent than classical secularism in 
western liberal societies. 

Finally, agnostic secularism is the most neutral of 
the three stances. It abstains from making any truth 
or value determinations pertaining to religion. A 
state pursuing this approach likely has confidence in 
non-religious domains, such as science, and is nei-
ther overtly religious nor staunchly non-religious in 
its outlook.8 As Smith argues, a state’s decision to 
employ any particular approach must take the reli-
gious composition of the population into considera-
tion: for instance, there would seemingly be little 
sense in an irreligious state using classical secularist 
ideas to guide its policy-formation process. Again, 
this analysis is situated firmly within the bounds of 
liberal democratic states, with which there is reli-
gious plurality. For the purposes of this analysis, 
theocracies are outside of the realm of considera-
tion. Although a case can be made for comprehen-
sive secularism, agnostic secularism seems to be the 
most egalitarian approach to the state/religion prob-
lem in a liberal democracy. 

If preference is given to agnostic secularism as a 
general framework, how might we reconcile this ap-
proach with the two main components of secular-
ism, namely the separation of church and state and 
the preservation of individual religious liberty? Ag-
nostic secularism is ultimately compatible with a sys-
tem of two-way protection that “aims to protect in-
dividual freedom of religion in exchange for protect-
ing politics from the power of organized religion,” 
such as favoured by Amy Gutmann in her book 
Identity in Democracy.9 The broad priorities of secular-
ism so-conceived would thus be to prevent religion-
to-state and state-to-individual interference. Based 
on these principles, I will now seek to flesh out the 
proper role of religious symbols in public life.  

As I noted at the beginning of the paper, individu-
al rights should ultimately serve as the litmus test for 
any prospective policy governing the display of reli-
gious symbols in public life. This criterion is wholly 
liberal – the emphasis in this analysis lies largely on 
the prevention (or at least the reduction) of harm. 
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This analysis will be separated into the two dimen-
sions noted earlier in the paper: the impersonal and 
the personal. The former concerns the government-
sanctioned or - supported creation of religious sym-
bols in public (i.e. religious monuments on govern-
ment property), whereas the latter concerns the per-
sonal choices of individuals – whether or not they 
are employees of the government – to display reli-
gious signs in their dress (i.e. crosses and hijabs). I 
will begin by examining the impersonal dimension. 

At a basic level, I will argue that state-ordained 
religious representation should be either equal or 
nonexistent. With regards to the impersonal 
(governmental) display of religious symbols in pub-
lic life, a simple appeal to the majority might seem 
initially tempting. After all, if most citizens should 
happen to be in favour of the general state-ordained 
display of religious symbols, would the most 
straightforward, democratic response not be to act 
on those wishes? For one, it would not be possible 
to satisfy all parties: that is, unless, the state could 
somehow ensure that all religions present in the 
population were represented through the display of 
appropriate symbols in public settings (e.g. court-
houses, schools) – a proposal that is as amusing as it 
is impractical. Presumably, the next-best option 
would thus be to accommodate the most popular 
religion – that is, the religion which enjoys the great-
est representation in the population at large. On the 
contrary, I would argue that a liberal democracy 
should be concerned as much (if not more) with the 
protection of minority-rights than with the fulfill-
ment of the wishes of the majority.  

 In his essay, The Politics of Recognition, Charles Tay-
lor deals with the issues of identity and recognition, 
as they pertain to multiculturalism. He argues that 
the exclusion of certain social groups from school 
curricula and media harms those groups, in that the 
members of those groups are, through this omis-
sion, given “a demeaning picture of themselves.”10  
In the context of religious symbols in public life, 
one could draw a connection with Taylor’s argu-
ment and assert that the exclusion of certain (i.e. 
non-dominant) religions from government-ordained 

religious symbols might give a similar impression to 
the adherents of those religions. Furthermore, non-
majority religious groups are generally unlikely to be 
in positions of power within society; that is to say, 
the groups which would not benefit in the first place 
from majority-rule in the public display of religious 
symbols, would be at a further disadvantage in that 
they are generally likely to be the same groups that 
would suffer from identity issues. 

One could make a more convincing argument in 
favour of the state-ordained display of religious 
symbols in public life, predicated on the notion that 
in certain cases, the symbols have transcended their 
original religious meanings and come to take on new 
significance. Where religion has played an important 
role in the historic development of a culture, one 
may deem it appropriate to allow for the continued 
existence of symbols pertaining to that religious her-
itage. A crucifix on display in a Quebec courthouse 
is an example of a symbol, which one could argue, is 
expressive of cultural heritage; and thus, there are 
sufficient grounds for it to remain there. In order to 
judge the validity of such claims, one must deter-
mine whether the presence of these residually reli-
gious symbols places restrictions on individuals who 
are not a part of the majority accommodated by the 
symbol.11 Gérard Bouchard and Charles Taylor 
agree that religious symbols are compatible with sec-
ularism when they serve as cultural relics rather than 
as signs of state-sanctioned religious identification.12 
A religious symbol, they feel, “does not infringe 
basic freedoms if it is not accompanied by any re-
striction on individuals’ behaviour.”13 By that criteri-
on, the courthouse crucifix would not necessarily 
have to be removed. However, although it may not 
represent a concrete restriction on individual behav-
iour, it could conceivably be interpreted as identify-
ing the legal system with a particular religion; a gov-
ernment would arguably be wise to avoid such a 
connotation.  

In contrast to the impersonal dimension, discussed 
in the previous section, the personal dimension en-
compasses the decisions of individuals to display 
their own personal religious symbols in public set-
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tings. There are two subcategories of the personal 
display of religious symbols in public life: displays 
made by government employees and those made by 
citizens participating in government-provided activi-
ties. Each case will be examined independently.  

The key distinction to be made between the two 
categories is that civil servants constitute, in a sense, 
the living embodiment of government. They repre-
sent government through their actions, and even the 
most conservative forms of religious dress on a pub-
lic-facing employee could be construed as denoting 
preference for the religion in question. If the 
(theoretical) agnostic secular state makes no reli-
gious affiliations, then an employee of the state must 
also uphold and project this neutrality.14 

 A straightforward ban on the wearing of religious 
signs by public employees would serve to avoid any 
perceptions of conflict-of-interest that might other-
wise arise.15 However, this would also mean that not 
all individuals would have equal access to these jobs; 
in cases where religious beliefs require an individual 
to wear certain garments or signs, jobs would be 
made unavailable – in other words, job opportuni-
ties would be restricted on the basis of religion.16 
The question, then, is whether the appearance of 
bureaucratic neutrality is a sufficiently compelling 
reason for the infringement of basic rights and free-
doms. 

Some, like Brian Barry, argue that laws will natural-
ly have different effects on different people. As Bar-
ry writes, “the essence of law is the protection of 
some interests at the expense of others when they 
come into conflict.”17 Virtually any law, he says, will 
affect some more than others. As a result, he holds 
that claims of inequality must be substantiated be-
yond simply showing that certain laws have non-
uniform effects.18 The problem with Barry’s argu-
ment is that he discounts religious beliefs by equat-
ing them with mere preferences.19 In contrast with 
this, others have argued that religious beliefs should 
be conceived of in the same manner as conscien-
tious beliefs – Amy Gutmann calls conscience a 
“special feature of ethical personhood,” consisting 

of “ethical precepts that are … binding on those 
who believe in them.”20  

Whether or not one is religious, or indeed, whether 
one considers religion to be a positive moral force, 
one will likely agree that Barry’s treatment of the 
‘religious beliefs as preferences’ argument – whereby 
it is compared to his ‘expensive tastes’ argument – is 
perhaps too flippant for its own good.21 The reli-
gious need for one to wear a headscarf at work is 
not the same as the need for an individual to be giv-
en subsidized “plovers eggs and vintage claret,” in 
order to gain the same pleasure as an average indi-
vidual gets from regular food.22 As amusing as the 
example may be, the fulfillment of hedonistic im-
pulses should not be equated with the liberal right to 
employment without discrimination. And that is not 
to mention the ways in which the bureaucracy 
would arguably suffer from the under-representation 
of certain groups within the populace, particularly 
those (such as women and visible minorities) that 
have generally faced historic disadvantages in west-
ern countries.23  

On balance, I find the arguments in favour of al-
lowing religious symbols to be worn by civil servants 
more compelling than those against. Bouchard and 
Taylor make, perhaps, the most salient point on the 
issue: “why should we think that the person who 
wears a religious sign would be less likely to display 
impartiality, professionalism and loyalty to the insti-
tution than the person who does not wear such a 
sign?”24 Why, in other words, should external signs 
of religiosity serve to undermine public confidence 
in the wearers? There is no basis on which to believe 
that there is a correlation between the wearing of 
religious signs and a lack of allegiance to govern-
ment. Furthermore, to take away the symbol does 
not ‘neutralize’ the religion of the person behind the 
symbol.  

To a degree, this is an issue of perception; a philo-
sophical justification for the continued presence of 
personal religious symbols in the civil service is 
probably less important than the real perceptions 
which average citizens would form of the symbol-
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wearing civil servants – what matters is whether 
those citizens believe that the symbols indicate dis-
loyalty or religious preference. If an individual’s con-
fidence in government is liable to waver because he 
or she is uncomfortable talking to a woman wearing 
a hijab at the passport office, that individual is un-
likely to be a supporter of multiculturalism in a 
broader sense, anyway – why should the symbol-
wearer have to cater to illiberal or culturally homog-
enous preferences? To that end, personal religious 
symbols in the public service arguably have their 
greatest value as emblems of diversity – signalling to 
the public that the civil service is a representative, 
inclusive body, and ideally subverting expectations 
of religious and/or cultural homogeneity therein. 
For these reasons, I feel that state employees should 
be allowed to wear religious symbols or garments in 
their jobs. 

Finally, there is the issue of personal religious sym-
bols being displayed in public settings by individuals 
other than government employees. The argument 
from equality of employment opportunity, of 
course, does not apply here. In some cases, though, 
students might face a similar choice between the 
ability to participate fully in their class activities (or 
indeed, to be able to attend their public school at 
all), and the ability to do uphold their religious be-
liefs. If we are to treat religious beliefs as more than 
mere preferences, it then follows that we should en-
deavour to prevent the exclusion of non-
government-employees from public services on the 
same grounds.  

A general ban on religious symbols in schools re-
ceiving public funding, such as that which was 
passed in France a decade ago, reflects a particularly 
aggressive form of secularism. Smith would call it 
comprehensive secularism, in that it reflects a con-
ception of religion as being compartmentalized 
within secularism. Ahmet Kuru refers to it as 
‘assertive secularism’ – that is, the deliberate exclu-
sion of religion from the public sphere.25 This policy 
has garnered support from those who oppose the 
hijab, which is traditionally worn by Muslim wom-
en.26 This opposition typically comes for humanitar-

ian or feminist reasons, on the grounds that the 
headscarf is emblematic of male dominance in Mus-
lim society.27 While there is arguably some truth to 
that notion, the headscarf is far more of a symbolic 
issue than anything else, especially when it is com-
pared with some of the more harmful illiberal-
practices for which Muslim immigrant communities 
often garner criticism: polygamy and female genital 
mutilation are particularly good examples of more 
harmful illiberal practices, the fight against which is 
perhaps weakened by the strong emphasis on head-
scarves.28 Furthermore, one could argue that the 
headscarf serves to empower women, rather than 
oppress them, by freeing them from the hyper-
sexualisation of women within western culture. A bit 
of cultural introspection never hurts, not even with-
in the hallowed confines of liberalism. 

The most important issue at hand, in the case of 
students at least, is the ability of young people to be 
exposed to, and engage in constructive socialization 
with, peers and teachers coming from diverse reli-
gious and cultural backgrounds.29 One could argue 
that on those grounds alone – particularly in diverse 
and/or multicultural states – it would be counter-
productive at a societal level to prohibit the displays 
of personal religious symbols in public life. 

This paper has attempted to answer the question 
of where, if they have a place at all, religious sym-
bols belong in public life. After defining the key 
terms – public life and religious symbols – the next 
section sought to reconcile different conceptions of 
secularism, which is integral as a framework for the 
formation of religious policy, especially in liberal 
democracies. Special focus has been given through-
out to the preservation of individual rights – reli-
gious freedom and non-discrimination in employ-
ment, in particular. The conclusions reached herein 
have generally been to allow the display of religious 
symbols in public life, with the exception of imper-
sonal relics and monuments that have not gained 
secular meaning or heritage to this point. It has been 
argued that civil servants should be allowed to dis-
play religious signs or symbols at work; on the 
grounds that the concerned employees would be 



 

KPU Journal of  Political Science  Fall/Winter 2015 

 29 

religious regardless of their ability to display reli-
gious idols, and that to do otherwise, would be to 
prevent equal employment opportunity. Finally, the 
argument has been made that the individuals, other 
than government employees, should also be allowed 
to display religious symbols in the public sphere; 
largely on the same grounds as for civil servants, but 
also on the basis that prohibition would prevent free 
exercise of religion and reduce the diversity of peers 
for early-life socialization in students.  ■ 
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