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Introduction

The Question of Multiculturalism
Chandran Kukathas

ulticuliuralism’ is & word that provokes strong feclings. 1 raises

questions over which there are impornant disagreements —

gquestions, ultimately, about how different people are o live
together in a single polity. It raises general questions about the claims
of indigenous peoples who are minorities within the wider community;
about the rights and obligations of inmigrants 1o 8 host society; about
the extent to which cultural variety should be tolerated (or promoted)
within a society; and about the importance of ideas of citizenship and
national identity, And it also rmises more pamicular questions about
government policy dealing with issues ranging from education to the
composition of the armed services.

That these questions are real and pressing s evident in the
controversy thar has been aroused in liberal democracies whenever the
treatment of minarity communities has become an issue. In Britain, for
example, it was aroused most noticeably by the publication of Salman
Rushdie's Sadanic Verses (1988), sinoe it mised fundamental questions
about the limits of oleration, as well a8 more immediae questions
about how w0 deal with the problem of civil disobedience and
conscientious violence. In the United Sates greal controversy sur-
munded the publication of Dinesh D%Soura's Mhiberal Educanion
(19913, which amacked American universities’ policies of affirmative
action as not only ill-considered but illiberal. On the other hand, some
proponents of multiculturalism call not simply for leration of differ-
ence of affirmative action o improve the lot of disadvantaged minor-
ties, but for encouraging the development of difference. The liberal
understanding of oleration s oo weik, it 5 held, because it ends ©
assume 3 cerain homogeneity in the population, and looks w
assimilate differences. The imponant thing, however, the argument
goes, is o allow individuals 10 express and defend their identities
which are rooted in thelr difference (Young, 1990), Yet others sec this
not as a solution o the problem of coexistence among diverse ways of
life but a3 a recipe for cultural conflict

Nonetheless, discussions of multculturalism are often unsatisfac-
tory because it is unclear what it is that people hold such strong views

about. Many are vigorously in favour of, or implacably opposed to,
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multiculwralism on principled grounds, or because they see it as
unworkable or unpopular, Yet it often remains obscure what exactly
is being defended or attacked, With these variouws points of view
assuming s0 prominent a place in public discussion, as well as in
academic scholarly nquiry, it is worth looking again at the question of
ruslticultsralism.

This volume of essays has been prepared on the assumption that
it is impomant 1o come 1o 8 bener understanding of what mult-
culturalism might mean. 1t has i orgin in & conference on mult-
culturalism sponsored by the Centre for Independent Studies and held
at the Australian Defence Foroe Academy on 30 November 1991, The
conference looked at three kinds of question. The first was a
philosophical question about the moral foundatons of ideas of
multiculturalism.  Here, paper-givers broached questions about the
relagions berween multiculiuralism and liberalism, about its implica-
tions for notions of citrenship, and = connection with idess of
national identity, The second kind of question it examined concemed
the practical dimension of multicultural politics. Here it was asked how
multiculturalism has been received in different parts of the wordd and
to what extent (and then, why) it has prospered  Finally, the
multiculturalism for the way in which we should sddress cermain
practical issues of public policy, such as the treatment of refugees, or

As one might expect from 3 conference concemed with so broad
a theme, there were differences among the participants not only of
approach but also of condusion — though disagreement tended to be
about the way in which multiculturalism should be undersiood or
about specific maners of policy, rather than about whether mult-
cubturalism was feasible or desirable.  Multicubturalism, when aken o
miean cultural diversity, is undoubtedly here to stay. Indeed, it is hard
o firud many socketics in human history that have not been marked by
significant cubtural variety, Dispute about this mater is difficult 1o
imagine. Multiculouralism as an official policy, however, s another
matier, sinoe this mises questions about whether a minimal cultural
homogeneity should be fostered, and about what kinds of policies are
best pursued if liberal-democratic values are to be upheld. It s on
these hiter issues that conference discussion tended 1o focus.

Most of the papers in this volume were presented for the first time
at the CI5 conference, though papers by Hindess and Kukathas
CMulticulwralism and the Idea of an Australian Identity’) had ordginally
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been read elsewhere. As s often the case with conference proceed-
ings, it is difficult 1o find a concemn or argument that is commeon to all
papers. Yet if there is a single point of common emphasis in this
volume, it is that ideas about multiculturalism are imponant because
they bear significantly upon other ideals or values with which they may
not always be compatible. The bearing of multiculnural kdeals and
praciices upon these values — be they citizenship, or national identity,
of tolertion, or social cohesion — 8 complex, and often sulwhe.
Understanding how multiculiuralism and other values relate o one
another, and on occasion come into conflict, is important if we are
make judgments about questions of public policy, and abowt matiers
which determine the shape of the polity penerally.

In the end, what this volume offerns s o series of perspectives on
different questions of multiculturalism. 1S value will perhaps lie less in
what it has to prescribe than in the understanding it offers of the natare
and limits of multiculturalism. In this respect, one hopes that it will
provide a useful guide 1o sober reflection on issues that seem likely 1o
dominate politcal discussion well into the foreseeable future.
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Multiculturalism and the Value of Diversity’
C.L Ten

L INTRODUCTION

in muldculoural socketes diversity s a fact of e, The Impomant

I what sons of attitudes and polices should we adop
towards such cultural diversiny? | suggest that we should celebrate,
protect, and encourage it. But | shall not discuss the policies needed
tor sustain cultural diversity. Insead, | want 1o focus on the varous
reasons for valuing diversicy,

First, we should look at cubtural diversity from the perspective of
our political morality, the morality which determines the refationships
between different individuals and groups in society, and which
therefore spells out the terms of social cooperation. But second, each
of us, whether we conceive ourselves as distingt individueals or as
inscparable members of various social groups, has views about what
a desirable or worthwhile life should be, and we wish 10 lead our lives
in accordance with the right values. 'We have conceptions of the good
life, and it i from the pespective of discovering and satisfying these
conceptions that we may also appreciate the value of cultural diversity.

Our political morality and our conceptions of the good are
connected in this way: we need resources, libenses, and opponunities
o pursue our conceptions of the good, We also need to sustain and
develop our capacities for recognising, choosing, and living in accond-
ance with comect values, and our political morality has a major
contribution i make in helping or hindering us in the development of
these capacities. 50 our political momlity must include a theory of
justice that dictates how social resouroes are to be distributed.  Each
person is o have a fair share of resources. Owr political morality muast
also embody just decision-procedures for determining the policies, and
shaping the institutions, that are 10 regulate our economic and social
life. S0, in broad terms, we know the scope of pan of our political
mowality. The substance of our political morality &5 a mager of the most
fundamenial dispute in political philosophy. 1 wish to enter that debate
in only one area, centring on the extent o which we should wolerate
different ways of life, and the extent to which a society has to be built
on shared ends or goals.

* Thissfkcle b part of 8 pookect suppsoted by o grant from the Australin Resesnch
Council.




IL CULTURAL DIVERSITY AND THE MORALITY OF
LIBERALISM

Liberalism is an anractive political morality. 1t recognises that
individuals have different conceptions of a worthwhile life, and are
capable of living in accordance with these conceptions, We show
them respect, and act fairly wwards them, when we allow or
encourage them to take responsibility for their lives, instead of
imposing our values on them. The state shows equal respect to its
citizens when it does not coerce one individual to act in accordance
with the choices and values of another individual. Equality of
respect involves being neutral between different and incompatible
conceptons of the good. Each may pursue his or her own values,
using a fair share of social resources, and respecting the similar
rights of athers 10 lead different lives.

But so far we have treated individuals as il they were isolated
units, when in fact of course they are members of social groups, and
eapecially of cultural groups. People’s personalitics, characters, and
values are affected by their experiences, and those with different
cubtures have different experiences. Culture provides a perspective
from which 1o view the world, and 1o interpret events in it. We make
chokces as persons who have been shaped by our cultures and our
historical experienoes. Our culture helps us to map out the available
options and to give significance to them. We in wrn, by participating
in a culture, help w change it by using elements of the culture as
means of self-expression. These intimate links berween persons and
their cultures create 3 sense of identity and belonging. The links
naturally extend o other members of the same cultural group, who
are fellow participants in a process that stretches well beyond their
biological lives. Members of a cultural group are provided with a
sense of continuity and transcendence that s the basis of solldarity
with other members of the group who are pant of the same historical
process This sense of dentity and solidarity is partly defined in termms
of what is distincrive in the culture, and therefore in terms of what sets
it apart from other cultures. In a multiculiural society we have soctal
groups marked out from one another by differences in lnguage,
food, family life, music and festivals, customs and beliefs, anitudes
towards work and letsure, panerns of consumption and savings, and
ways of life generally.

Respea for individuals involves wlerating those ways of life with
which they identify and with which their well-being is closely bound
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up. Quite apan from whether individuals thermselves identify with
their historical cultural community, it is a fact that others often identify
them with a cenain cultural group. For example, a Chinese, who is
somewhat alienated from what is normally regarded as Chinese
culture, would still be the object of racial munts directed at all members
of the group who are picked out in terms of cemain physhcal atributes.
It cannot therefore be a pan of liberal individuslism that it ignores
people’s membership of socisl groups. Whether from their own
perspective, or from the perspective of extemal observers, individuals
are often identified as members of cemain groups, and a large pan of
their welfare is inseparable from the welfare of other members of those
proups.

Liberalism acknowledges the central importance of a political
community with a shared political morality. But a liberal society is not
a comprehensive social community with very specific common ends
and goals, and shared values pervading the whole of social life. It has
many soctal and cultural communities which unite into one political
COImETirY,

L CULTURAL HOMOGENEITY

If we reject the political moralicy of liberalism, and seck instead o
extend the shared goals and values from the political level 1o the rest
of social life, then we would be aiming at some sont of culturally
homogeneous socety. Such a saciety can come about by assimilating,
minority cultures into the dominant culture, or by blending different
cultures into a new composite culture in which no previous single
culture stands out.  Nelther version of the homogencous socicty is
amractive, and the cost of trying 0 ocate such 2 society from a
multiculiural society is unacceptably high

Culral Assimilation

The policy of cultural assimilation requires that minority cultural
groups give up that which they regard as crucial o their sense of
identity and well-being.  Those who refuse 0 be asimilated will be
marginalised and turmed into second-class citizens. Many of those who
accept assimilation will still be faced with the prospect of a bimer
struggle as they seek 10 internalise the values and adog the way of life
needed for success in a homogeneous society. They will try 10 alienate
themselves from their previous culture around which so much of their
former lives revolve, Priends and relatives, who are unable or

unwilling 1o join the bandwagon, will be renounced: their speech, their
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dress, their customs and beliefs, and sometimes even shared physical
attributes, will be objects of shame and scom. The young will have 1
be indoctrinated inio the dominant culture. Bat in the end thene will
be enough resistance and non-conformity for the process of assimila-
tion o fail without recourse 1o substantial force, and perhaps even
despotic measunes, Perhaps we begin with the voluntary repatristion
of recalcirant immigrant groups, and when that fails, as fil it surely
will, can forcible repatriation be far away? Because of the strength and
pervasiveness of many people’s attachments 1o their culture, a policy
of assimilstion will breed deep resentment and divisiveness. It will be
perceived as a policy of cultural imperialism, and it will not provide the
basis for a wnified society.

There is of cournse 2 place and o need for some assimilation. Thene
is 2 unitary political culture which defines the framework within which
diverse ways of life may fourish. Immigrant groups will have 0
acknoeledge the shared political mormlity and lve In accordance with
it. The liberal political morality gives them the freedom o crithcise dhat
political morality itself, and o participate in reshaping it. But they have
1 do so by conforming to the relevant decision-procedures.  Many
migrants come from less tolerant societies, and will no doubt welcome
this new tolerance. Bat they 100 have to pay a price for it. Toleration
does nol exempt their way of life, their culture, from open criticism and
repudiation by others. 50 thene will be some unavoidable pain o them
in the process of political assimilation. But political assimilation is all
the assimilation o which they should be subjected,

Many critics of multiculturalism in Australia amack some migranis,
especially Asan migrants, for not accepling the Australian way of life,
for rejecting the Australian identity. These critics assume that a policy
af comprehensive assimilation is comect. But it is no pant of a liberal
palitical order that there should be comprehensive shared ends and
values which identify our way of life. A crucial element of our social
identity is a common political morality that wilerates different ways of
life. Immigrants who want o pray o God in thelr own way, to build
their mosques and emples, 10 perpetuaie some of thelr culiural
practices, do not thereby threaten our way of life. On the contrary, it
is the intolerance of such cultural diversity that is the real enemy, and
that can come from those with unpronounceable names, who speak in
broken English with strange accents, as well as from those whose
impeccable pedigrees do not exempt them from the crede bigotries of
the worst forms of naticnalixm.

10
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Cubtural Pasioon

The ather route 1o a homogeneous society s by bringing about a new,
common culture out of the divene clements of exisung cultures. It may
be that over a long period of tme 3 common culture will emerge
through the blending of different cultures as they interuct with one
ancther in a free and open sockety. However, the more likely resubt is
that each culture will change through interaction, but there will stll be
several different cultures, and not a single culture shared by all. If we
try to creale a common culture by anificial means, we will only succeed
in producing something bland and lacking vitality. An anificially
created coamopolitan culture will very likely wipe out all those
differences which give strength o particular cultures, and which are
the objecis of deep commitments.

The ability to mwlerate differences is compatible with, and may
even grow out, of pamicular aftachments. It is in this light that we may
concede that there s pertaps some wruth in Herder's remark: “The
savage who loves himself, his wife and his child, and his tribe, can find
moom in his hut for a stranger the sarurated heart of the idle
oosmopolitan is a home for no one | (Berdin, 1965:41). Toleration
does not require that you give up that which you cherish, It does not
threaten your particular amachments, and you are not required o
embrace or share the way of life that others have scoepted.

The rejection of & homogeneous culture need not result in the
separatism feared by so many critics of multicultumlism. In a liberal
society, individuals belong o several social communities with overlap-
ping memberships. For example, religion is often mken 1o be a central
clement of culiure. But membership of religious groups outs scoross that
of ethnic groups. On the other hand, suppose we accept the less spiritual
view of the Chinese restauratcur who daimed that the ability o
appreciate Chinese food is the essence of being Chinese. Even so, one
does not live by Chinese food alone.  In liberal soceties, people of
diverse cultural backgrounds join wgether in varnous associations
devoted 1o different interests: they are members of profiessional associa-
tions, political parties, foothall dubs, music sodeties. They develop
interests and form friendships across the boundaries of their historical
cultural groups. They may also have some COmMMon EXperenoes in
schoals and other educational instioutions, and in their places of work.

50 from the perspective of our political morality, cultural diversity
is not a threat (o our way of life; it is a symbol and an expression of
that way of life. As equal citizens in the same political community, we
can take pride in such diversity.



IV. CULTURAL DIVERSITY AND CONCEPTIONS OF
THE GOOD

Let us now turn 10 the view of cultural diversity from the perspective
of our conceptions of the good. John Stuan Mill argued that freedom
and variety of situations are indispensable conditions for the growth of
individuality (Ten, 1980:ch.5). His account of individuality was
presented in the context of a culturally less diverse society. Nonethe-
less it provides a convenient starting point 1 appreciate the value of
diversity. Mill was worried by the blind conformity 10 customs which
have remained static and falled w0 adjust 1o changing circumstances,
Whole cultures, ax much as particular clements of a culture, can in this
way become unresponsive to new developments,. The presence of
cultural diversity in a ree society, where there is interaction betweesn
cubures, makes it less likely thar cultures will remain in dogmatic
slumber. In 1olerating different cultures, we do not have 10 acoept the
wiew thai each culture can only be judged by lis own intermal standand,
But familiarity with other cultures increases the prospects of our
transcending the limitations of our own culiures.

We do not therefore have to be sceptics about values, or o
embrace cultural relativism, in order 1© appreciate the value of cultural
diversity. From the Millian perspective, the recognition that there are
comect and incomect accounts of the good life goes hand in hand with
the insistence that the best way w0 discover the objective truth is
through the freedom 1o choose from 3 wide diversity of sources.

It may be obsjected that this Millian sccount detaches individuals o
much from their own cultures, and wreats them as stomistic, choosing
agents, free 1o range over dilferent culures. | acoept the intimate Hnles
between indivicials and their cultures. But from this fo B does ot
follow that culural divensity does not enlarge the choices of individuals,
of that persons cannot choose in a manner that tanscends the dictares
of their cultures. For although individials are anchored in particular
attachments and commitments, they can sill detach themsebves from
each amschment and commitment, review i, and revise or reject it A
each paniculsr moment they will of course have many other specific
ammchments, nod all of which can be revised or rejecied at the same time.

But suppose now we have discovered what kinds of lives are
desirable. Is there any rezson for still valuing diversicy?

Even il there is only one comrect conoeption of the good, there may
still be different ways in which that conception can be satisfied.  For
example, supposc that 3 worthwhile life must at least be a happy one.
Happiness is an abstract goal, and individuals with different historical

iz
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experiences and different personalitics will find their happiness in

different activities. As Mill pointed out in his Essay on Liberty:
If it were only that people have diversities of mste, that is reason
enough for not aftempting to shape them all sfer one model.
But different persons also requise different conditions for thesr
spiritual development; and can no more exist in the same morl,
than all the variety of plants can in the same physical, atmos-
phere and dimate. The same things that help one person
owards the cultivation of his higher nature are hindrances o
another. The same mode of life is a healthy excitement D one,
keeping all his faculties of action and enjoyment in their best
order, while w another &t is a disracting burthen, which
suspends or crushes all intemnal life. Such are the differences
between human beings in their sources of pleasure, their
susceptibilities of pain, and the operation on them of different
physical and moral agencies, that unless there is a comesponding
diversity in their modes of life, they neither obain their fair share
of happiness, nor grow up 10 the mental, moral, and acsthetic
sture of which their nature i capable. (Mill, 1954:12%)

The sources of happincss ane various, but so also are the ways in which
people express their happiness, or any other goal of the good life. The
variety of cultural expressions of what is valuable i in some respects
similar to, and perhaps even an extension of, the vanety in the rules of
etiquetie, or of rituals and ceremonics, in different cultures,  Such
surface varicty is often compatible with the accepance of the same
deep values (Marmin & Stent, 1990). For example, forms of greeting,
expressions of friendship, counesy, respect, politeness, and so on,
differ radically from culure to culture, but they may all express the
same fundamental values.

A further consideration is that, in some plausible accounts of the
good life, it is a life that must be acknowledged by the person whose
life it is, and it cannot be externally imposed through coercion or
manipulation and indoctrination. If individual auonomy is a constitu-
tive element of the good Life, then the existence of cultural diversiry is
also valiable because i satlsfes the conditions for the exercise of such
autonomy. For the exercise of autonomy requires a pumber of options
from which genuine choloes may be made. To eliminate all aliema-
tives once we have discovered the comredt conception ol the good is

with the authoritarian ideal of forcing each person 1o act in
accordance with the correct values, but it is incompatible with the ideal
of autonomy. Autonomous choices are of course not sufficient for the

13
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realisation of the good life, nor is it the case that such choices always
add to the value of whart is chosen, no matter what the content may be.
Rather, itis the case that autonomy is & constinutive element of the good
life, a life that cannot be realised through cemain kinds of choices.

S0 we need freedom and diversity both for the discovery of the
good life, as well as for enabling us 10 lead the good life once it has
been discovered. But the value of diversity goes even further. 1 have
assumed that the good life is unitary, and that it can be lived by each
pemson without any loss. However, there may be a plurality of lives that
are valuable, and no single person can realise all of them. Consider the
case of a young, multi-alented scholar who has 1o decide between a
career as a logictan and one as a historian, She is, as far as academic
ability goes, equally good in both subjects, and she will find each
career just as fulfilling as the other. But given a normal life-span, she
would not be able o achieve excellence in both subjects, and must
make a choice between them. Moreover, the two careers may be
incompatible in another sense: the attributes of & good logician, when
properly cultivated, will arrest the growth of the anributes of 2 good
historian, and vice versa. A logiclan requires analytical skills and the
ability w engage in highly abstract thought, while the historian needs
practical wisdom and a capacity for understanding human mativations
The two sets of qualites of mind are not logically incompatible, but in
fact they may not cohere in the life of any one person.

In developing his idea of 3 social union, Rawls gives the example of
a group of gifted musicians, all of shom have the tlents o play equally
well every instrument (Rawls, 1967:34-8, 1972:section 790, But since it
requires long training and practice 10 be good at each instrument, each
musician cannot excel in many instruments. 5o each person has more
potentialities than he or she can hope w realise. However, all the
potentialities of each musician can still be realised in different lives if they
coondinate their activities in an orchestra.  An orchestra is, in Rawls'
scnse, a social union in which each member can ke pleasure in the
skills of all the other members. Similarly, Rawls belicves that a society,
regulated by his principles of justice which promote fraitful cooperation,
can be regarded as ‘a social undon of sockl undons”.

Joseph Rax takes the argument for diverse forma of life even
further in his defence of an sutonomy-based acoount of leration (Raz,
19687, Ten, 1967, Rax, 1986:chs.14-15). He believes that there are
incompatible forms of life, each with its distinctive virtues, and any
person who cultivates o the maximal degree the virue required for
one valuable kind of life will not be able 1o amain the virmues of the
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other forms of life. Haz also maintains that the vinues of diverse forms
of life are not only incompatible in the sense that they cannot all be
realised to the highest degree by one person. but also in the sense that
the cultivation of one virue will, homan nature being what it is, lead
3 person 10 be intolerant of other virmues. Autonomy requires an
adequate range of morally accepmable options, and so diverse forms of
life are needed to enable persons 0 be autonomous.  But since the
cultivation of the distinctive vimue of one form of life will generate
intolerance of the virtues of other forms of life, we need a principle of
toleration 1o regulate the conflicts which arise between different
people, all of whom are autonomously pursuing valuable, though
incompatible, forms of life. Raz's case for wleration, unlike the version
of liberalism | outlined earier, does not rest on the requirement that the
state should be neutral between different conceptions of the good.
Rather, it bases toleraton on a perfectionist ideal of promoting a
plurlity af valuable forms of life.

1 do niot share Hazr's belief that autonomous mdividoals, who
cultivate the vimue of one form of life, will be inolerant of those who
develop the distinctive virtues of other forms of life. If one recognises
that others have virtues that one lacks, then this is likely o genemie
appreciation of their qualities rather than intolemnce.

However, the general idea of a social wnbon provides an illuminating
basis for valuing diversity. Cormeat conceptions of the good may be such
that they cannot all be realised in one life, or even in one culiure. We
cherish diversity because it erables different and incompatible values o
be realised in the same society. A society that single-mindedly pursues
ane value o the exclusion of all others will be a poorer society, and will
fail 1o provide its members with opporunities for the vicarious enjoy-
meenit of the diversity of human talens.  All members will experience a
hoss; there will be a pant of them that lies wasied and unfulfilled.

But attractive as the idea of social union is, there are limits w the
extent 10 which it will account for the value of culural diversity.
Consider, first, the case of religious belicfs and practices that are
imponant bases of multculiural diversity. Within a cerain range,
religious differences can indeed be regarded as complementary,
reflocting the different historical backgrounds and experiences of
different people.  However, religious differences also centre on

claims about God and the divinity of persons.
This is particularty true if we include the differences between atheiss
and believers. But the paint also applies 1o some of the differences
between those who subscribe 10 different religions.  No amount of
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oondination will conven these incompatible beliefs, and the practioes
built on them, into a social union of complementary and mutually
supportive social activities.

Consider also the diversity of sexual practices. The celibate priest
or nun and the happily mamied heterosexual couple may well treat
their different ways of life as both valuable. For them the wordd is a
bener place for having both ways of life mther than just one unifoem
practice. Cerminly the priest or nun cannot wish for a world populsted
only by priests and nuns. On the other hand, we are aware of the
strong hostility of religious groups wwards, for example, homosexual
acts. We may oy to urge, on the analogy with rules of etiquette, that
there is 3 common value at 3 deeper level which each kind of sexual
activity exemiplifics. For example, both heterosexual and homosexaal
acs are different ways of expressing the same cherished value of love
and personal devotion. The argument cuts no bce with many religious
people. For them a world without homosexuality would simply be a
bemer world, and the added variety of homosexual practices is not the
spice of lfe.

A liberal society must still woleraste minority neligious and sexual
practices that the majority deplores, The case for inleration, at least in
these areas, cannol rest solely, or even predominantly, on the promo-
tion of complementary conceptions of the good. We have (o return 1o
the liberal political morality and its theory of justice 1o defend the
toleration of conduct of which we disapprove, but which is otherwise
harmiless.

Michael Sandel, one of liberalism's most persistent critics, asks
rhetorically, "Can a community of those who put justice first ever be
more than a community of strangers” (quoted in Richand Rorty,
1991:1594). It is true that a liberal community is not a comprehensive
comemunity held wgether by specific shared ends at every level of
social life. A liberal community is a political community and a series
of smaller social communities, with overlapping memberships, inter-
acting with one another in a free environment. Al citizens can take
pride in their political culture that treats them as equals. Each person
will also belong 10 close-knit groups where justice may not be the first
virue, but where love and friendship prevail. Some such groups may
make demands on their members that not all can accept. In a liberal
society, they are free to leave, and o try 10 join other groups. Those
whom the dominant groups will not embrace, or who themselves do
not wish 1o be embraced, can still find 3 home in a liberal community,
and justice will be thiekr shisld
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The Idea of a Multicultural Society
Chandran Kukathas

L INTRODUCTION

Many people are wary of the idea of a multicubiural society, as they ane
about cultural pluralism more generally. Such wariness s not peculiar
o Australia, nor indeed 1o modemn times.  Although this century has
seen the longing for cultural homogeneity taken 10 extremes in the
name of racial purity, the ideclogy of National Socialism was not the
first 1o prociaim such homogeneity 10 be desirable, if not ideal. It has
been argued that the Ancient Athenians, living in a city-state that
refused 10 recognise forcigners as citizens, bequeathed 10 all later
pencrations ‘an adealised ponrair of fellow citizens, sharing a commaon
descent, 8 common culiure, and above all a common public purpose
in war, lwhich| became central 1o the classical herimge of the western
workd” (McNedll, 1984:23). Dhsdain for the culunal outsider was no less
detectable in the response of the Chiien Lung Emperor (1736-95) 10
King George [11, when the emperor declared: "The common distinction
betwern Chinese and barbarian is most strict, and your Ambassadonrs
request that barbarians shall be given full liberty to disseminate their
religion is utterly unreasonable’ (Ch'ien Lung, 1972:106). Even in the
19th-century United States the anti-slavery movement was strongly
linked with American nativism and the Know-Nothings, who re-
nounced all party allegiance and promised never o voie for any fomeign-
bom or Roman Catholic candidate for affice (Potter, 1976:248-61).

50 frequent and persistent have been the calls for homogeneiny
that i seems surprising that anyone should ever have advanced
anything clse 45 an kdeal. My ficst concemn in this essay is 1o ask wihy
such calls for homogeneity have been so prevalent, and whether there
is good reason for placing such imponance an this value, Here 1 wish
o suggest that cultural homogeneity s neither as desirable nor as
feasible as is ofien supposed. My second concern i to ask what this
suggests about the idea of a multcultural society: what should a
multicultural society look like. Here | shall argue that multiculturalism
is best understood as one aspect of pluralism, and that what is most
imporant is that in the defence of pluralism this one aspect not be
allowed © dominate. In effect, | shall argue thar what should be
defended is pluralism rather than multculturalism, for cultural plural-
ism is only one of the kinds of pluralism worth preserving,
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IL THE ARGUMENTS FOR HOMOGENEITY

Political theories envisaging any kind of cultural or societal pluralism
have been conspicuous by their absence in the history of Western
thought (McRae, 1979:676). Kenneth McRae has suggested that there
have generally been three kinds of responses to cultural diversity. The
first is group-centred or ethnocentric and favours notons of group
superiority (whether the group be the polis, the mation or the race).
The second denles the significance of culbural differences, and stresses
the essential humanity of all peoples. The third views differences as
regional or national and as explicable in terms of physical or environ-
mental rather than cubtural circumstances (McRae, 1979-68%). These
responses suggest why the most commonly proffered solutions
problems of cultural diversity have been either assimilation or exclu-
sion. Assimilstion could involve either absomption by the dominant
culture of the minority, or melding of culiural chamcterstics. Exclusion
could involve & denial 1o outsider groups of certain rights of member-
ship, or physical expulsion from a geographic region, or extermination.

The reasons offered for such measures are varied, but may be
reduced 10 the following sonts.  First, there is the argument that ethnlc
or cultunl smachments are irmational and archaic, and ought 0 be
eradicated in the course of modemisation. On such 8 view, cultural
loyalties camy no weight in the face of considerations affecting the
wider socicty. The most striking statement of this view is perhaps that
offered by Karl Marx, notably in his essay Om the fouish Question. Here
he ridicules the views of those calling for the political emancipation of
the Jews, arguing that the greater need is for the emancipation of the
individual from Judaism and from religion in general. For as long as the
Jew remmains a jew, he can ‘only have a Jewish relationship to the stae
and treat it as alien o himsell, for he opposes his own imaginary
nathonality 10 actual nationality, and his own imaginary law 0 actual
law, fancies himself jusiified in separating himself from humanity, as a
maner of principle mkes no parn in the movement of history, and waits
on a destiny that has nothing in common with the destiny of mankind
as a whole' (McLellan, 1984:40). There are echoes of this attitude i the
announcement in 1974 by Brazil's minister of the interior thar Brazilan
Indians should all be ‘emancipated’ or freed from being Indians so that
they could be ‘integrated” into the society like all other Brarilians
(Maybury-Lewis, 1984:223). Another related reason offered for looking
to assimilate or exclude other culbures is that they stand in the way of
the nation’s wider interest in progress. So, for example, a common
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argument advanced by those urging the rapid deculturation of the
Brazilian Indians is that their way of life is an obstacle 10 development
(Maybury-Lewis, 19842230

The second argument for assimilation or exclusion of other
cultures is that peaceful co-existenoe is not 4 serious possibility. Prince
von Billow, Chancellor of Germany from 1900 to 1909, put it thus:

If it were possible henocforward for members of different
nationalities with different languages and cosoms, and an
intellectual life of a different kind, to live side by side in one
and the same Smte, withouwt succumbing o the temptation of
each rying 1o fiorce his own nationality on the other, things on
carth would look a good deal more peaceful (quoted in

Maybury-Lewis, 1964:220)

But it Is not possible, he maintained: culural contac would invariably
mean cultural conflic.  This view remains a pan of conventional
wisdom in many pans of the world 'Within Australia, it is sometimes
offered as a reason for placing particular controls on immigration
(Blainey, 1984). In very different circumstances, the cultural conflict
argument was put by the anti-slavery movernent — and by Abraham
Lincoln — for the resctdement in African colonies of manumined
slaves (Omtes, 1978:115-16).

The third argument 1o note is that ethnic or culteral minorities arc
a danger 1o the state. It is often suggested, for example, that the
weakness and instability of many African states is amributable 1o wibal
loyalties, which hamper not only economic modemisation but also
political stability. The need 1o overcome tribalism has often invoked
as & peason for maintaining single-pany states {Finer, 1970:521-4)

A fourth reason why assimilation or exclusion may be defended
is that it may be feared that cultural pluralism will lesd o the enosion
af individual rights and freedoms.  An interesting variant of this view
was put in the 1830s by John Arthur Rocbuck, wiiting as the paid
spokesman for the French-Canadisn cause in Britin in the years
before the 1837 rebellions, As did Alexis de Toogueville, Roebuck
argued thai the assimilation of the French i Canada was not anly
inevitable but desirable. The general argument he put was that if
different ways of life are maintained within the state, the minorities
would fare less well the French-speaking peoples would find
themselves economically subordinaved and exploited. They would
be less secure in their enjoyment of liberal rights and freedoms
(Apenstar, 1984; Kymlicka, 1989-217 n.4).
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Finally, there is the argument that 3 measure of homogeneity is
impaortant of valuable because it is impomant thar political sockety be a
form of sssociation in which citizens are bound © one another as
members of a single community, sharing cerain values. One of the
most notable exponents of this position was Rousseau, who put the
view that the state should reflect the general will of the
understood as individual and equal citizens.  For this 10 be possible
there had o be only one people in the state in the sense that all
recognised a single ‘civil religion’ which thereby preserved social unity.
'Everything that destroys soctal unity is wonhless; and all institutions
that set man st odds with himself are worthless' (Roussesu, 1972:181),
Indeed Roussesu goes further, writing:

There is thus a profession of faith which is purely civil and of
which i is the sovereign's function to determine the articles,
not strictly as religiows dogmas, but as sentiments of sociability,
withowt which it is impossible 1o be cither a good citizen or 2
boyal subyect. Without being able 10 oblige anyone 10 believe
these artiches, the sovereign can banish from the sate anyone
who does not believe them; banish him not for impiety but as
an antisocial being. as one unable sincerely o love law and
justice, or w0 sacrifice, if need be, his ife 1o his doty. 1§ anyone,
after having publicly acknowledged these same dogmas, be-
haves as if he did not believe in them, then let him be put 1o
desth, for he has committed the greatest crime, that of lying
before the law. (Rousseau, 1972:185)

In saying this Rousseau was careful 10 insist that none of this was
incompatible with religious pluralism. Indeed, it had 1o be one of the
dogmas of a civil religion that there should be no intolerance.
‘Intolenince s something which belongs w0 the religions we have
rejocted’ (Rousseau, 1972:186), On the other hand, there could not be
value pluralism — nit when the citizens' beliefs affected the commu-
niry: ‘Subjects have no duty 1o account to the sovereign for their beliels
except when those beliefs are imponant 1o the community’ (Rousseau,
1972:185).

L. HOMOGENEITY CONSIDERED

However prevalent may have been the longing for homogeneity, or at
beast social unity, in political thinking, the fundamental point that must
be recognised is that cultural diversity or pluralism has been the most
notabie festure of society in the history of human setlement. “Margin-
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ality and pluralism were and are the norm of civilised exisience’
(McNeill, 1986-6).

There are several reasons why this s the panern revealed by
history (McNeill, 1986:ch.1). The first has 1 do with the ubiquity of
military conflict. Even among barbartans ethnic political unity was
fragile because military conguests resulted in the mixing of peoples.
But throughout history the miliary ventures of both nomadic and
civilised peoples ensured a continual mingling of alien peoples. A
second factor contributing to this mingling was trade, which developed
further with greater specialisation and the division of labour (Hayek,
1968:ch 3). Third, disease, in its impact on health and morality in
urban centres had a profound demographic effect: the loss of
populations and labour shonages meant that cities were forced o look
outside for replacement — o immigrants, 1o guest workers, and o
slaves. Finally, the rise of universalist religions such as Islam,
Buddhism and Christianity served o further transfomm distant cultures
with foreign ideas and foreign visitors (McNeill, 1986:ch.1).

The consequence of all this for modem socketies is that although
many nations may have their origins in some panicular ethnic heritage,
scarcely a handful are in any sense ethnically homogeneous (Smith,
1987). Equally few are culiunally homogeneous inasmuch as most
socketies sustain & varety of religions, languages, and forms of
customary life. Maners are funther complicated by the fact that ethnic
and cultural identities are not readily idemtifiable by looking o
ascriptive characieristics.  Identity is, © a considerable extent @ mater
of choice.

In a liberal democracy like the United States, for example, as Mary
Waters has shown in her impomant study Etbrmic Options, ethnic
intermarriage among the white populaton has not eliminated ethnic
allegiances but has rather expanded the range of ethnicities people
may choose to adopt. Many people of mixed ancestry have no option
but to choose which ethnicity to adopt since there is no “natural’ course
to take (Waters, 1990). And in many cases people mke options that
serve their imterests.  This is also suggested by some eardier work on
‘Context and Cholce in Ethnic Allegiance’” by Ordando Patterson.  In

the development of two similar groups of Chinese arriving
in Guyana and Jamaica, Patterson found that in Jamaica, given the
economic conditions, the best interesis of the group were served by
exclusive specialisation in the retail rade, and tha success in this
regard allowed for and reinforced a choice of ethnic consolidation
based on cultural distinctiveness. In Guyana, however, economic and
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social conditions encouraged the Chinese w0 pursue a wide range of
occupations, and so synthetic creolisation and the abandonment of
Chinese culture were the most rational courses of action (Patterson,
1975:347).

The fundamental point 10 be made here s that ethnicity and
culture are not static but constandy changing in response 1© econoamic,
social and political conditions. In looking at culturally pluralistic
societhes — that is 0 say, most societics — what we find are neither
melting pots nor massics but ever-shifting kaleidoscopic patterns. In
absolute terms, there are few § any stable culiwral formations, since
neardy all are affected not only by immigration and intermarriage but
also by the rade in culiural products and information, and by the
expansion of the world's largest industry: tourism,

If all this is the case, the idea of socictics trying 1o preserve some
sort of culwral homogeneity begins o look implawsible. Human
history and the nature of modenn societics suggest that pluralism is the
norm and that homogensity is simply not feasible.

Even if homogeneity were feasible, howewver, this would not be 1o
say thai it s desirble, despite the arguments (discussed eardier)
advanced in its favour. AL least two kinds of arguments might be
mounted against the pursull of homogeneity, the first invoking the
value of liberty and the second appealing to the imponance of culture.
The argument from liberty s thar 3 measure of cultural homogeneity
could only be bought at the cost of establishing a powerful (govem-
mental) spparatus to enforee i (by compelling assimilation or ensuring
the excusion of outsiders). Individual liberty would be cunailed
insofar 35 some options would be closed off w people, and w the
extent that individuals are compelled o adopt pamicular ways or
praciices — say, in the way that Turks resident in Bulgaria under
communist rule were foned 1o adopt Bulgarian names. The argument
from the importance of culture is that the pursuit of homogeneity will
almost invariably be at the expense of minosities who wish 1o preserve
their culture, In some of these cases at leas the destruction or the
wearing down of the minority culiure may be cxremely harmful 1w
individuals unwilling or unable 10 assimilate into the wider society
(Kymlicka, 198%.ch8). This is an argument made, for example, by
Saunders Lewis, founder of the Welsh nationalist party, Plaid Cymru,
who maintained that Welsh culture was destroved by nationalism
(Birch, 196%:33-4).

Moreover, in the light of historical experience, the arguments in
favour of homogeneity do not seem especially compelling.  The
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argument that cultural pluralism will lead to instabdlity and violent
conflict between cultures and ethnbc communities appears to have some
mert when one notes the numerous instances of such conflice. Yet on
the other hand, the atiempt © reorganise the world along national
eriteria has also led to violent conflict rather than the reign of peace, often
si the expense of the mosi innocent and vulnemble (Kedourie,
1971:135-6). In pan the emergence of such conflic simply reflects the
heterogeneity of apparently homogenetus groups. For example, in the
former Indian state of Madras, cleavages within the Telugu-speaking
population were not very imporant. Yet as soon asa

state was carved out of Madms, competing Telugu subgroups quickly
emenged as political entities (Horowitz, 1985:66-7). Moves toward an
imagined homogeneity do not mean a move away from conflict

The argument that ethnic or cultural minorities are 3 danger 1o the
state also scems unpersuasive, despite the daims of the states in
question.  As Maybury-Lewis observes, i 1s hard 1o see how the Miskieo
Indians of Micaragua, or the Indians who form 1 per cent of the
Brazilian population, really pose a threat 1o the state (Maybury-Lewis,
1984:22%), There is limle doubt, however, that the sate has posed a
considerable threat 1o such minorities.

Even the argument, advanced by Roebuck in his advocacy of
assimilation for French-Canadians, that cultural pluralism would lead
o the erosion of rights and freedoms is in the end not guite convincing,.
Provided cultural membership s not coerced, individuals often prefer
0 exercise the freedom aof assocation upon which cultural pluralism
rests. And there is no reason why those who are members of minority
cultures should necessarily enjoy fewer rights or freedoms — although
in some cases they may, What is more likely is that, as members of a
culrural minority they will enjoy less political power. This is a point 1o
which we will have o return.

The argument against cultural pluralism which has 1© be taken
mast seriously, however, is the argument put by Rousseau and those
whom he inspired. This is the argument that a cenain measure of
homogeneity s necessary for the preservation of a political commu-
nity. To answer this challenge, however, we need o look morne

generally at the arguments for cultural pluralism and to drw out the
implications for the nature of 3 multiculneral society,

IV. THE IDEA OF A MULTICULTURAL SOCIETY

it would seem, then, that the question of whether a society should be
culturally pluralistic or multicultural is not really an issue: modem
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societies, for the most part, simply are multiculural The mponant
question that does maise significant issues is this. what kinds of
institutions should govern 3 multicultural society?

The answer 1o this question, | suggest, depends upon the answer
w the question of what kinds of nstitutions should govern pluralise
societies generally. Multiculteralism or cultural pluralism is, in the end,
one kind of pluralism, So we should begin by asking what exactly is
pluralism.

There are many respects, as Amelie Rorty (1991) has suggested, in
which a society might be pluralistic. First, it might exhibit the caloural
pluralism of the kind discussed here. Second, it might exhibit a
demographic pluralism inasmuch as human activities arc mmportantly
shaped by such oo as age, gender, social role (eldest son, spouse)
or geographical (urban or rural) location. Third, in most socicties there
is usually a pluralism of interests insofar as there are differences of ends
(and power o pursue them) among a vancty of occupations or
professions (Fanmers and solders) or classes (the poord or institutions
(chuiches and armies). Fourth, a society may be charascieriscd by
political pluralism if there are opporunities for groups that share
distinct moral views about what would be good for the polity o
influence the shape of that polity. Fifth, there might be an element of
psychologhcal pluralism in & sockety i individuals are sufficientdy
diverse in nature that they possess different iemperamenis, skills and
traits. Sixth, there might be intellecnual or scientific pluralism if the
society harbours a vanety of explanatory systems. Finally, a society
miight be pluralistic because within it there are distinot and competing
moral values or principhes.

What kinds of instiutions are s ppropriate if societies are pluralistic
in some or all of these ways? If we assume that the pursait of
homogencity s out of the question, for reasons discussed carlier, then
w0 main alternative paths might be taken. The ficst alternative looks
to give explicit political recognition 1o the different pluralist elements
within socicty, regarding them all as deserving of representation or the
Opportunity 1o partcipate in the prooesses of governance. The second
alernative does not explicaly recognise these clemenis as legitimane
panicipants in the pobitcal process but mther views individuals, with
particular rights and freedoms, as the primary actors in the public
realm. My concermn now s 1o argue for the second approach, placing
much less emphasis on bringing the plurality of inlereas in society
into the public domain as political actors. The implication of this
view for multiculturalism s the rejection of intérest-group pluralism
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of the son advocated, for example, by D.L Jayasuriya (1991).

Let me begin by considering some of the ressons why the first
abernative might be atractive, before tuming o offer arguments for
rejecting it First, it seems to emphasise inclusiveness — other interests
or values or approaches are not excluded but brought into public
discourse. Second, and relatedly, this approach emphasises the value
of paricipation by the different clements of society in the shaping of
that society. This is of especial importance to those who sec great
value in collective self-government. Third, this approach seems 1o give
Ereater weight to minority interests, and espocially their inlerest in self-
determination. Fourth, it has been argued that institutions which
allow minority groups 1o participate fully and exercize their rights in
the broad public domain® would [Ecilitae social inegraton and
‘encouragle] a “civic religion® ' indeed it would “facilicate the processes
of nation bullding through 3 shared sense of a common destiny”
(Jayasuriya, 1991:26). Finally, & has been argued that, while the polity
‘recquires’ both psychological and moral pluralism, it cannot simply be
left to chance for these 1o reproduce themselves. Thus Amelie Romy
(1991 :16-17) avers that some kind of intervention Is needed through a
‘sound system of education’ to ensure some kind of balance or
‘equilibrium’ of pluralist elements. It cannot be lefi to the institutions
of the private sphere {such as the family) o ensure the preservation of
such values, 20 we need 'central educative and formative” insttutions
combined with mechanisms 10 "coordinate bencfits 1o each group in a
system of dynamic equilibrium’

The view | wish 1o develop in opposition 1o the growp-participa-
tion approach resists according a specific place or role to the pluralist
elements of society. Political institutions should, as far as possible,
serve to allow these different elements 1o flourish but should not be in
the business of enabling these clements or interests 1o shape society.

componenis, It s simply o maintain that the mole of politcal
instimutions should be neutral, as far as possible, as © how

And | would suggest that the best prospect fi

is for institutions to be designed, not o
phurality of interests and values in society as they are manifested in
particular groups or representatives, but mther o uphold pamicular
individual rights and freedoms regardiess of the particular interests or
affiliatons of the individuals.
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To make this position a lithe clearer it might help o daw an
analogy between my view and the view advanced by |.N, Figgis in
respect of religious pluralism. Figgis maintained that if one accepted
religious and political pluralism, then the best kind of state had 10 be
a secular staic — a wlerant secular state which allowed religious
groups to exist and order their own affairs without intederence. Butat
the same time, these groups could not try © force upon the society
religious values or practioes which had their origins in their own
particular religious convictions. In Churches in the Modern Shade he
WTOHE:

W cannot claim liberty for ourselves, while at the same tme
propasing vo deny il to others. If we are o ory “hands of 1o the
civil power in regard o soch manes as mamiage, docrine,
ritual, or the conditions of communion inside the Church —
and it is the necessary condition of a free religious sockety that
it should regulate these matters — then we must give up
artempting to dictate the policy of the State in regard 1o the
whole mass of its citizens. (Quoted in Nicholls, 1975:104)

For Figgis, ‘when judging political questions we should do so as
citizens, and not as churchmen” (Nicholls, 1975:104). In this regard, he
made a very dear distinction between the public and the privaie
diomains of social life.

The point | want 0 make about pluralism more generally, and
about cultural pluralism in particular, is very much Figgis's point.
People from particular religious or culiural or intellecrual or moral
backgrounds should have every right and the freedom to speak or 1o
play a role in public affairs. But they enjoy these rights and freedoms
as individual citizens, rather than as members or representatives of
particular groups. Of course, they would also have the right o
become involved in mamers that affect the interests of (one or more
of) the groups w which they belong. In some cases (though not
always) their opinions may have 1o be accorded greater respect
because they are dealing with maners with which they are more
familiar. In other cases individuals may be moved to act 1o change
the rules of the social game because those rules treat particular kinds
of persons unjustly, and as the ones directly harmed they are in the
best position to know this. But in the end these opinions must be
seen a5 having been advanced by individuals, and political instinu-
thons should protect not the right of some interest 1o be advanced ar 1o
influence the shape of socicty but the right of individuals, separately or
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in concen with others, 10 defend their interests or their political views.

In considering the case of muliculiuralism or cultoral pluralism,
then, the view | am advancing is that there is no call for any particular
cultural community to be given explicit recognition and 1o play a
special role in public affaim; nor is there a call for all cubtural
communities 1o be granted explicit recognition. In shom, there is no
need for a policy on multiculturalism, any more than there is a need for
a policy on religious pluralism.

Yet granted that this is one way of viewing the matter, what
reasons might be advanced lor adopting this point of view? There are
two main reasons | have o advance. The first s that, if our concern in
a multiculiural sockety is to preserve cultural pluralism, this is best done
by instinutions that protect individual rights and freedoms rather than
imerests. The reason for making this claim is that, as | argued earier,
culture (and ethnicity) are not satic but consmntly changing in
response 0 economic, social and political conditions.  If cultural
formations are unstable in this way, then to try o entrench them s o
try to stifle pluralism by preserving the existing strocture (or perhaps
some prefermed structure) of interest and power. It presumes that
members of panicular groups will always see their interests in terms of
the interests of those groups, of suggests that individuals may not (that
is, should not be allowed w) reconstiwe into quite different kinds of
groups. In the end, this approach provides the greatest advantage o
the dominant elites or majoritkes within such groups (Kukathas, 1992,

The second reason for adopting this point of view which empha-
sises that, while we may regard oursclves a5 members of some
paricular culture in private, we should see ourselves as, and have only
the rights of, citizens in public, Is that putting ethnicity and culture into
the public realm is not in the interests of particular cultural communi-
ties. Once the distinction between the public and the private realm is
broken down it will become more difficult for scame coliaral minoritics
to preserve what is distinctive and perhaps valued in their societies. If
cemain cultural values or ssues are not kept in the private realm bt
raised as matters of pubslic concern, then it is always the case that some
cultueral minorities will lose the argument in the public forum, with the
effect of forcing them 1w modify their own practices mither than
changing those of the wider sociery. As Figgis suggested, those who
want the civil power to keep its hands off such materns as marriage and
other doctrines within their religions are best served by seeking 1o keep
these matters within the private realm rather than seeking to shape 2
posktion for all sockety on these matters. (This point is reinforced by an
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observation made, during the conference at which this paper was read,
by Margaret Valladian, direcior of the Aboriginal and Cultural Institute.
She pointed out that despite numerous difficulties, many Aboriginal
communities had been quite successful in preserving their language
and elements of their culture until they were offered the opponunity of
doing so through the resources of public education. Once this msk was
taken out of the Aboriginal family and placed in the public realm, these
aspects of their culturl inheritance were dissipated.)

In the end, | would suggest that in trying to preserve pluralism we
are best served by trying 1o preserve ponms of olerance and respect for
individual freedoms rather than by amempls o shape society in
accondance with the interests of existing groups. And | would
conclude that this, perhaps, gives us the answer o the worry raised by
Rousseau: that a cenain measure of homogeneity may be necessary o
sustain 8 political community. A society in my view would be
sufficiently homogeneous if it was able 1 sustzin a commitment to
preserve noms of individual freedom and wilerance. If society needs
a ‘eivil redigion’ reducible to a few dogmas, as Rousseau suggested,
these commitments would be dogma enough.
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Multiculturalism and Citizenship
Barry Hindess

L INTRODUCTION

Many commentators have noted thar the public discourse of liberal
democracy combines elements that stress homogeneity with others that
stress diversity. The image of the vinmuous republic, in which the citizen
is regarded as accountable to the community, co-exists with the image
of the liberal stare that respects the rights of individuals 1 pursue their
different understandlings of the good life. The ides of a dominant
national cultare, 1© which mmigrants should be asimilaed, coexists
with a celebration of cultural diversity. In the United Sates, for example,
we find the image of the ‘meling pot’, but we also find the Stue of
Liberty — described in the verse amached 1w is base as ‘Mother of Exiles’,
that is, as offering a home or those whose roots are i numerous other
communities (Richardson, 1988). Similar, if less evootive, images cin
be found in the public dscourse of Australia and other nations of
immigranis. The more or s peaccful coexmtence of distinet and
opposed principles in the public life of the community recpuines thar the
dominant understanding of each should mke socount of the require-
ments of the other: the demands of republican vinmue are considerably
relaxed, while liberty is always kept within Emis, some of which relane
i what are thought 10 be the interests of the community as a whole.

In many respects the relationghip between ideas of citizenship and
of multiculturalism could be seen as falling into this panemn, with the
latter representing an acknowledgment of cubiural diversity that goes
somewhat beyond the stricter understandings of the former. However,
multiculiuralism has also been understood in a stronger sense. There
have been numerous atempts o define the term, but one of the most
revealing appears in the glossary 1o a repon of the Standing Commimnes
on Multiculturalism of the Canadian Pariament. Multiculturalism s
described as:

Recognition of the diverse cultures of a plural society based on

three principles: we all have an ethnic ongin (equality), all cur
cultures deserve respect (dignity); and cultural pluralism needs
official supporn.  (Multiculturalism, 19687:87)

There are two rather different issoes to notice here. O 18 that the
three principles taken ogether strongly sugpest that the cultures
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deserving of respect and of public support can be identified in terms

thought to conflict with the view that citizens should be treated as
equals.

To see why there is a problem here, and why it s a political
problem now, the first pan of this paper considers two distinc but

:uﬂ:ﬁ:h}mﬂuh;lqﬂlﬂ:d:hﬁ:ﬂdmhkuhﬂliﬂhtﬂnﬂ.cf
8 pluralist acoount of citizenship.

0. CTIZENSHIP

In the radition of Western political thought, citizenship has normally
been identified with the status of an independent member of a
community that is self-governing in two mther different respects. Firss,
in relation to owtsiders, the oommunity is free 1o determine its own laws
and its own government. In particular, then, its identity as a political
unit is not determined primarily by the factof its subordination o some
particular ruler — a5 was the case, for example, for most of the
impormant political units of feudal Europe and for many imperial
posscssions throughout history. Second, with regard o ks own
membership, the community is 3 republic, in which any governing
minority should be seen as answerble 1o the community as a whaole.
To say that members of such 2 community are independent is 1 say
that they are not dependent on others for their legal standing as
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members of the community: they are not, for example, chanels,
indentured servants or minors.

Only a minority of the world's population have ever been citizens
in this sense, Most have not belonged 1o communities of the relevant
kind, or they have belonged to such communities, but not 2 independ-
ent members, The himory of the concept of citlzenship ks fimt, the
history of the idea of a sell-governing community, and secondly, the
history of understandings of dependent and independent statuses
within particular communitics of thar kind. The lagter is what most
concems us here.

For present purposes these understandings of citizenship can be
approached from three mther different perspectives.  These concem,
first, the obligatons and the rights of citizens; second, the exclusive
character of citizenship; and third, the peculiar egalitarianism of
contemporary Western views of citizenship,

Rights and Obligations
First, there are questions to do with the rights and obligations involved
in the status of citsenship, and with the anributes required of persons
if they are to be the subjecis of those rights and obligations. The most
important issues here concem the role of citizens in the government of
the community and the status of rights in relation 10 government. In i
strongest form, the republican radition of political thought malnmins
that the community should be governed and defended by the collective
activity of its citizens, From this point of view each citizen is an officer
of the community, and the personal attributes and qualities of indi-
widual citizens may therefore be regarded as maners of legitimate
concem for the community as a whole. Machitavelli's Commentaries,
for example, suggest that the liberty of individual citizens is crucially
dependent on the liberty of their community, and also that the latter in
turn requires the maintenance of appropriate virues amongse the
citizenry (Skinner, 1984), The possession of courage, integrity, moral
sensitivity and practical imelligence is an obligation of citizenship.
Where the commigment 1o active citizen panicipation in govern-
ment s relaxed, we also find some relaxation of the insistence on
cidzen virmue. Republicanism in the strong participatory sense just
noted has nommally been associated with the small city states of ancient
Greece and of early modern Europe. Larger communities have usually
been thought to require governments of other kinds, depending for the
most pant on the consent of citizens rather than on their active
involvement — except perhaps on an intermitent basis. The Federal-
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st Papers, for example, argue that government in the modem world
should be representative of indirea for two reasons. The one that
concems us at this point is a matter of size: a nation small enough o
be governed directly by its citieens would not be large enough ©
defend itsclf againm powerful states. A republic able to defend its

miuist therefore also be one in which the great majority
of citizens can play listle direct part in government. Sinoe, on this view,
citizens would not normally be officers of the community the vimues
that could reasonably be requined of them must be cormespondingly
less demanding. In effeqy, the problem of ensuring that citizens arc
vimuous i reconceptualised as a maner of institutions rather than a
maner of perseos.

However, even where citizens are not called upon o play an
active part in the government of their community they are generally
expected o pamicipate ar some level in a common calture.  The
community of citizens is also thought to be a moral community in
which a minimum of shared values helps sustain, and is in tum
sustained by, the life of what is ofien called civil society — a sphere of
social intersction, nol direcdy controlled by povernment, in owhich
citizens engage with others and discuss maters of general concem.

On the mater of Aghts, the requirement thar citizens play their pant
in the life of the community would seem to imply a comesponding
responaibility on the part of the community 10 ensure that its citizens
are not prevented from so doing. This ks a matter af political and civil
liberies, at least in the first instance: the freedom 10 akr one's views in
public discussion and o initiate legal proceodings. But it has
sometimes also been thought 1o involve cconomic support. It Is in
such terms, for example, that the Athenlans justified payment of
citizens from the poorer classes for the performance of public services.
A related view forms pan of Rousseau's insistence that equalicy

should not be taken to imply that degrees of power and wealih
should be abaolutely the same for all, but rather that power
shall stop shon of viclence and never be exercised except by
virtue of authority and kaw, and, where wealth is concemed,
that no citizen be rich enough 10 buy another, and none so
poor as 1o be forced 1o sell himsell. (Rousseau, 1908:96)
Even if they pliy no active pan in government, citizens are still
expecied w0 participate in the life of cvil sockety — and influential
traditions of social-policy analysis have argued that government has an
obligation 10 ensure that citizens have the wherewithal 1o do s0. On
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the one hand, following Marshall, this is now regarded as a mater of
the social rights of citisenship (Marshall, 1930, Barbalet, 1988, Tumer,
19846), On the other hand, community action to prevent the emergence
of a disaffected underclass is often regarded as 3 maiter of clementary
prudence (Dahrendorf, 1988).

Finally, the rights of citizens (and othes) have often been
understood in a rather differen sense as securing their standing as
independent persans, I their independence is 1o have any real force
then such rights cannot be subordinated 10 the will of the community
as it might be expressed at any panticular point in ime. The Roman
doctrine of the nule of laws {rather than of men) and the early modern
doctrine of natural rights both carry this implication. Such views of the
rights of citizens imply a comespondingly relaxed understanding of the
recquirements of virtue: cltisens have rights irmespective of whether their
fellow citizens see them as vimuous. This point brings us 1o the second,
and more important, argument of the Rederalic Papers in favour of
representative government.  Such a form ol govemment would be
democratic (in the sense that the people nuke) but it would also provide
the benefin of constitutionalism.  In effect, the ensions beteeen
competing governmentil powers would defend the rights of cliirens
against any capricious will of the maponity

Exclusiveness

The second perspective from which the understanding of citizenship
anmwmhumm. The qualities
required of persons if they are o be regarded as bearers of the rights
and obligations considered above ane hardly sufficient to distinguish
the citizens of any given community from non-cltizens, some of whom
might also possess the requisite qualities. Likewise, an important part
of the common culture of the citleens and many of their shared values
will also be shared by at least some outsiders; and much of what they
do not share could be acquired by them without oo much difficulty.
The qualities required of Athenian citizens, for example, were often
thought 1o be present in members of other Greek communities, and
sometimes even among non-Groeks,

Faollowing the Enlightenment, the qualities required of citizens
have frequently been understood in unbrersalistic erms — that ks, they
have been regarded as qualities that are possessed or may be acquired
by any pormal human individual, However, since communities of
citizens invariably inhabit a workd of numercus autonomous political
units, o be a citioen & always o be 3 member of one commnity
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amongst others. The community to which a citizen belongs will be a
eommunity of citizens (and others), but it will alio be identified as a
community in other ways. Athenian citizens, for example, had 1o be
sons of Athenian citinens (and of Athenian mothers from the middle of
the fifth century), although this requirement was relaxed in the cdosing
stages of the Peloponnesian War. Notons of descent (and the
apparenty more respectable surrogate notion of a distinctive national
culture that cannot readily be acquired by persons who are not bom
into it) have always played an important par in the way citizenship has
been uwnderstood within particular communities. In the modem
period, such notions have generally coexisted in uneasy relationship
with other principles of inclusion and exclusion. Germany, Israel and
Japan are examples of Western democracies in which citizenship is
restricted primarily in terms of descent.  Elsewhere the legal require-
ments of citizenship are uswally less restrictive, although the impdicic or
explicit identification of the national community in terms of descent
remaing 3 common feature of public discussion of the issue.

Egalitarianism
Perhaps the feature that most distinguishes the understandings of
citizenship that have developed in the modem Wiest from those that are
st known from classical antiquity and the eardy modem period is
their radical egalitarianism. Rousseau’s acoount of equality has already
been noted. He views it nof a3 3 maner of abalishing differences of
wealth and power between cititens, but mther as keeping such
differences within iolerable limits. However, what is at issue here is not
that sense of eqquality, which can also be found in some writings of the
classical period. Rather it concenns three striking respects in which the
egalitarfianism of contemporary accounts of citizenship disinguishes
them from their eardier counterpans.  Citizenship in Athens and in
Rome was a matier of a limited set of statuses within a larger and highly
differentiated network of statuses.  Pirst, citizens were divided (largely
according to wealth, at least in the first instanoe) inip legally defined
classes with distinct rights and obligations. Second, most members of
the community could not be citizens, if only because they wene not
legally regarded as independent persons.  Third, even if we leave o
one side inhabitants of subject emitories, numerous
persons were subject to the liws of the community but did not possess
the political rights of citizens. Metics in Athens, for example, wene
frec non-citizens whio were neverthieles subject o txation



Western understandings of citizenship have been egalitarian in all
three respects. First, citizens are not divided into legally defined classes
or estates, Indeed, since the Enlightenment it has been difficult o
mount an intellectually respectable case for any such division between
citizens — although sterling effons were once made 1o defend prop-
erty qualifications for the franchise. If we are o believe the authors of
the Federalist Papers, representative govemment offers all the benefits
of constitutionalism withowt the need for competition between estates.
Second, almost all members of the community are legally regarded as
independent persons, and therefore as citizens (children now being
the only significant exceptions). The third issue & more problematic.
Although there are significant alien minorities in all societies, the
predominant Western vicw seems 0 be that all permanent residenis
should normally have the smms of cittsen. Even those who woubd
restrict citinenship on grounds of descent tend to be egalitarian in this
respect. The assumption s that non-citizens may be present in the
community but only on a temporary basis. They would nomually be
expected o move on, or else, if they were eigible, to beoome citizens,

L. CULTURAL PLURALISM

This egalitarian undersanding of citizenship, together with the view
that all citizens should share o some degree in o common culiure,
suggest that citizenship s now comsidered in the West against the
background of & conoeption of community in which the unity of a self-
governing polity i3 expected 10 comespond o the unity of 8 national
culure, Exceptions, such as Belgium, Canada and the United King-
dom, are regarded a8 anomalous and also, for preciscly that reason, as
potentially unstable.

I have stressed this aspect of contemporary Western under-
standings of ctirenship panly in order 10 make explicit what is ofien
taken for granted. Bul my more sefious concemn s o bring out the
pecullarity of this assumption of cultural homogeneity. In fact, the
experience of cubtural diversity has been the nonmal heman condition
throughout necorded history (McNeill, 1986), Wherever there have been
states (and this indudes all societies in which there have been citizens)
they have coexisted with other states or with non-stase societies beyond
their borders, political boundaries have been disputed and subject 1
change, and those boundares have always been permesble 1o a greater
or lesser degree, States have always had w live with cutunally diverse
populations, including significant groups of foreign desoent.
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The populations of cites have usually been more diverse than
those of the larger political units within which they have been located.
One reason for this is that, until recently, cities throughout the world
have been more than usually unhealthy places in which o live: they
have been able 1o maintin their populations only by sucking in people
from outside. Another reason, and one that remains significant, is that
cities are centres of adminstraton, of tsde, and sometimes of
diplomacy — all of which antract residents from elsewhere.

The perception of cultural difference is often, of course, a maner
of perspective.  Much of the diversity that Americans or Australians
regard a5 an important feature of their own societics might also be
subsumed within a broader notion of & common culture, However thar
may be, the modermn experience of cultural diversity poses & problem
for all Western (and non-Western) societhes.  First, the discourse of
citizenship normally presupposes 3 common culture which functions
both to sustain citizens’ life wgether and 1 distinguish them from
citizens of other communities. Second, however that common culiure
might be identified, the community will invarably contain a significant
minocity who do not share & The idea that the political community
consists, of should normally consist, of those who share a common
culture is an illusion. To the extent that that lusion serously informs
political discussion it can also be a dangerous one.

Cultural Pluralism and Chitzenship In the West

It is impomant w be clear about the nature of the difficulty here.  First,
the disjunction between the presumed cultural unity of its citizens and
the mudticultural reality of a soclety appears (o pose a problem largely
as a consequence of the peculiarly egalitarian character of the contem-
parary Western view of citizenship, with its sources in Enlightenment
ideas of natural human equality on the one hand and in the vanously
idealised Enlightenment and REomantic acoounts of the political oom-
munities of Athens and Rome on the other.

Second, the culural and ethnic pluralism of national populations
in the West s a consequence of the ncorporation of distinc societies
in a relanvely open regime of trade and communication. The pluralism
of populations in contemparary Socketies cinnot be explained simply
as a legacy of the mingling of populations resulting from wars and
empires; and it has become increasingly dear that it should not be
expected 1o disappear even if the age of empires and of warns were o
recede into the past. The fact that the plumlism of populations has
shown no signs of withering saway during the long post-war peace
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(even in those societhes thar do not regand themselves as nations of
immigrants) is largely responsible for the gradual development of
multiculturalism in Western Europe, both as 2 ser of governmental

practices and as a pressing political issue. Cultural pluralism cannot be
eradicated through education, stricier contral of borders and removal

of unwanted persons — at least not in a liberal society where even
fllegal immigrants have rights,

Since the measures requined 1o erdicate cultunl pluralism in our
societies would be politically unacceptable (and economically disas-
trous), these points suggest that we should reconsider our under-
standing of citizenship. Before moving on w0 the issue of
multiculturalism proper, it may be worth noting that while the greater
part of the population in most Western societies will continue 10 be
citizens (in contrast, say, 10 the situation in the Gull Emiraies), there
will be significant minoritics who are no — and many of the laner
will be present illegally. In any liberal society even members of this
last group will have rights. Some of them will also fall ill, or suffer
from accidents or unemployment, and some will have children: all of
which generate demands on the public services provided by the host
comimiEniy.

For the foreseeable future, then, all Western communithes will
continue 10 be composed of both citizens and persoms of several other
statuses. In this respect, Marshall's well known account of the
development of citizenship must be regarded as sericusly incomplete.
Marshall maintains that, having developed separately over the last few
centuries, the civil, political and social aspects of citizenship finally
came together around the middle of the 20th century in the welfare
states of Britain and other Western socketics. The angument is that wiat
Marshall calls the social rghts of citizenship — conceming the provi-
sion of education, health, income support and other welfare serv-
ices — may have been the last o be developed, but they finally
provided the conditions in which all citizens could be assured of their
capacity 1o participate to the full in the life of their community

There are problems enough with this saccount of the situation in
which citizens now find themselves (Hindess, 1992; Pateman, 1985)
but the point to be noted here i thar what Marshall presents as aspects
of citizenship should be scen as elements of a broader syswem of
differentiation in which the condition of a privileged majority s
distinguished from that of varkous nol so privileged minorities. It is
mislcading o present the civil, political and social rights (as Marshall
calls them) that have emerged in Western societies as if they were just
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so many expressions of the one coherent ideal. The point is not only
that they have their own histories (which Marshall of course acknowl-
edges), but also that they have dilferent sources and serve different
social purposes. 'With some striking exceptions, for example, courts
have insisted on the necessity of due process in cases conceming
individuals who are neither citizens nor cven legal immigrantss —
much o the annoyance of immigration officials and police. This most
impomant of civil rights should not be regarded as if it were primarily
an atribute of citizenship. Or again, many of Marshall's social rights
are normally made available 10 members of some categories of non-
citizen in most Westem socketies.  Here 1oo, it is misleading to present
these ‘rights” as if they should be regarded primarily as anributes of
citizenship.

Now consider the question of multiculturalism. | noted earier that
what is contentious is not the recognition of cultural diversity but rather
thee qquestion of whether and in what respects it is legitimate to provide
public support for minority cultures.  In fac, there are rwo rather
different issues here. One concerns the promotion of cultural diversiry
amongs citizens; the other conoems the status of, and the reatment
accorded o, other long-term residents. In practice, however, the first
of these issues is the decisive one: a libeml-democratic polity that
chooses not 10 promote cultural diversity amongst its citizens — and
those other long-term residents who are treated in much the same way
as citizens for most purposes of public policy — s hardly likely w
suppot minority cultures among other residents.  (Consider the
treatment of Korean and other cultural minorities in Japan, or the
treatment of native peoples in societkes dominated by immigrants and
their descendants.)

Why should the promotion of cultural diversity among citieens be
confentious’ Ome reason is that support for minority cultures appears
o involve the unequal treatment of citizens. | return o that issue in 2
moment.  Other reasons are suggested by the observation that the
single most important fact about ethnic groups in New York city ‘is that
they are also intenest groups’ (Glazer & Moynihan, 1963:17), and also
by the argument that a policy of culural pluralism will receive
significant political support only if there is also structural pluralism —
that &, if ethnic/culural communities are represented a8 interest
groups (Marin, 1981:141-53), The question then becomes: why
should the active promotion of interest groups representing cultural
and ethnic minorities be regarded as problematic?

To pose the issue in these werms is also 1o suggest two of the most
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influential grounds on which multicultsralism has in fact been resisted.
One involves an hostility 1o the minority groups thoughe likely o
benefit from multiculneralism — or rather, a hostilty o their effective
presence within the host community. What is at stake according to this
rejection of multiculturalism is the defence of the communiry of citizens
against what are regarded as alien intrusions.  Such chiims rest on
understandings of community, and of citizenship as the normal form of
mhﬂpdﬂtmw.ﬂulhupu-mﬂ!nwmm.l
Western socheties,

The second and inellecnually more respectable grounds For
rejecting multiculluralism appeals strongly to the republicanism of
conlemporary Western understandings of political communiry. It
involves the claim that it s wrong for government o promote the
development of sectional interest groups of whatever kind, if only
because such differential treatment of citizens by public authorites
encourages the pursuit of those sectional interests i the detriment of
the community as 2 whole. In effect, i amounts 1o a corruption of the
polity through the promotion of faction,

A considerable literature has been devoted o the question of the
proper refation between government and interest groups, and [ cannot
hope 1o do justice to it here, Let me just say that it seems o me
mistaken for a reason which might seem to be largely pragmatic, but
which also rests on an appesl 1o the liberal virue of accommodation,
which some, like Charles Larmore (1987), argue is the core of liberal
political thinking. | begin by noting that the existence of sectional
interesis in liberal societies is not isell a consequence of public palicy,
although there may well be interest groups that are largely parsitic on
publicly funded agencies. I there are groups in a society, many af
whose membens regand themselves as particularty disadvantaged (or as
particularly advanmged) as a consequence of their membership of
such groups, they will make demands of government in defence of
their interests, or clse behave in such a way as 1o pose social problems
of various kinds.

The choice, in other words, is about how government should
relaie o such sectional interesis. It is not about whether they ghould
be allowed to exist, since, in a liberal polity, the option of suppression
will not be available. 1 suggest that, rather than just allowing their
discontent (or defence of their sdvantages) to manifest itself in other
ways, it s generally preferable for government 1o recognise such
interests and affemnpt o promote their mutual sccommodation. Such
efforts a1 accommodation would inevitably sustain at least some of the
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differences that separate the interess groups in question. They will also
involve negotiation, which in some cases will require public suppon of
organisations capable of negotating with others.

There remains, finally, a different kind of reason why support for
minority cultures might be opposed: that & appears 1© involve the
unequal treatment of citizens. It s one thing, the srgument might go,
o provide members of minority groups with, say, language classes,
wheel-chair acoess 10 public places, and other kinds of assistance in
order that they may pamicipate on something like equal terms in the
majority community. It s another thing entirely to provide members of
particular minorities with additional support o pursue their culturally
distinctive version of the good.

In fact, multiculturalism would seem © conflie fir with the
contemporary, egalitarian understanding of citizenship according 1o
which there should be no legally privileged estates, and second with
the liberal view that all individwals equally should be free, within Himies,
to pursue their various understandings of the good life. The objection
in both cases turns on the understanding of minority. If it is understood
in an exclusive sense, such that public support of the relevant kind
would be provided 1o members of particular menorities only and not 1o
others, then multicultunalism does indeed conflict with an egalitarian
view ol the proper relation between government and citizen.

Sulticulturalism and Associastional Pluralism

There s, however, another possibilicy, which is 1o treat the field of
eligible minorites as potentially open-ended, so that any citizen could
be a member of one or more of them. In fact, the idea that citizenship
should be understood in this way is implicit in the assocktional
pluralism advocated by Figgis and, at least for a time, by Cole and Laski
(Hirst, 1989). This pluralism shares the liberal view that, as far as

reasonably possible, individuals should be free 10 pursue their various
understandings of the good life. However, it disputes the atomistic
conception of relations between citizen and staie that liberals derive
from that view; but not, it should be stressed, on communitarian
Erouands.

Where the communitarian critics of liberal atomiam share — a1
least as a normative ideal — the misleading identification of political
and cultural unities noted above, the pluralist standpoint s a celebra-
tion of diversity, Briefly, the argument ts that most individual purposes
can be pursued effectively only in association with other individuals —
and that within any reasonably large community there will be a
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plurality of pumpsoses that individuals might reasonably wish 1o pursue.
A desirable polity, on this view, would be one that actively promoted
the development of associations, precisely so that individuals would be
free 1o pursue their version of the good. The state would, of course,
regulate the behaviour of associations, but it would also recognise their
swtonomy and right o develop in sccondance with their own internal
decision procedures.

Assoctational pluralism is not without s problems, but it does
seem to offer an egalitarian account of citizenship that would not rule
out the provision of public support for minority cultures. 1t is not,
however, entirely consistent with multiculturalism as this is under-
stood, for example, in the Canadian repon quoted 2 the beginning of
this amicle. The cultures treated in multiculiurlist discourse as
deserving of respect and public suppon are restricted 1o those that can
be identified in terms of thelr ethnic orgin.  In that respect, mult-
culturalism s essentially backward-looking: it aims 1w preserve a
heritage of cultural differences that have been given by a cenain kind
of history.

It is this aspect of multiculturalism that appears most problematic
from the standpoint of associational pluralism. The primary conoerm of
the latter is to enhance the capacities of mdividuals — and therefore of
the associations 0 which they might choose i belong — to pursue
their common purposes. It is not 1 preserve culiurl relics from the
past. In these terms, while it might be legitimate in some cases o
provide public supporn for cultures identified primarily in terms of
ethnic origin, there can be no justification for restricting the ange of
eligible cultures in that way, Associations of Bhuddiss or Gays should
be regarded, at least in principle, 45 no less deserving of suppont than
associations of lalians or Vietnamese. If there is a case o be made for
multiculturalism in the societies of the modern West, it is a case that
would submerge it within a broader program of suppont for cultural
diversity.
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Public Opinion, Multiculturalism,
and Political Behaviour in Australia

lan McAllister®

L INTRODUCTION

As a society based on large-scale immigration, the most consistent
miodern image of Australia is of cultural and ethaic diversity. With
more than one in five of iis population having been bom overseas,
Australia has more foreign-born citizens than any advanced industrial
society with the possible exception of lsrael (Lewin-Epsicin &
Semyonov, 1985). In the past two decades, this diversity has gained
explicit govemment recognition through the concept of muli-
culuralism  This increasing interest in and commitment to the benefits
of cultural and ethnic diversity has been pan of a worldwide resur-
gence in mcial and ethnic identiry, characteristics that the funcrionalist,
Marxist and modemisation theories of the 19508 and 1960s supposed
would disappear as a result of echnological and industrial change (van
der Berghe, 1981; Esman, 1977). In Australia, as in so many other
countries, these predictions have proved o be ill-founded.

Froim the early 1970s, political elites in Australis became incoreas-
ingly more receptive 1o the kdea of culral diversity. Rather than being
a disadvantage, as was the prevailing view in the eardy postwar years,
diversity has been seen as an advantage — socially, economically, and
culturally. In turn, this new approach has been popularised in the
concept of multiculturalism, a term originally borrowed from Canada
(Berry et al,, 1977). Multiculturalism has thus been viewed as 3 means
of cbwvisting the potential for racial and ethnic conflict in Australian
society — a potential that became all too clear in many societies in the
late 1960s and eardy 1970s

There are, however, rwo problems in promoting multiculturalism
in Australzn society and gaining widespread populas accepance for it
First, multiculturalism s diametrically opposite © the assimilationist

" The 1988-89 lssues in Mulbcultuml Australia Survey was designed by Roger
Jones and Lan MeAllser and conducted by AGB-Mchairand Reark Research on
behal of the Oifice of Mulicultural Affain. The dats ae avallable from the
Sock] Science Dals Archive &l the Australian Sazional Univesy.  Neither the
ofginl collecion of the dats not Lhe sponsoring agency & responsible for the
analyses of indcTpretaiions preserted herein. My thanks w paniciparas in the
conference for their constructive comements; the usual discimer applics
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policies followed by governments of all political porsuasions in the
immediate postwar years. ‘'While political elites are necessarily prag-
matic in their political views, opinion change at the level of the
ordinary citizen is both slower and less predictable (Higley, Deacon &
Smart, 1979 Putnam, 1976). Political elites may be committed 1o
multicultsralism, but & is by no means clear whether the mass of
citirens echo this commitment. A major policy without a secure

mnm:mﬁmummﬂmw

mmmmmuﬂuﬂuﬂmmfmmﬂ
culturalism is that the meaning of the term, particulardy as it is used and
articulated at the popular level, is surrounded by ambiguity.! At one
level, it is used as a simple descriptor for a society that contains a
variety of ethnic and raclal groups. Used in this context, it has few
political implications. At another level, however, it means guarantee-
ing equal representation and opportunity regardless of ethnic or racial
background — a definition that has distinct policy implications for
government activity across a wide range of arcas,

This essay focuses on the popular conception of multiculturalism
10 answer three questions. First, how do Australians view muln-
culturalism and what do they assoctate with i Second, what popular
support exists for multiculuralism and how does this suppant vary
between different social groups within the sockety? Third, what are the
consecuences of these opinions for political behaviour, as reflecied in
patterns of party suppon® The data used in the paper are based on &
major mtional opinion survey collected in 1988 that was designed,
inter alia, to ascertain public opinion wwards multiculturalism, Full
details of the survey and the methods used are provided in the
Appendix.

Il. THE ORIGINS OF MULTICULTURALISM

The orgins of the conternporary policy of multiculuralism can be
traced 1o the decision to permit non-white settlernent in Austrulia. In
theory, this decixion wis taken in 1958 when the dictation 1est was
removed, the waiting period for those secking w0 transfer from
lempaeany (O permanent staius was reduced from 15 o five years, and
agreement was reached wherchy the entry of ‘well-qualified people

L Thee s no survey evidener on by ooy Avstralisns bave actually heard of
the ierm multicuurlism, skhough Cansdian evidence suggests that up o 20
prer cent of Canadian citizens in the eary 19805 had nol heasd of it (Moodiey,
1A
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wishing 10 setthe in Australia’ — a cuphemiam far non-whites — was
o be ‘considered” (Martin, 1978:30), In practice, however, few non-
whites 100k up this opponunity untl the late 1970s, when Australia
began 1o accept increasing numbers of south-cast Asian refugecs
Aecing from the political turmoil that followed the end of the Vietnam
War (Viviani, 1984),

The postwar immigration of non-English speaking settlers had,
however, already begun o force a change in attitudes powarnds
immigrants well before the onset of large-scale Asian immigration.
The sealement policies of the 19508 and 19608 were based on an
assimilationist policy, whereby non-English speaking immigrants
were expected 1o learn English and conform 1o the cultural norms
and values of their adopted country. This manifested iselfl in such
palicies as language tests for citizenship (and hence the right to vote and
stand for elective office) and an unwillingness 10 RECOGNISE OvErscas

unless obtained in the British Isles or Northern Europe
{(Kune, 1975). Perhaps the best example of the policy of assimilation was
the introduction of the ‘Good Neighbour' movement in 1950, which was
intended 0 help migrants adyust 1w Australian life through widening their
contacts with the English-speaking population (Jupp, 1966:9),

In the late 19608, various strains had developed in this approach o
immigraticn. One indicator was the large number of migrants retum-
ing to their homclands, dissatisfied with their experiences of Australian
life. One of the firt major criticisms of the assimilationist policy was
presented by Jerzy Zubryzcki who argued in favour of a ‘modest
commitment o cubtural diversity through the maintenance of immi-
grant languages and the development of studies in European culture’
(Martin, 1978:55). This theme was picked up by the Whitdam Labor
government and in 1973 the Minister for Immigration, A J. Grassby,
produced the first comprehensive statement of govemment policy
towards immigrants entithed “A Multicultural Society for the Future’,

The adoption of the term ‘multiculneralism’ had much 0 do with the
Canadian experience of cultural diversity. The idea of encouraging
nhnlph:rﬂhnhudmﬂtnt:nﬂhdml!ﬂﬂ;whﬂtthd
become associated with the caichword ‘mosaic.? However, it was not
until the early 1970s that the term ‘mublicubhsralism’ was brought into use,
stimuluted in part by the desire of cthnic groups 1o gan the same rights
and recogniion that had been won by French-speaking Canadians
(Bullivant, 1980). In 1971 the Canadian govemment announced the finst

1 Owe of the mos famous works on cultursl plumiism of the 19608 and 19708
used this wond snd was wiitien by a Canadian sce Poner, 1965,
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comprchensive policy towards cultural diversity, which it called 'a paolicy
of muithoulturalism within a bilingual famework’ (Berry, 1977-2), and
this was the model and werminology adopted in Australia.

Since the Australian government’s 1973 statement on mult-
culiuralism, 3 variety of government organisations and interest groups
have popularised the concept of 3 multicultural sockety, and a range of
policy initiatives have been intoduced 10 promote it In 1977 the
Ethnic Affairs Council adopted s formal statement that advocated a
multicultural society based on a diversity of ethnic groups and cultural
identities, while recognising the imponance of & common core of
inatitutions, rights and obligations. It also made extensive recommen-
dations on how 16 ensune equality of opportunity in the Libowr market,
and equal access 1o government services and resources (Graetz &
MeAllister, 1988:80).

The govemnment responded o these demands by establishing
several organisations. In 1979 the Australian tnstiute of Multhoulogral
Alfairs (AIMA) was created 10 sponsor research on various aspects of
immigration and ethnlcity and 10 improve community relations. How-
ever, relations between AIMA and the Depantment of Immigration and
Ethnic Affairs {DIEA), which regarded the smaller bosdy as an unwanted
and unnecessary rival in shaping government policy, were never
harmonious. Following a review of AIMA headed by a former shadow
immigration minister, Dr Moss Cass, AIMA was abolished in 1985
(Paticnce, 19890,

AIMA's functions were split between a new Office of Multicubnaral
Affairs (OMA), 10 which was allocated community education and
community relations, and the Bureaw of Immigration Research (BIR),
which absorbed a small research unit within DIEA and was responsible
fior policy advice on immigration issues. OMA was placed within the
Depanment of the Prime Minister and Cabinet; this simulaneously
demonstrated Labor's commitment 10 multiculturalism while effec-
tively protecting it from rival government departments. The extabiioh-
ment of BIR outsade the public service was, like AIMA, an attempt o
depolitickse the whole issue of immigration (McAllister, 1993).

The most recent government policy on multiculturalism s the
Mational Agenda for a Multicultural Australia, which was launched in
1989, The agenda defines multiculturalism in 1erms of three dimen-
sions (Office of Multiculnural Affairs, 1989:3)-

*  culuml identity: the right of all Australians, within carefully defined
limits, 1w express and share their individual cultural heritage,
including their language and religion,
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* social justice: the right of all Australians 1o equality of reatment
and opportunity, including the removal of bamriers of race, ethnic-
ity, culture, religion, language, gender or place of binh; and

s pconomic efficiency: the need 1o maintain, develop, and wtilise
effectively the skills and mlents of all Australians, regardless of
background.

To develop the Agenda, the government has allocated nearly $50

million over the 1989-94 period: most is being spent on community-

relations programs, schemes (o improve access and equity within
programs, and English language training.

Although the formal govemnment definition of multiculturalism has
changed several times since 1973, and there have also been informal
changes in emphasis, successive govemments have reaffirmed their
commitment © the main principles of the policy. However, while
immigration and multiculturalism have surfaced as political ssues, they
have rmrely become party political issues. Both major paries agree
informally thar these issues should not be raised in pany political
debate.  For example, in March 1984 Geolfrey Blainey delivered a
speech criticising the high levels of Asian immigration and what he saw
as the difficultics in assimilating them, Despite some support from the
shadow minister of immigration and ethnic affairs, Michael Hodgman,
by the end of May 1984 the party leaders had ensured that the debate
was halted (Patience, 1989:421).

Why have the major political panies agreed not o place muld-
culuralism on their political agendas® Three explanations account for
this decision. First, there is party survival Political parties seck w0
restrict interparty conflict 1o the economic dimension and exclude
issues that threaten intraparty unity. Thus, partics mnged on a
collectivisi—free market dimension avoid moral issues such as abortion,
drugs or the racial content of their societies on the grounds that they
have the potential o divide their supporners and destroy their social
bases of support (McAllister, 1992:201ff). On the rare occasions when
issues such as abortion or capital punishment are debated within
legislanures, they are invariably treated as non-panisan and votes are
cast according 1o conscience, nol pany discipline, thereby neutralising
their potential to divide party supporters.?

Second, political elites have an overarching concern for regime

$ A mre cxocption o this i the aborson debate in the Uniied Stites, which has
taken on the pattern of & partisen conflict. However, the debate hoas revealed
considerable divisions within bolh major paries.

53



fam McAllicer

survival and place only those issues on the political agenda which they
feel will not threaten the basic ‘rules of the game’ (Higley, Deacon &
Smart, 1979). As a fundamental issue that deals with the content and
direction of society, multiculuralism is often interpreted as being
potentially divisive. The prospect of such a fundamental issue
becoming a major topic of partisan political conflics is therefore
something that Australian political elites would go 10 considerable
lengths o avold. This also applies to such ssues as the territorial
boundaries of the smte or the institutional form of the government,
which are mrely debated by elites and only then with great circumspec-
ton (Putnam, 1976).*

The final explanation for panies not placing multiculturalism on
the political agenda is what Gans (1968) has called the ‘equality
revolution’. In Gans’ view, the state has legislated increasingly o
preserve political and soctal equality starting with basic political rights
such as the right 10 vote and o stand for election and progressing 1o
edqual opportunity rights in the labour market. The net result of this
revalution has been an extension of fundamental rights 1o cover ever-
widening activities, behaviours and social groups (Marshall, 1964), As
a concept which encompasses a substantial minority of the population,
multiculiuralism is seen as the next logical stage in broadening
fundamental citizen rights, and this is refllected in the government's
peolicies on access and equity. For part of a political elite 1o oppose i,
and therefore make it 3 partisan issue, would be interpreted as contrary
to the wrend 1owards securing and emending individual rights in
advanced industrial sockety.

The political interest that elites have in restricting conflict o a
namow mnge of non-divisive issues means that the ssue of mul-
culturalism is rarely, if ever, debated either within or between the major
political parties. Indeed, the conservative views of volers on these
issucs means that elites would be severely circumscribed in their
policy-making if such debate did mke place (see McAllister, 1991).
Mare serious, however, is the degree 10 which ordinary individuals are
limited in their ability to develop coherent opinions and perceptions of
multiculluralism. In the absence of informed dite debate, public
opinion on those issues is ‘soft’, lacking over time consistency and
coherence (Goot, 1991). This question is examined in more detadl in
the filih section.

4 The 1997 debale on the Australian flag and republicanism also follows (his
patiern. Despiic a strong stand (ioem the Labor prime minksier, Pl Keating,
abmeet all ather padiamentanans have avoided the mae
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HL TYPES OF INTERGROUP RELATIONS

A society can respond o cultural diversity in a varicty of ways. One
approach is 1o ensure that minority cultural groups assimilate into the
culture of the majority. A second approach is o promote cultural

50 that minorities can retain their own culiures 8o long as
they maintain an overall loyalty o the society as a whole. These
options are, of course, not mutually exclusive. In terms of paolicy,
government can foster both assimilation and diversity simultaneously
in the different areas within its sphere of control. The basic approach
o intergroup relations can be concephualised in terms of the values
held by individuals abowt the problem, values being defined as
fundamentsl, often subconscious, preferences for panticular personal
and social goals (McAllister, 1992:98),

The two questions that define the direction that intergroup
relations can ke within a culturally diverse society are outlined in
Figure 1 (Berry, 1977). The first question is whether or not there is a
desire to retain independent group cultures, so that pamicular groups
will have a degree of culural autcnomy. Some cultural groups may
simply wish 1o assimilate, while others will have a strong commitment
o maintaining their cultural heritage. The second question, whether or
niot there is a desire to mainain intergroup relations between the
majority and minority cultures, concems the broader goals and aims of
the society. In advanced industrial society, mainmining intergroup
relations is usually seen as crucial for regime stabdity, in technologi-
cally less advanced societies, intergroup relations may be a less
imporant component of stability.

Figure 1
A typology of intergroup relations
Astain group cufture 7
Yes No
Maintain group ~ Yes  Multiculturalism Assamulation
ealatione’? Mo Segregaton Decufturaton

Cross-tabulating these wo questions resubts in the fouwr ap-
proaches to imergroup relations defined in the typology in Figure 1. A
pasitive commitment 10 maintaining intergroup relations and retaining
group cultures results in multiculturalism, the cument approach o
intergroup relations being followed in, for example, Australia and
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Canada Muniaining intergroup relations bul having no interest in
retaining group cultures results in assimilation, Assimilation is defined
as “a process of interpretation and fusion in which persons and groups
aoquire the memaories, sentiments and attitudes of other persons or
groups, and, by sharing their experience and history, are incorporated
with them in a common culture’ (Lal, 1983:159). Perhaps the best
known version of this approach is the ‘straight line' theory of Gans
(1975; see also Gordon, 1975), whereby ethnic groups are systemati-
cally absorbed into the host sockety until all remnants of their distine-
tive identity are lost.

Segregation, as employed in South Africa and, 1o 3 lesser extend, in
post-communist Yugoslavia, is a consequence of viewing independent
group cultures as mking precedence over intergroup relations. There
is therefore minimal contact between the various cultures within the
society. In some approaches, this can result in complete segregation,
but more frequently it s conceived as occurring within the oocupa-
thonal structure, with cemain ethnic groups occupying specific higher
status positions within the occupational hierarchy (Hechter, 1978).
The fourth and final approach is deculluration, when both options anc
seen as being of litle value and the cullural component within the
society is reduced progressively.

The 1988 Issues in Multiculiural Australia Survey operationalised
these options by including a batery of questions® which asked
respondents if they agreed or disagreed with panicular statements
relating o intergroup relations. To ascertain If individuals held a
structured pattern of beliefs about intergroup relations, the responses
o the questions were factor analysed, a statistical technique that
identifies the existence of an underlying structure by comelating the
items in question (Kim & Mueller, 1978). The questions used in the
analysis, ingether with the proportion of respondents who said that
they agreed strongly with them and the respective factor loadings, are
shown in Table 1.

Whatever the conceprual or theoretical complexity of the four
approaches o intergroup relations outlined in Figure 1, public
opinkon views them as a dichotomy: assimilation represenls one

% Cmiy scven quesiions ame used in Table 1. The cighth question was “Aistralia
wousd be s better place if members of ethnic groups kept their own way of life”
This & smbiguouws — il could be inierproted a8 suppon for either mult-
culuriiym or segregation — and a8 3 conseguence cmas-losded herween the
w0 facioes in Teble §. For that reason it was cxcluded from the final analyses.
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approach, multiculturalism another. The pattern of factor loadings
shows that there s a clear and distinet structure between them; the
four items measuring assimilation, segregation and deculturation
Cwhich, for simplicity, are all included under the single werm assimi-
lation) all load strongly on the first factor. The three items measuring
supporn for multiculturalism all load cearly on the second factor.
There are also consisient proportions of individuals who support
each group of questions, around a quaner to one-third on the
assimilation items, and between six and eight ouwt of ten respondents
on the multicuburalism items.

Public opinion, then, views intergroup relations in termas of two
dimensions, assimilation and multiculturalism, which are largely
independent and distinct from one another. These two factors are
therefore not simply representing the opposite ends of a single
attitudinal dimension, as a casual observer might have predicted . ®
By implication, it would be possible to identify individuals who
supporn multiculturalism, and at the same time endorse assimilation:
the wo are not mutually exclusive categories in the eyes of public
opinion.

The values that individuals hold — their fundamental, unchang-
ing beliefs about personal and social goals — determine panerns of
individual behaviour. The next stage of the analysis is 1o bring these
values closer to the behaviours that they help 1o shape by investigating
what consequences individuals predice will resull from mubi-
culturalism, and by analysing their opinions on government programs
relating 10 multiculuralism,  Individual perceptions of the conse-
quences of multiculuralism were again operationalised in terms of a
series of questions” and, once again, a factor analysis indicates the
presence of two underlying dimensions, one favourable 1o multi-
culturalism, the other unfavourable (Table 2).

Within each dimension, Table 2 indicates ther popular support for
the panicular measure in question varies. Within the positive factor,
neardy two-thirds of respondents suppon the statermnent that multi-
culturalism ‘provides a greater variety of food, music and dance’, while
only one quarnier suppor the statement that it ‘provides a fair go for all

& The cofrelation between the two scales s - 17,

7 Oncc dgain, the battery contained more Resms than were inchuded in the final
analysis. Two bems — ‘maslcukurliom b the basts of Australia's immigration
polcy” snd ‘multkoukuralism is a fact of life in Austrabis ioday’ — were clearly
ambiguous 1nd omes-loaded between the com. They wene exclsded from
the final factor analysis
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members of the community”. Similarty, there ks majority suppon within
the negative factor for the proposition that multicuburalism leads 1o
high urban concentrations among ethnic groups, but limle support for
the view that it ‘undermines loyalty 10 Australia’. Despite the existence
of two distinct faciors, they are, however, closely related with a
comelation of —.44, and for that reason they are combined o form a
single measure of popular opinion on the consequences of mult-
culturalism ®

Finally, i remains to determine the structure of opinion on the
podicies that governments develop towards multiculturalism. Again, 3
banery of questions® was included in the survey to analyse opinkons
towards government polickes. The factor analysis in Table 3 identified
two underlying dimensions, one dealing with cultural and social
policies, the other with English-language policies. An average of 17

average of 50 per cent who approved of government suppon for
English-language policies. Once again, however, these two dimen-
sions of opnion on government policies are moderaely associated
{r = .49) and fioor that reason they are combined in the remainder of the
analyses 1o form a single measure of popular suppon for government
polickes on multicultusalism.

Popular opinion on multiculuralism can therefore be dis-
aggregated into three separate componenis.  First, there is the value
component, reflected here in the values that individuals hold towands
intergroup relations, which can be defined in terms of assimilation
and multiculturalism. Second, there is a societal component, which
measures what opinions individuals hold about the consequences of
multiculluralism for the soclety at large. Thind, there is a policy
companent which is concerned with opinions shout government
suppan for particular policies linked o multiculuralism. It ks also
possible 1 add a founth component — the behavioural conse-
quences of these opinions — and this will be examined in more
detail in relation 1o political behaviour in the fifth secthion

8 The fact that the second factor has 3 relatively small eigenvalue of 1 2 i also an
incheathon that thers i nol 3 strong distinclion Betwesn the two (acion

¥ One tem was excluded from the sralysis — Providing informanon eaflos
aboud grvemiment services i languages other than English' — (of the peasons
abresdy nodend.
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IV. THE DISTRIBUTION OF PUBLIC OPINION

Public opinion may take a variety of foms on pamticular issues, each of
them having pamicular political consequences (McAllister, 199279
80). An opinion that reconds a vast majority in favour of it and a small
mincrity in opposition has few political consequences, since political
parties have linle incentive 1o politicise the issue. These opinions are
usually called ‘valence bsues’, since they produce unity rather than
division (Stokes, 1966:170-1). Another common form that public
opinion takes is the normal distribution, which approcimates 1o a bell
shape. In this case, since voters are most numerous in the middle
ground, parties secking o0 maximise their election prospects have an
incentive 10 moderate conlflict on the issue and amract potential
suppornes who have no dear views,

The distribution of opinion on the four aspecs of intergroup
relations identified in Tables 1-3 suggests that whercas muli-
culturalism resembles a valence issue, the other three more closely
follow a normal distribution, albeit with a bias towards suppaort rather
than oppostion (Figure 2). No fewer than 72 per cent of the
respondents in the 1988 survey fall into the category of strongest
suppor; overall only 2 per cent say that they oppose multiculturalism.
There is, then, like reason or incentive for parties or politicians
attack the basic principle of multiculturalism, since it attracts over-
whelming suppon across the population. There is, however, mare
suppon for assimilatson which, as we saw in Table 1 is seen by public
opinion as distine from multiculiunalism. Indeed, more respondents
suppon assimilation (45 per cent) than oppose it (24 per cent).

The disribution of opinion on the social consequences of multi-
culturalism indicates that it attracts maore popular support than opposi-
tion, bt that it resembles 3 normal distribution. In the case of the policy
aspects of multiculturalism, nearly rwo thirds of the respondents suppon
it, and it is halfway between a valence issue and a normal distribution.
Onverall, what these results indicate s thar, pace assimilation, there s
overwhelming popular support for multiculnuralism as 2 principle, and
strong suppaort for if in terms of its consequences for the society and for
povemnment policy towards implementing multiculturalism,

At one level, these results are contradiciory: ordinary citizens
simultaneously endorse multiculneralism yet exhibit significant support
for assimilation. Moreover, studies of public opinion show that a
majority of the population are opposed 1o the current high level of
immigrntion (Goot, 1991; McAllister, 1993). At another level, these
results are explicable in the context of which ssues are debated by
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Figure 2
The distribution of public opinion on valués about intergroup
rolations, the soclatal consequances of multiculturelism, and
governmen! policies on multiculturalism.
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Figure 3
Path model showing the factors Influencing suppor for
government policies on multiculturalism

Value component  Societal component  Policy component

J7 A7

e o i

2N hm"ﬂhm palicies
Agzimlation

Figuros are slancardised regrossion coofficiants. sscopd ko7 e path batween muls
Gituralism bhd ksssmilabion, which i§ 8 cofmeliion cosficient. Soee Mt ior detads of
the consinuction ard compoaihan of B acales.

Source: as for Tabie 1.

potlitical elites and which are not. Multiculturalism is not debated by
political elites and has widespread acceptance among elite members,
whatever their political persuasion; indeed, at no time since the eardy
1970s has the policy ever been debated by elites. It is not surpeising,
therefore, that citizens follow this lead.  Assimilation, however, wais
elite paolicy in the 190 and before, and immigration, though not on
the political agenda, has surfaced periodically as an issue. Since voters
take their political cues from the information and arguments that filter
through o them, elte opinion towards these issues largely explain the
pattems of public opinion apparent in Figure 2.

There s an implicit causal sequence berween these values and
opinions, with values representing long-term, enduring views,
which influence the shon and medium-term bellefs that individuals
hold; these attitudes, in turn, have cerain behavioural conse-
quences. We would predict, then, that atitudes towards govern-
ment policies would be more likely to be influenced by views about
the consequences of multiculturalism for society than by the values
that individuals hold. In tumn, opinions about the consequences of
multiculteralism should be firmly fixed within the values that
individuals hold. These predictions are confirmed by the path
maodel in Figure 3, which measures the relationship between these
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variables, estimated within the hypothesised causal sequence.

Judged by the size of the coefficients, opinions about the conse-
quences of multiculturalism are nearly twice as important as assimila-
tion in predicting the policy component (standardised coefficient of
A1, as against - 24 for assimilation} and more than three times a8
important as multiculruralism. In tum, the societal component is firmly
based in values, more so in assimilation than in multculiaralism.
Indeed, pudged overall, assimilation is about twice as important as
multiculturalism in determining the opinions that individuals hold,
which in tumn is mainly a reflection of its greater divisiveness within
most influenced by opinions about the socieral consequences of
imilticulturalism.

V. SOCIAL BASES OF SUPPORT

The consensual approach of political elites 10 the isswe of mult-
culturalism and ethnic identity in Australian society and the conse-
quenty high levels of popular suppon for them, suggest that there
should be few differences in the social groups that suppon them. In
other words, they should have linde refationship o the social structure
of Australian society. An alternative hypothesis is that although these
issues have not been panty politicised, there has been debate about
them involving interest groups and the mass media; this debate should

groups. Moreover, the transition from asimilationist policies o
multiculturalism suggests some degree of genemtional differences in

Table 4 addresses the question of which social groups are more
likely 10 endorse these attitudes than others, using ordinary least
squares regression techniques 1o predict suppart for these atinudes
From two groups of variables, broadly defined as ascribed and amained
characteristics. The figures in the mble are standandised regression
coefTicients, which show the relative weight of a panicular vartable in
predicting the anitude in question. For example, in the first equation
(predicting assimilation) higher education is about twice as impaortant
ﬂhh;fm:ﬂvhﬂﬂimmmhpﬁdms
suppor for assimilation (coeffickents of -.20 and -.10, respectively).

18 Since the coefficients ane negalive, suppon lor asimilation is therefore more
likiehy mmong those scking higher educanon and thoae who sre nol NESB, m
practics Australian bom.
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In general, women and younger people are more likely 1o support
the policies and consequences of multiculiuralism, and w0 oppose
assimilationist views. There is also a strong effect for binthplace, as we
would expect; indeed, in all but one of the models, being NESH s the
maost important predicior overall.  Higher socioeconomic status, re-
flected in higher education, working in a non-manual cccupation, and

favoursble 1 multiculturalism. The individual's level of schooling has
no significant impact; all of the educatonal effect is mken up by
whether or not the person has gained a higher education.

These resubts indicate that the social groups which suppon
mubticulturalism are not likely to be the ones which support assimila-
thon; for example, of the eight explanatory variables, in all but one case
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the sign is reversed between the two equations. There 5 also
considerable consistency in the social suppon that is given to the three
pro-multiculiural amitudes, despite their differing levels of general
supporn within the population. The extent to which these anitudes are
fived within the social structure should not, however, be over-
emphasised: the percentage of the variance explained by cach model
does not exceed 14 per cent, suggesting that 86 per cent of the varianoe
remains unexplained, and in one equation, predicting multiculturalism
itsedi, the propontion of the variance explained drops 1o 6 per cent.

The fndings confirm the generational influence on attitudes,
reflecied in age. Older respondents, who grew up in the 1950s or
before when the assimilation of immigrants was government policy,
remain more supportive of B, as well as more likely o oppose
multicultural policies. They are not, however, either more or less Hkely
o suppon the principle of multiculuratism. The relationship between
sociceconomic stamus and assimilation/multiculturalism gives some
suppon to economic theories of ethnic conflict. In general, these
theories see ethnic conflict as more likely to occur among groups that
possess the fewest resources within the society; in practice, ethnicity or
race become surrogates for conflicts over economic power (Banton,
1983, Gordon, 1975).

V1. MULTICULTURALISM AND POLITICAL
BEHAVIOUR

How far voters are motivated in thetr political behaviour by the
opinions that they hold has generated considerable controversy. The
American Voler study (Campbell et al., 1960) argued that voters were
ill-equipped 10 ke decisions based on their opinions because in
most imporant respects they lacked the necessary information
processing skills. However, in The Regponsible Electorale, V.O. Key
(1966) challenged this interpretation and argued that voters re-
sponded 0 whatever cholces and aliematives were placed before
them, much in the same way as an echo chamber operates. If volers
did not make judgments on issues, Key argued that this was because
they were not presented with proper options: the fault lay with the
party systemn and with party elites, not with the electorae.
Although much of this debate has been concemed with question
wordings in the different surveys and other comples methodological
issues, there is some cvidence from the research that issues have
increased in importance in the United States, Britain and some other
advanced industrial democracies (Nie, Verba & Perrocik, 1976, Rose &
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Figure 4
Levals of suppon for multiculiurslism and essimilation
by levels of immigration
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McAllister, 1990). This wrend, it is argued, has been a consequence of
the political mrbulence of the 19608 which was caused by, among
other things, the conflict over the Vietnam War. In other words, greater
discussion of issues at the elite level has enhanced popular awareness
of them. This has been demonstrated by Pomper (1972), who found
that political issues were most important in determining the vote in the
1964 United States presidential election. He attributed this finding to
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the polarised presidential contest between Lyndon Johnson and Barry
Goldwater, which stimulated voters’ awareness of the issues.

The consensus within the Australian political elite not (o make
cthnic issues in general and multiculturalism in particular a partisan
ssue should mean that these issues have few consequences for
political behaviour. Since voters are neither educated by elites into the
various arguments nor presented with firm choioss based on these
arguments, they should have litle information or knowledge on which
to make objective decisions. According to Key's analogy of the echo
chamber, since elites are not communicating information (o the woers,
woters will ot retum an echo,

There are, however, two potential caveats 1o this interpretation of
the: weak influence of ethnic Eswes on palitical behaviour.  First, as was
noted in the previous section, although panties have not placed mult-
culuralism on their political agendas, interest groups and the mass
media have mised them periodically, arguing for and against and
questioning, the assumptions upon which government policy is based.
In some respects at beast, this will have provided the clectorate with basic
information about the arguments and enabled them to link these
opinions with other political views. Second, even though an ssue is not
debated within the realm of party palitics, other relased issues that are
debated may have some indirect bearing on its level of politicisation.
Although immigration is also not on the clite agenda, it is an emotive
fssue for many individuals and & has surfaced periodically, though
briefly, in party politics (McAllister, 1993). As a result, we might presume
that it has had some influcnce on opinkons about multoulturalism.

Based on the relationship between amstudes wowards immigration
and intergroup values, vahies should provide an important predictos of
individual aminudes wwards immigration. This is confirmed by Fig-
ure 4, which shows the level of suppont for the two values by opinions
on the desired level of immigrants permiged w0 enter Australia.
However, only assimilation is important in discriminating between
opinions on immigration, and is influence is largely restricted to those
who favour more immigration or who opt for the current level of
immigration. The data suggest, then, that there is only a modest
linkage berween views about the level of immigntion and muls-
culturalism, but that there i a more significant linkage with amitudes for
and agains: assimilation. '

i1 This is confirmed by conelations, whach produce zn rol - 30 befween neduce
imemkgrstson and muliculumlism, and an ¢ of 44 betwoen (mmigration and
FTETE
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Tabie 5
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Based on the modes relationship between immigration and
values conceming intergroup relations, as well as the lack of pany
political debate on the issues, public opinion on multiculturalism and
immigration should have few consequences for party support. This
hypothesis is gencrally supported by the results in Table §, which
shows parameter estimates and standard ermors from a logistic regres-
sion analysis using the five attitude scales 1o predict partisanship. 12
Two points are apparent from the mble.' First, there is 3 consistent
measure of panisanship evident in the panems of support. In every
case, the signs of the independent variables are reversed in the two
equations.  Moreover, nmmrymt:q:emumﬂ four of the five

The second point is that, contrary o expectations, Labor support-
ers are more likely 1o oppose multiculiuralism: in other words, they ane

12 The sirvey inchided a question on pastsnship bt nol vole. There were oo
few Australinn Democrat partisns (n = 47 1o permit reliable analysis.

13, The models were also estinuied controliing for soctal structuse, using the
wvarables defined in Table 4 The addition of these variables made lmle
difference 1o the resulls presenied, and for parsimony they are exchuded from
ihe linal analysis.
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at odds with the policies of their own party, devised by the Whitlam
Labor Govemment and supporned by the posi-1983 Hawke and
Keating Labor Governments. They are, however, significantly mone
likely to endorse the positive socictal consequences of multi-
culturalism — an apparently contradictory opinkon.  The explanation
for this contradiction rests in the interpretation of multiculturalism.
Whereas the movre practical aspects of multiculturalism — the societal
component, expressed in positive aspeas such as urism and trade
and negative aspects such as urban ethnic concentration — are moe
easily linked 1o pary political positions, the more enduring values
sbout intergroup relations are not.  Labor partisans can therefore
oppose multiculuralism and at the same time support s soctal

m:-p&mwummmmm
have comparatively weak links o panty politics. In addition, Labor

debate on the issue Since the major political parties have an informal
CONSENsUs not to raise these ssues in political debate, voters gain lide

information or cues about the respective party positions; in Key's
terms, the echo that is retumed is distinctly muted and confused.

VIL CONCLUSION

As it is used in everyday language, multiculturalism is 2 vague conoopt.
At one bevel, it denotes a certain relationship berween racial and ethnic
groups within a society, while at another level, it implies a set of policy
prescriptions. As Moodley (1983:320) puts it, the lerm ‘encompasses a
range of noticns of heritage, cultunl diversity, recreation and entertain-
ment activities, cultural centres, and an entire way of life with
fundamental instimutional stroctures’. Given the ambiguity conoerning
the exact meaning of multiculturalism, it is perhaps not surprising that
there is considerable popular confusion about its meaning and conse-
guences

This paper has argued that political elives place on the political
agenda only those issues that they feel will not threaten panty survival
or undermine regime stability. Fthnic issees fall on both of these
counts: not only are they as likely o divide party supponers and
undermine the parties’ soctal bases, potentially they represent a serious
risk to the survival of the regime. It is thesefore hardly surprising that
the issue has never been formally debated within pany polities. To all
intents and purposes, there is an clite consensus © ensure that

Tl



fan MeAllizter

multicultumlism and related ethnic Bsues do not reach the palitical
agenda. Al the electoril level, this consensus has worked well, The
handful of minor parties and candidates that have contested State and
mmmmmmmmmm
have received derisory votes,!

Sevenl examples exist of party elites avoiding debate on the issue,
Afier Geoffrey Blainey raised the issue of Asian immigration in 1984,
Michael Hodgman was removed from the shadow immigration ponfo-
lio when & appeared he would take up the issues ruised by Bliney.
Similarly, when it looked as if Stewart West, then immigration minister,
would also enter the debate in opposition to Blainey, he was replaced
by Chris Hurford (Jupp. 1988-176). Similar elite moves 1o stifle conflict
followed the publication of the 1988 Report of the Committee to Advise
on Australia’s Immigration Policies, chaired by Dr Stephen Fitzgerald.
In their formal policy pronouncements, panties have similady avoided
genenating controversy an the issue since multiculralism became
formal government policy in 1973 (McAllister & Moore, 1991a).

A major consequence of this lsck of elite debate about muld-
culturalism is that the electorate has linle coberent and structured
opinion on the issue. Since the issue is raised only within the mass
media and by concemned individuals and interest groups, voters do not
receive any summary of the arguments. [nstead, multiculturalism
represents @ valence issue within public opinion, receiving over-
whelming popular suppon but without any chear popular understand-
ing of what the term implics. The only opposition 1o the concept is
Incorporated within the notion of assimilation, which although largely
independent from multiculturalism within the popular mind, implies a
sel of policies that are diametrically opposed o multioulturalism.
Another finding is that multculturalism has relatively few implications
for palitcal behaviour in Australia. Elections have not been won or lost
on multiculturalism; nor do they look like being won or lost on the
Bsue in the Future,

M. For example, in the 1990 feder] eloction, Australians Agsinst Further Imimigrs-
on ooelesisd one House of Representatives seat and entered two camdidates
in Vicsowia for the Serate. The House of Repeesentatives candidate (standing
against Andrew Peacock in Kooyong) received 1.24 per cent of the fim
preference vole, while the two Sersle candidates gabned 0,16 per cent and 0.01
pet cenl ol the wole, respectively,
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Appendix: Data and Methods

The data are the 1988-89 lssues in Multiculiural Australia Survey. The
survey was a random sample of individuals aged 15 years and over
within four populations: the general population (n=1552), persons
bom in non-English speaking countries (n=986); recently arrived
immigrants (n=1141}% and the second generntion (n=823). Full details
of the sample and weighting procedures can be found in Social Scienoe
Data Archives (1989:1-7). The analyses reported here use the general
population and NESH samples. In addition, the partisanship analyses
reponed in Table 5 and Figure 3 are restricied 10 those who are eligible
o vole.

The scales dentified in the facior analyses in Tables 1 w0 3 were
constructed by first scoring missing values 1o the mean of each item,
dividing each item by its standard deviation (10 ensure that no single
itemn dominated the scale), and then summing the items respecting
signs. The sales were then tramnsformed into zero o 10 scales. In
Figure 2, these scales are recoded o five categonies in order 1o replicate
the coding of the original items from which they were formed.

Table 4 relies on multiple regression analysis, which assumes that
the relationships between the variables are linear and additive
{Hanushek & Jackson, 1977). All variables are scored cither rero or
one unless otherwise noted.  Since both sets of results repont only
standardised coefficients, means are not shown. Tabie 5 presents
logistic regression estimates. This method is used instead of OLS
regression because the dependent variables are dichotomous.  These
analyses are restricted o respondents who reported that they were
registered 1o vote. The independent varishles are the same as those
used in previous analyses, exoept that immigration is scored on a five-
paint scale.
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Multiculturalism:
A New Zealand Perspective

Richard Mulgan

L INTRODUCTION

In this cssay | use the example of New Zealand 1o Slustrase the point
that ssues of muldculuralism and related concepts such as ethnicity
and national identity are not local o one country but worddwide,
arising out of what is increasingly an intemational lingua franca of
political theory, The particular form in which these issues appear may
be unique 1o each country. However, though the paricubar consella-
tion of ethnic and cultural conflict varies from country o country, the
general issues 10 which these conflics give rise and the genenl
language that we use v describe them and deal with them are
universal. It is important that each country realises the extent 1o which
its problems are shared with others, By very definition, issues of
ethnicity, culture and identity arouse an intensity of self-centred
emotion. There is 4 danger, particulardy evident in my own country,
whilch has recently been obsessed with these sues, to see our Own
situation as unkque and to assume that one must find a solution m it
which is ‘indigenous’, il | may use a word that is highly endentious in
this context. Indend those such as mysell, who have tried 1o place the
arguments in an intemational contex, may become the objects of
resentment. We may be seen, in some sense, as anempting o defuse
or explain away a local conflict and 10 belittle the genuine grievances
that give rise 10 it. Nonetheless, there can be no escape from the fact
that much of the language of debate s not indigenous but international
in origin. It requires an analysis which is similarly international in
focus, though not overlooking Factors of local varation where they are
relevant

II. MULTICULTURALISM AND THE NATION STATE

I begin with two general points about the movement for mult-
culturalism. The first is that multiculturalism, the need 1o give political
recognition to ethnic diversity, s but one aspect of a general tension
between the values of culture and ethnicity, and the principles of
liberal democracy as practised within sovereign states. Cultural values
tend o be collective and particularistic: they emphasise the values of
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the group seen as unique. Democratic values tend to be individualistic
and universal, based on legalistic principles such a8 universal human
rights. It is trite, but true, that the end of the cold war has revealed,
maore sarkly than ever, the potential for conflict between, on the one
hand. social units based upon ethnicity and cultural boundaries, and
on the other hand, sovereign states based wpon liberal-democratic
principles. For over a century, Western political thought has held out
the possibility of marrying these two sets of values through the
sovereign nation state, a political unit in which each ethnic group or
nation would find self-determination and each citizen would achieve
equal rights. This became the ideal first of European peoples, then of
non-European peoples colonised by them. It became internationally
validated in the official ideclogy of the United Nations. But rational-
ism, though it had some successes, holds out, or appears 1 hold out,
an almost impossible goal. hs ideal i a political community that
recognises the legitimate authority of the sovereign power of the stue
within particular werritorial boundaries, which boundaries also define a
particular people, ethnic group and culture. It is extremely difficult o
name any state that contains one and only one culture. Given that the
number of internationally recognised sovercign states is neardy 200 we
must acocpt the filure of the cullunlly homogeneous nation stale 33
a utopian ideal. Moreover, like most utopian ideals in the history of
political thought, it s one that has the capacity o provokce evil and
violence.

The question of national boundaries, in the sense of where the
boundaries between sovercign states are 0 be drawn, is perhaps
beyond the immediate scope of our chosen wopic.  Multiculturalism
takes the political community and s boundaries as given and then
considers the existence of many cultures within the political commu-
nity with those boundaries. But it is worth remembering that political
boundaries themselves are theoretically precarious, because they are
ncit readily derivable from any clear principle. They do not, as we have
suggested, readily follow, nor can they readily be made 1o follow, any
unambiguous ethnic boundaries. Nor, it should be remembered, can
they be derived from any clear liberal-democratic principle. Democ-
racy takes the particular “people’ for granted.  As the history of Ireland,
for instance, most neatly reveals, there is no unambiguously demo-
cratic way of deciding the issue of boundaries. One of the broader
issues mised by a discussion such as this is the general effec of policies
of multiculturalism, and of other policies that give political prominence
to cubural differences and ethnic diversity within the state, on the
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viahility of the nation state tself. As political scientists are increasingly
recognising, the nation state is of decreasing impormance as 3 source
and focus of poliical power. The intemationalisation of politics,
particularly the internationalisation of economic imperatives, has
severely weakened the capacity of sovereign states 10 take independ-
ent action. Al the same time, centrifugal forces within the s,
including ethnic forces, are weakening allegiance o the state. This has
an effect on the agenda of national politics. If the authority of the
sovereign state i in doubt, so too is its capacity to deliver benefits for
its citizens, paricularly those benefits that involve significant redistri-
bution or expendinere on shared institutions and services. This is of
obvious concermn 10 sockal democrats who have looked 10 the state as
an agent of reform and redistribution based on a shared sense of
community and citizenship, The recent erosion of support in modem
democracies for socia] democratic polickes and the wellane state s
often atributed 1o the apparent economic fallure of Keynesianism and
the internationalisation of economic sctivity, But the ethnic revival, of
which multiculturalism and other related conoepits ane a pan, may also
be a powerful factor in this process.

L MULTICULTURALISM AND DEMOCRACY

The second general point is that multiculturalism is an offshoot of
democratic principles. Multiculturalism is the policy that minority
cultures should be recognised and protected within the framework of
the modem democratic state. It is cssentlally a policy on the pant of
governments rather than simply a description of the existence of
several cultures. Its ethical origins lie In democratic concern for
equality and the need 1o prevent minorities from being swamped by
majorities.  Multiculturalism thus arises out of the experience of
mincrities who find themselves disadvantaged. It b a species of the
general palicy of affirmartive action whenchy groups who are disadvan-
taged may seek positive discrimination in their favour as a means of
achieving equality with other groups. If members of 3 particular ethnic
group are seen o be disproportionately underpaid, unempioyed, or
prone 1o sickness, then an explanation is found in werms of the
destruction of their cultural values and social suppon, that i, the
destruction of their ethnic identity. In New Zealand, for instance, the
main government policy towards the Maori minority was for many
years a policy of assimilation, an assumption that Maod would join the
mainstream, Western-style society and achieve equally within i
However, this did not eventuate. Maor underachievement was
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masked by the postwar boom but became increasingly evident as the
boom diminished. Explanation for the failure was sought in thearies
of cultural alienaton and dislocaton.

The government is therefore called on to protect the minority
culture as a means of redocing and evennually eliminating socil
disadvantage Without such disadvantage, it is implied, there would be
no need for the policy. Conversely, for ethnic groups who are
relatively sucoessful in terms of generally recognised goals and values,
multiculturalism is less of an ssue. Groups such as the New Zealand
Dutch or Chinese may wish © preserve certain unique cultural
traditions. But they usually have the resounces to do this unaided. At
the same time, if they wish o be assimilated into the majority culrure
then, in a sense, that is their choice. It is not seen as a foem of
dlegitimate subordination because it & not accompanied by soco-
economic disadvantge,

This disadvantage, it should be noted, is usually defined in terms
of the generally valued goals of society even il these goals ane Western
in orientation and the culture of those disadvantaged s non-Western,
at least in origin. From time 10 time, Maori advocates who reject
Western values have also rejected Western oritenia of sucoess, such as
being employed and eaming a good income. But, on the whaole, such
material dissdvantage s recognised as a disadvantage for Maor as well
as for those of Buropean ongin.

The implication appears to be that the fundamental injustice done
o non-Western ethnic minorities is not s0 much their own culural
deprivation as their lack of achievement in Western torms.  That s,
cultural deprivation is not 8o much an evil in itself as 2 means owands
another evil. This does not mean that value is not placed in the culmure
itsell for its own sake. But the dinching argument is the fact of socho-
economic disadvantage. The fink between the two is that lack of
cultural identity leads o lack of selfl esteem and therefore lack of
educational achievement and lack of access to other types of socio-
economic status and success. The precise remedies are matters of
dispute. Same ethnic elites put all the emphasis on cultural restoration,
Ouhers, however, argue that this drive for cultural recovery should not
be at the expense of achievement and training within the skills needed
to succeed in Western-style soclety. They accuse members of the
ethnic elites af ignoring the value they have themselves derived from
Western education and of trying 1o impose a romantic view of their
ariginal culture that will in fact operate as a barrier o the advancement
of other less advantaged members of this group, The arguments based

8O



A New Zraasno Pesrecrve

an mothvation and self-esteem seem refatively well-founded.  What
may be more contentious is how such self-esteem is 10 be built,
whether &t should be in the school at the expense of other types of
leaming, or whether it should be largely extracumricular. These are
questions for educationalists and other social researchers and need not

be pursued further at this point.
IV. ETHNIC DIVERSITY ON NEW ZEALAND

1 nowr murn to look at the particular nature of ethnic diversity in New
Zealaind. Though the general essence of multicaluralism is the same
wordwide — the requirement for protection of minority cultunes —
the particular forms it takes vary depending on the cultural and ethnic
composition of pamticular communities. In the first place, the number
of minority cultures may differ — they may be a large number, such as
in Australis or Canada or the Uinited States. Or there may be effectively
only two ar three which mater, such as in Malaysia or Fifi, where the
issue is very much the balance between a few clearly identifiable and
well established cultures. Second, the ethnic minorites may vary
according 1o their historical relationship with the dominant culture.
Some minoritkes are recent mmigrants and foe the need 0 work out
a relationship with a dominant culture that is of long sanding in that
country (such as Hispanics in North America or Asians in Australasia).
Other minorities may be coeval with the dominant culture, like the
French in Camada. Yet other minority culiures may predate the
dominant culture, fior instance, the so-called “indipencus” minorities in
countries dominated by colonial setthers and their descendants, These
types of minority face different pressures and their situations may
require different treatment. In particular, as [ will be arguing, there is
a difference between the situation and necds of so-cilled indipenous
people and other minorities. This makes for complications in those
socletics such as Ausiralia and Mew Zealand, as well as the 1S and
Policies of multiculisralism may faoe dilficultbes because they prescribe
a similar oeatment for minorities of different types with different
problems. The partoular interest of New Zealand in this group of ex-
colonial countrics is that its most significant minority both historically
and numerically is the indigenous people, the Maori (Pearson, 1991).
Oher countries have indigenous peoples and indigenous movemenis;
but the most salient ethnic minorities are migrant, not indigenous. In
Mew Zealand, it is the other way round: the indigenous minority is
salient and the migrant minoritics peripheral. This &s the result of a



Tabis 1
Ethnic origing of New Zealand's population
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One sthnic group Total Par cani
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Miupan LR ] 028
Tiohuisyan 2 802 0.08
Fijian 27e0 008
Ctfsr Pacitic 1413 .04
Ofhr Singia alivnic groups ] oTr
Total ohe ethnic group 3 2032 B 85.T3
Two or mom abhnic groups Totad Por cant
Mew Tealard Evrogean wih Maon & aaT 281
Morw Taaland Europaan with Pacific isdand 16 602 0449
Forw Zanlnnd bsond with Pacific isiard 907Ts oy
Oofesr Comibinalions. of o O mone efhnic groups 273 189 0.8
Total two o more sthilc groups 143 11 437
Hat spacified 113
Total populabon ImES 10000
Source- 1991 New Zealand Consus of Populaion and deelings - Nafiona!
Summary, Department of Siafisiics, 1562,
Parcentiles shown gechucde fhose not spicifying efnicity.
Al perconiias mre roundad o teo decimal places.

number of factors: the size of the Maori population at the time of
colonisation and their level of agricultural cultivation, plus a concentra-
tion, until very recently, on encouraging settlers from one source only,
the British Isles. Maori make up roughly 10 per cent of the population
(the percentages vary with the question asked) while the great bulk of
the population are ‘Pakeha’ of European origin (see Table 1)

There are other Polynestan groups, principally Samoans and
Tongans, who suffer social and economic disadvantages similar to
those faced by the Maori and who have also been the arget of ethnic-
equity policies. [n addition, a few European communities have kept
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their identity, paniculardy ‘Dalmatians’ or Yugoslavs and the Dutch
who maintain cenain cultural raditions and annual festivities but who
have not looked 10 the state for policies of protection or of equity.
There are also long-standing Asian minorities, Chinese and Indians,
whao have largely kept 1o themselves. In recent years they have been
joined by considerable numbers of Asian immigrants, Vietnamese,
Cambodians and, particularly, Hong Kong Chinese as well as Fiji-
But, in spite of these not insignificant migrant groups, the main
ethoic division in New Zealand and the main source of ethnic
anention has been that between the pre-colonial Maori people and
the European seitlers, largely British in origin, and their descendanits,
the so-called ‘Pakeha’. Ewropean control of New Zealand derives
fram the Treaty of Waitangi of 1840. Under the tresty, the Maori tribes
sccepted the sovereignty of Queen Victoria in retumn for protection of
their chiefrainship and control over lands, fisheries and forests. They
were also guaranteed the rights and privileges of British subjects. The
context in which this treaty was signed was one in which the Maori
tribes retained effective ownership and control over large pans of the
country. British settlement was confined 1o a number of pors and the
maore immediately habitable land nearby, The agreement was seen as
an amangement of mutual advantage whereby the Maori achieved
some guaranies of protection from intemational invasion and some
assurance that the behaviour of the British scitlers in the setlers’
enclaves would be properly controlled. The British gained control of
the process of land sales and kept the Prench out. But the balance did
not last. The pressure of numbers from the settlers, and thelr
conviction that land was there to be developed and that European
civilisation had bencfits for the Maori that the Maorl were fully
capable of adopting, led incxorably to eventual extension of sover-
cignty over the whole country and the loss of Maor independence.
The Treaty of Waitangi was declared a ‘legal nullity’ and an official
doctrine of assimilation was imposed.  The future for all New
Zealanders was to be pan of a single people in o single nation,
This future, a8 already indicated, did not eventuate, Maori
disadvantage, in terms of the indicators of social and economic
success, stubbomly remained. Maor leaders were therefore receptive
to the ideas of cultural asseiveness that sccompanied the worldewide
ethnic revival. Their plight was similar 10 many other groups who
o have been forced 10 exchange their cultural heritage for a
pasition of social inferiarity. Oppasition to racial discrimination, 1o the
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prejudice of white against black, as expressed particularly in the black
Zealand. o e 5
New

V. THE RIGHTS OF INDIGENOUS PEOPLES

Maori leaders were also receptive 1o the analysis and objectives of the
international indigenous people’s movement This movement began
in North America but Maor (and Australian Aboriginal) intellectuals
were involved at an carly stage. The indigenous peoples’ movement
was 3 combination of the assumptions of the ethnic revival, with s
move to protect cultural minorities, and the principles of the ani-
colonial movement. The agenda of indigencus peoples was nog simpdy
o maintain cultural independence within the sovereign sate and ©
resist assimilation into the majority culture. They also challenged the
legitimacy of that state and that majority culture. They found an affinity
with other peoples who had been colonised, most of whom had been
able w throw off the political yoke (if not the economic yoke) of
colonialism by gaining political independence and the right of self-
determination within their own lands. Indigenous peoples suffered the
misforune that the oolonising powers had nod just brought 3 colondal
administrative dass who could be repatriated. They had also browght
setlers who had come o stay. Moreover, the setlers and their
descendants now outnumbered the original inhabitants and their
descendants. The democratic principles of ‘one person, one vote'
majority rule therefore could not be tumed against the European
sealers, as they were, for example, in southemn Africa.

To the normal requirements of cultural independence, such as
language, religion, cultural practices and so on, the indigenous peoples
added rwo further rights shich if fully implemented would require the
creation of a new political unit — land and self-determination. The
paradox of the indigenous peoples’ movement, the frequent cause of
misunderstanding. i that they appear o claim what they admit
themselves 1o be impossible. As colonised peoples they clakm what all
other colonised peoples have claimed, namely seli-determination in
their own territory. Yet by their very plight, as minorities within
sovereign political communities from which there is no effective
escape Into separatism, these kdeals are unattainable. There s
therefore continuous tension between thelr claim for self-determina-
tion and the necessary refusal of central authorities to allow such a
degree of independence. Governments may be willing w allow
something shon of full self-determination, such as relative awonomy,
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local self-government and so0 on.  But in terms of the language of
international jurisprudence in which the debate is largely conducted,
they cannot admit the right of self-determination withowt ceding their
own authority (Mulgan, 1989a).

If the claims of indigenous peoples threaten the legitimacy of the
state, they also threaten the legitimacy of democratic principles,
partculardy the principle of equal citizenship and one person one vole,
That indigenous peoples should mistrust Jdemocracy 5 understand-
able. In many cases the principles of equality and majoritartanism have
been used against them and they have liftle reason o see the regimes
that support these principles as benevolent. There could be some
sympathy for constitutional atempts o incorporate the principle of
incligencusness ahead of demooratic equality, as in Fiji.

In these two respects, then, the claims of indigenous minorities
may impose 4 challenge that is not posed by normal claims of
malticulturalism. The latter merely assert the right of each member of
society o the same degree, an equal degree, of cultural identity.
Indigenous peoples, on the other hand, reject the legitimacy of the
state. They also see no reason o socept equal citizenship with the
illegitimate invader. These issues have been the subject of consider-
able political debate within New Zealand in the last ten years also,
Maor demands, particulady those of Maor so called ‘radicals’, have
been secking o reassert their kost independence in 3 way that, if taken
literally, threatens the status and rights of other New Zealanders, For
instance, Macr nationalists have sought (o reassen the Maorl au-
tonomy guaranteed by the Treaty of Waltangi in a way that would
recover their former lands and political institutions. There have been
demands for a separate legal system dealing with all disputes concern-
ing Maori according (o Maor traditons and values. Constitutionally,
the Maori Coundcil (a statutory body representing Maori interests) has
recommended the establishment of an upper house or Senaie with
equal Maori and non-Maori representation. This would be the
supreme decision making body; ‘one people, one vote” is said 10 be a

In many cases, however, the rhetoric of the demands has been
more disturbing than the acnaal claims being made. Most Maori
leaders, particulardy the so-called ‘moderates’, have been seeking ways
in which Maori gricvances about land and sbout cultural destraction
could be met within a framework that protected principles of equal
citizenship, The Waitangi Tribunal, which was &t up o examine
grievances arising out of breaches of the Treaty, has developed a new
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and subsle Treaty jurisprudence based on ‘principles” of the Treaty
rather than the literal meaning of the Treaty as understood by the

present and future need of Maoris. The implicit principles are those of

encus fights. But most distanced themaelves from it, and wene dearly
not happy about supposting a set of principles that deprived other
Fijlans, particularly the Fiji-lndians, of their democratic rights and
treated them as second-class citizens.

VL BICULTURALISM VS MULTICULTURALISM

In this sense the treatment being sought by and for Maoris may be seen
as essentially the same as that sought under normal principles of
multiculturalism. It comes within the general principles of democracy
and human rights recognised by a sovereign state itsell recognised as
legitimate. But even if the principles being applied o Maor are those
that are commaon o other forms of multicultaralism, it i sl rue that
Maor are being treated differenty from other ethnic minosities in New
Zealand. Maori are being singled out as pamicularly deserving of
recognition and their culmure as particularty in need of protection. They
anc seen a5 warmanting a degree of recognition and protection, allseit
within the framework of the democratic state, that is not scconded 1o
other minority caltures. This appears, for instance, in the concentration
on the Treaty as & bilateral partnership between the Maor and the
Britsh crown that s now classed as a pannership between the Maorn
and the Pakeha peoples. This is why many New Zealanders, both
Maori and Pakeha, adopted the term “biculturalism’ 25 3 contrast o
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‘multiculluralism’ (Sharp, 1990:205-15), to signal the fact that there
were two cultures and peoples of particular importance, the Pakeha
and the Maori, and, by implication, that there was one minority of
panicular impomance. Maori opinion, and much Pakeha opinion,
would still insiss that the Maori are different from other ethnic
minorities. The difference is based partly on their greater salience but
also on the fact of their originality. This originality is taken 1o justify a
degree of recognition that s not necessarily to be given 1o other
cultural minorities, advantaged or disadvantaged.

Does this involve giving excessive weight 10 originality and
compromising the equal rights of other citizens® Or can it be
sccommodated within the general framework of equal democratic
rights? Two arguments may be given to justify the special recognition
of Maori within a democratic framework. In the first place, all
countries that practice democratic equality and supposedly offer
protection to all people and therefore all cultures nonetheless have
cerain cultural raditions that predominate in their public institu-
tions — British culture in Britain, French in France and 50 on. No one
suggests that all democracies should recognise all languages as
official languages or should not entrench the language and customs
of their predominant people and waditions. Politkcal communities
cannot survive without historical traditions and should therefore be
expected (o reflect and reinforoe these raditions. It therefore seems
pustifiable that the public practices of 3 community can be conducted
in the culture or cultures that have, as it were, historical pride of place
in that community. Other cultures can be guaranieed the right of
survival and protection without necessarily being given the right of
full public incorporation.

This degree of cultural discrimination may gain justification if the
members of the other excluded cultures still retain close cubtural links
with their home country. The culiure of the Maori people is maore
closely related 1o the history and cultural identity of New Zealand than
is that of other migrant groups. Other Polynesians, for instance, have
ﬂuﬂrkﬁuﬁrﬁmﬂhﬂdcﬁnﬁm,hhmﬁmyuﬂmm. Thicy
at least have a home that they sl recognise and o which they may still
g0, if only temporarily (as was well demonstrated recently by the
Western Samoan rughy team).  For the Maori there is no other home
than New Zealand and there is therefore a not unreasonable cxpecta-
tion that this home and s institutions should reflect that fact for them.
For this reason, a policy of biculturalism may be justifiable on the
ground that the public institutions of the country should reflect not
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only the dominant Pakeha culture but also that of the Maori, in matters
such as names, languages, symbols and so on.

A second reason for giving preferential treatment 1o the problems
of the Maori minority in comparison with others depends on their
being more severely disadvantmged than others. Though one may

some of the actual daims made by and on behalf of indigenous
peoples, they do face unique difficulties. Indigenous peoples are
dispossessed in what is hisiorically their own country. If they are o
retain a sense of cultural identity they must inevitably retain a sense and
historical awareness of this dispossession.  Indeed this s the prime
event in their cultural history. They are then faced with the problem
of coming 10 terms with this dominant culture and succeeding within
the goals that this culture prescribes. They are psychologically in 2 very
different and more difficult situation than those who have come, of
those whose ancestors came, from somewhere clse and of their own
accord, in pursuit of what the new country had to offer. The promise
may not always be forthcoming but at least in most cases the need o
live in the new country is one that was chosen. There are possibly
some exceptions in the case of forced migration, such as the American
blacks originally imported as skaves of the indentured Indian labourers
in Fiji and elsewhere. But, on the whole, migrant groups do not suffer
the dispossession of the conquered.

Bicultaralism is therefore justifiable as a policy or set of policies 1o

Maori as an integral pant of the public culture of New
Zealand and o recognise the panmicular difficulties faced by the Maori
as descendants of a conquered people.  However, the concept of
biculturalism is not frec of difficulty.  Preferring bicuburalism o
multiculturalism does have the effect of marginalising the interess and
concems of other minorities. This point is frequently made by Pakeha
wishing 10 pursue assimilationist goals  If special recognition should
be given o the Maori, iis language s culture, then why should nat the
same recognition be due to Islanders, Chinese, Indians, Yugoslavs and
50 on? Special recognition is thus reduced o absurdity. This has been
a favourite rhetorical tactic of those resisting Maori cdaims.  Mul-
culturalism becomes a doctrine that could be used 1o deny the Maor
any speckal position and was effectively used not so much o claim
protection for many minorities but rather, more often, to deny protec-
tion for any. It is one reason why multiculuralism became suspect
among Maori and liberal Pakeha (Mulgan, 1989h:7-10).

However, this resistance to multiculturalism and concentration on
the relationship between Maori and Pakeha also becomes a source of
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genuine resentment for the other minorities, In pardcular, there b the
implication that those who are neither Maori nor Pakeha are somehow
legitimately excluded from the public life of the community. This
brings real problems of allegiance and commitment w the political
community itself and 1o the rights and duties expected of citizens.
Those who are guaranteed no more than the right to go their own way
and are not allowed 10 be publicly incorporated, may be forgiven for
feeling distant from the political comumunity and resistant o claims it
may make upon them. This B paniculardy e ot 8 time when the
povemnment is encouraging large-scale immigration from Asia. 11 is not
surprising that onc of the most polent conflics on ethnic lines
emerging in New Zealund is between Maorl and Asians. One of New
Zealand's leading Maori intellecruals, D Rangingl Walker, has recently
amacked the government’s immigration program on the ground that it
is bringing peopic 10 New Zealand who have no commitment o the
Treaty of Waitangi. This is true. Most Chinese immigrants, for instance,
do not have the same historical experience of colonialism as either
Europeans or Polynesians. New migrants from Britain or Holland, say,
may personally have no experence of living in a colonial or post-
colonial society. Monetheless, through membership of a people and
culture that was involved in colonial conguest, they may be sympa-
thetic to the enterprise of extirpating the wrongs of a calonial past and
of bullding a post-colonial future. Immigrants who do not share this
history will naturally be uninterested in this enterprise.

Mot only is this a potential source of racial conflict but it brings
up the wider theme of the potential conflict between ethnic diversity
and the social-democratic state with which we began, The encour-
agement of cultural diversity within the state may weaken the stane's
haold on the alleglance of citizens. The social-democratic state, the
state which takes an active role in income redistibution and the
provision of shared welfare servioes, depends on & citisenry that has
a relatively high degree of mutual sympathy and solidarity. It is not
comcidental that the highes: degree of commitment to the welfane
saic has been in countries such as Scandinavia or postwar Britain,
noted for 3 high degree of soctal cohesion and cultural homogeneity.
Conversely, any diminution of this sense of unity, for instance
through the encouragemeent of ethnic diversity, may be expected 1o
undermine support for the more extensive state. New Zealand, for
instance, was once noted for its cultuml homogeneity as well as s
commitment to state welfare. Cultural homogeneity, however, s now
denounced as an ideological cloak for the policy of assimilation and
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the cultural destruction of the Maori. Similarly, the belief that we are
all New Zealanders or all one people is denounced as racist. At the
same time, govermments from both major parties have begun o mill
back the welfare state.

Though the Maori have been major beneficiares of state welfare,
many Maon leaders arc puiting their faith in greater economic
independence rom the state (Fleras, 1991). They seck o use claims
urvder the Waitngi Tribunal w gakn economic resources that they can
then control for themselves. Given the genuinely demoralising
effects of state dependence on abaoriginal peoples in other countries
such as North America and Australia, this may be a sensible strategy.
In addition, other minorities, as we have seen, have been discour-
aged by the official policy of biculturalism from having any strong
sense of identity with the polidcal community. This must also
weaken their sense of commaon citizenship. In the last decade New
Zealand has surprised the world by its mpid conversion w the
ideclogy of the free market and its abandonment of what was once
seen as & strong tradition of stale economic management and state
welfare. It is one of the arguments of this paper that the worldwide
movement in favour of ethnic diversity within states, represented, for
instance, by policles of multiculturalism, has been pant of the
worldwide disillusionment with social democracy and with the state
generally. In New Zealand's case, the particular form taken by the
mﬂlhmm,lmhlﬂmmﬂu
part of the aboriginal Maoris and relative public neglect of the claims
of other minoritkes, may be scen as paniculardy corosive of alle-
glance to shared public institutions. This may, in tarn, be pan of the
reason for the panticular strength of the market-liberal reaction in our
country. But this can only be speculation.
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Cultural Diversity:
Reflections on the Malaysian Experience

Chandra Muzaffar

L INTRODUCTION

Malaysia is, without any doubt, one of the most multiculmural societies

im the wordd. It s characierised by several ethnic dichotomies.

* The indigenous/non-indigenous dichotomy. The indigenous
population is about 58 per cent of the total. Both the indigenous
and the non-indigenous populations consist of different sub-
communities. The biggest minority is the Chinese minority — 32
per cent of the total population — and the Indian community
compriscs & further 9 per cent.

=  The Muslim/non-Muslim dichotomy, This coincides © some
extent with the indigenous/non-indigenous dichotomy. The Mus-
lim population constitutes about 55 per cent of the total popula-
tion. The non-Muslim segment again is made up of numerous
religious communities: Buddhists, Confucianists, Taoists, Hindus,
Chrissians, Animists and 30 on

#  The Malay/non-Malay dichotomy. Here again there s o slight
diflference with the Muslim/MSNon-Muslim and the indigenous/non-
indigenous dichotomies. The Malay population makes up about
52 peer cenl of the ol population, with the remaining 48 per cent
Mon-Malays. Once again, it is clear that there is a very wide variety
of communities

= Significantly, all these dichotomies coincide with economic and
geographical dichotomies to some degree. The indigenous
population is 1o a great extent a rural (and agricultural) population.
Maoreover, one can éven argue that there are more poor people
amongs the indigenous communitics than amongst the noo-
indigenous communitics; but there are also very poor peoplc
amongst the non-indigenous communities.

The two questions that | would like 1o discuss here relate 1o this very

diverse society. First, after 3 years of political independence, Malaysia

has indisputably done better than many other ethnically divided
societies. It has had only one major riot since independence. One
cannot easily compare multi-ethnic societies because there are invart-
ably differences in texture; but nonctheless the contrast with Sri Lanka,
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fior example, is striking. Sri Lanka has a population of about 17 million,
which is not very different from Malaysia’s. There is also a cenain
degree of diversity in Sel Lanka, which has a large Tamil minority. Yet
Sri Lanka, unlike Malaysia, has had continuous ethnic problems and
major breakdowns; indeed, it now suffers continuous ethnic violence.
Aliematively, one might compare Malaysia o the Lebanon.  The fimst
series of fots in Lebanon began ancund the same time as Malaysia's in
1968 (when about 300 Malaysians wene killed), Or compane Malaysia
1o Northern Ireland, whene the present round of violence also began in
1969, and the Irish problem, which is long standing. has not been
resolved. But Malaysia has somehow managed 1o come out of i
difficulties, and has enjoyed a cemain degree of success in managing its
multi-ethnic society. | would like o probe that 1o see what sons of
lessons Malaysia can offer to culturally diverse societies elsewhere.

The second question that | would like o probe is this: in spite of
this apparent harmony in Malaysia or at least the absence of major
ethnic breakdowns, cthnic uneasiness undoulwedly exists in Malaysia
I would not use phrases like ‘ethnic ension’, which refer o difficulitles
that erup from time o time. My concern & mither that there is a general
ethnic unessiness in the country, which suggests that there are very
serious problems; and | would like o probe these oo, Why do we
have this ethnic uneasiness? Why ts b that | would be very reluctant o
heold up Malaysia as a mode] of a successful multicultural society? Now
these are two things that | would like o probe.

IL. REASONS FOR MALAYSIA'S SUCCESS

Why has Malaysia enjoyed this relative success? 1 would like to suggest
five major reasons.

The Economy

The first reason is the economy. The Malaysian economy has worked
fairty well and that has helped 1o keep the communities wgether.
Otherwise it would not have been possible 10 undermtake what has
undoubtedly been one of the world's most far-reaching affinmative
action programs without disrupting and destroying the ecomoamy.
Alffirmative action has been pursued by the Malaysian government
since 1957, Special protection for the indigenous communities extends
and businesses, and land. This has been sccomplished panly because
we have had an expanding econonyy, which has experienced magnifi-
cent growth mites for 3 very long time, Owver the last thoee and a half

4



Remfrnoss o THE Maisysian Exrenmscs

decades, for instance, we have maintained an average growth rate of
about 7.5 per cent. We have also been lucky in another respect: we
have had a very good natural-resource base. If we were producing tea
for the world market, our situation may have been different.  But we
happened o be producing rubber and tin at a time when these wene
necded in the world market. In the mid-19708, when the prices of bath
rubber and tin began to decline, we discovered oil and became one of
the major oil producers in South-East Asis. 5o we have been lucky in
that sense. But we have had more than just luck; we have also had
good economic management. 'We did not go for 8 centralised
command cconomy, which has wmed out wo be 8 disaster for 50 many
Third Wordd counirkes.  Instead, we chose what has come 1o be called
a ‘mived economy’. Growth with equity, encounaging free-market
forces but at the same time making sure that the state plays the role in
achieving the goals of distributive justice in both economic and social
terms, a4 massive rural-development program that helped the indig-
enous communities; education and health services; and so on. S0
while we had growth, it was possible 10 ke care of the legitimate
needs and wants of the non-indigenous communities and at the same
because the economy was expanding,

The Politics of Accommodation

The second factor in Malaysia's success has been the politics of
accommaodation, which the ruling coalition has pursued since 1957, In
fuct, it goes back 1o 1948 when the British were stll in Malaysia. This
i a very complex poaint that needs some explanation. Malaysia
evolved from a Malay polity, It has a Malay political background in the
sense that there were Malay Sultans, 3 Malay community, a Malay
society, Before the British perbod there was in a sense g Malay nation,
even i not a single nation state. Therne were, in fact, 8 pumber of Malay
kingdoms and that is the impomant historical background of the
Ccountry,

The emergence of Malaysia’s present huge non-indigenous popu-
lathion is largely a product of colonilism.  In many post-colonial
societies that became multi-ethnic under the pressure of colonialism,
the accommodation of the non-indigenous elements in the political
structure has been a very serious problem. But in Malaysia we
managed to overcome that problem to some extent. There was, it
scems o me, 3 very liberal acoommodation of the non-ndigenous
elements from 1948 onwards through a grant of citisenship that s
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almost imparalicied and unprecedented. More than two million
Chinese and Indians — and at that tme many of them were first-
generation migrants — were accommodated within the political sys-
lem On very generous terms.  That, to my mind, is a very, very
impaortant factor, because it meant that the Malay nation through s
elite was transforming itself from a nation into & community among
communites. This is something that, unforiunately, many non-Malay

mm:mmumummmm
pensions. The non-indigenous communities had s political role, which
meant that their economic position, their cultural rights, and s0 on,
were safeguanded in a political structure in which they had a direct part
o play. In 1959, for instance, when the first parliamentary elections
ocourred, something like a third of the seas conmested were actually
non-Malay majority seats. and almost a third of the members of the
cabinel came from the non-indigenous communities. This has in-
creased slowly over time; though in the last tén years of 80 it has
stagnated.

Paolitical accommodation has been a very important factor explain-
ing the apparent cthnic harmony that reigns in Malaysia. The political
strocture #self was transformed as a resull of this soccommodstion
becawse the indigenous Malay leadership felt that it was in their
interest. This accommaodative attitude has several reasons. It may have
had something 10 do with the desire for independence iself because
the British made it very clear that unless an anempt was made o work
out a viable relationship between the communities they woubd not give
independence o the country. 11 also had something to do with the way
in which the clives from the different communitics understood each
other. They shared a similar background and were able 1o work with
one another, and the pre-independence elecions all resulied in huge
wvictores for the ruling coalition that the first Pime Minister, Tunku
Abdul Rahman, had evolved. That gave them a sense of confidence
that they could rule, that they could administer, that they were not
thresened.

Another factor was the socio-cconomic background of the domi-
nant element within the Malay elite. This argument, which | have made
in various places, is sometimes received with remendous hostility
beciuse it s a very reactionary argument. Il the group that led the
independence movement in Malaysia from the Malay community —
that s, the indigenous community — had come from one of the other
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socic-economic classes; if they had not been aristocrats, i they had not
been administrators who were right at the apex of Malay society; if they
had been, let us say, businesspeople or professionals, they would have
socn the accommodation of the non-indigenow communities as
undesirable, especially since the non-indigencus communities were
cconomically stronger. They had more business people, they had
more professionals, they had a middle dass. The Malay communiry did
not have a middle class — which would have viewed the acoommoda-
tion of 3 non-Malay middle class through citizenship and political rights
as a threat to their position.  But aristocrats do pot see the accommo-
dation of businesspeople and professionals as a threat to their position.
They could afford o be generous and magnanimous, It is, | think, a
very imporant factor that the group that led the independence
movement came from an ‘administocratic’ background (2 term that 1
coined many years ago o describe this combination of aristocrats and
administrators). They were very accommodative wowards the non-

indigenous people.

Cultural Diversity

A third factor explaining the apparent harmony i the country is the
son of cultural diversity that exists at the street level. Even though there
i an official cultural policy that refers to an indigenous culture with
Islam as its guideline, there s tremendous cultural diversity in the
country. Various languages are used, though Malay s the sole official
and national language. Other languages are in faa recognised n
national educational policy. Chinese and Tamil primary schools are
pant of the national education system, and it is possible o study both
these languages up o university level.  There is also great linguistic
diversity Many non-Malay languages. including English, are used very
widely; for example, Chinese businesses often use Chinese signboards.
There has been no anempt 10 get rid of these things, though once in a
while cerain shrill voices are heard demanding 2 more nationalistic
cultural palicy. But on the whole the ruling elite has pusued a middie-
of-the-soad cultural policy.

Democratic [Msscnt

A fourth factor which would explain this apparent harmony is the
scope that has existed sinoe independence for democntic dissent. In
2 multi-ethnic society dissent is bound 1o be linked 1o ethnic ssues. I
there had been space for democratic disseni right from the beginning,
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Malaysia has always maintained some soit of democratic space at least
since independence. Baoth the major opposition forces in Malaysia are
cthnic parties and they amiculate the gricvances of their respective
communities; and this airing of grievances helps legitimise the political
system and so helps maintain an ethnically diverse socicty on an even
keel. We have what | have ofien described as a fenered democracy- a
democracy that is shackled but nevertheless offers space and scope for
the amiculation of ethnic grievances.

The Inescapable Multicultural Reality

The fifth and final factor concerns a reality of which all Malaysians are
aware, Their everyday lives suggest to them that they cannot run away
from the reality of 2 multicultural society. This reality is very different
from multicubluralism in Australia. Malaysia, as | demonstrated at the
stant of this essay, is multi-cthnic at every level, When 5 per cent, or
even 10 per cent, of the population does not fit into the homogencous
panern of the society it is different. 1n Malaysia, multiculturalism is the
reality that we are reminded of almost every day, and this has a
tremendous impact on the political culture of Malaysia. Every comamu-
niry is aware of its limits, of the fact that there are cerain things that one
cannot do, Malays would not want a political system that is entirely
Malay because they know it is just not on — there would be trouble.
The Chinese and the Indians and all the other minorities also know that
they cannot have a iotally non-Malay political system or economic
sysicm; aspirations have 1 be limited. The psychology that has
emerged in Malaysia 10 cope with this reality is very similar to the way
in which the Japunese, especially residents of Tokyo, view earth-
quakes. Just as the Japanese fear carthquakes, so Malaysians fear
ethnicquakes. To avoid iriggering an ethnic-quake, everyone holds
hack in public discussions and public articulation of grievances. It is
a disadvantage, of course, that cerain things do not get articulated at
all; but there are also advantages. It areates a culture in which people
are a litte more twlerant of one another's position and know that they
must be mindiul of cenain things all the while.

L. MALAYSIA'S DIFFICULTIES

In spite of s success, Malaysia's multi-ethnic society is uneasy, What
has given rise to this uncasiness? One way of examining the problem,
which raises very complex issues, is to look at the specific grievances
and at some of the prejudices that the different communities have, and
how this affects ethnic tes
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The Malay community is the most important of the indigenous
communities, The Malays as a whole — | am generalising here but 1
think there is some legitimacy in what | say — greatly fear that in spite
of everything, in spite of their political pre-eminence, in spite of the fact
that they have managed 1o retain their indigenous position within the
Malaysian paolity, a community that is economically weaker (under a
capitalist system) may lose out in the long mn, Indeed, with the
tremendous emphasis upon capitalist growth and development in the
last few years, they fear is that since many indigenous people are still
poor, and since Malay representation in commerce, industry, and the
professions has not yet achieved its trget, they really will lose out.

Malays also fieel that the other communities — and especially the
Chinese community — somehow do not want to integrate completely
and their language separate from the national language, the national
education system and so on.  These grievances and fears are anticu-
lated And since the Chinese are seen as economically stronger, Malays
feel that if they are not careful they could be swamped.

The great grievance of the Chinese about the present political
system is that it gives pre-eminence 1o the Malay community, and this
pre-eminence is not going 1o change. This means that, politically, the
Chinese will always be a second-class community. In the economy, the
powerful affirmative action program may go on for ever, since it has
been initiated by the majority indigenous community on its own behalf
(most such programs are initiated by the dominant community on
behalf of the aggrieved one). The non-indigenous communities
wonder what this means in the long run, for their children and
grandchildren. As well, many non-Malays — non-indigenous peo-
ple — fear that, even if they tried w integrate (many of them are fluent
in the Malay language, for instance) they would still not be acceped as
truly Malaysian. In other words, there would not be wial, emotional
and psychological acceptance of the non-indigenous people.

Are these fears entirely justified® In the case of the Malay
community, if their fear of competition had been expressed 20 years
ago i might have had some hasls, since at that time the Malay
community was really very weak. But since then, although they have
not achieved cerain targets, the economic position of the Malay
community 25 a whole and of other indigenous groups has improved
tremendously, They have a stake in commerce, in industry and in the
professions. This is true in both absolute and percentage terms. To
take just one example, in 1970 Malays constinuted 5 per cent of the wtal
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number of lawyers, day they comprise 28 per cent of the total.
Similar improvements have occumed in other areas oo; and besides,
when all is said and done, the political structure is capable of
addressing the grievances of the Malay community and of the other
indigenous communites.

As for the non-Malays and their fear of second-class citizenship,
the most imporant point to make is that while this fear cannot be
dismissed lightly, from the very stan all the Malay leaders, including
prime ministers and other important ministers, have consiswenty
maintained that the affirmative action program is based upon socio-
econoimic considerations and nothing else, Once the socko-soonomic
sinuation changes, they do not want those handicaps in the economy
because they see them as a slur upon the community. This has been
repeated over and over again by Malay leaders: what they want s
justice for everyone, but in the interim they are forced into 3 situation
where they have to provide some sort of protection w0 the Malay
community and the other indigenous communities. This was repeated
as recently as November 1990 by the Prime Minister, Dr Mahathir, in the
presence of the delegates of his own ruling party. Of course one can
argue that in spite of all this assurance things could be different; and
this is what | would like 10 explare in the last part of this casay,

IV, CONCLUDING REFLECTIONS

Things could be different if two things happen in our political and
economic system.  First, if there is an intense political struggle for
political power within or between the major communitics, | can see
political elites using cthnic issues i mobilise suppor. 1t has happened
in other places. In India, for example, very extreme positions have
been adopted — religious positions, for instance — even though there
is no commitment to religion as such. Itis done because it brings votes.
Much the same thing happens in Malaysia when positions are adopted
in the search for elecoml suppont. In a competitive electoral system
the iempration is there all the ime. 50 there s the danger that, in spite
af all the assurances and all the limiations and constraints that people
recognise in the political system, things could get out of hand because
of political competition.

The second point is that although the economy has been doing
well, there is no guarantee it will continue to do well.  And there are
fundamenta] weaknesses in the Malaysian economy. Its industrialisa-
tion program, for instance, i driven by an international export market,
not by the domestic market, which makes it very different from those
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of South Korea and Taiwan. Whether it will sucoeed in the bong min we
do not know, though at the moment i seems o be doing well. Yet if
the economy does not do well then ethnic problems may well become
mione serious in the oouniry

These are the two Iypes of situations thar threaten inter-ethnic
peace in Malaysia. Bul there s also a long erm trend that may pose
a threat 1o ethnkc harmony in Malaysia. Ower the decades there has
been a change in the attitudes that people have wwards one another,
In the final analysis, this s the most impomant thing — how people
relate o one another at the street level. | have seen a change mking
place, partly as a result of modemnisation and indusirialisation, Some
of the values and virtues that have helped multi-sthnic Malaysia all
along can stll be found amongst all communities shere people care
for one another, where there is a feeling of openness. One can go 1o
a village made up of one community, and get help from those people,
and yet find that, in another district where nearly everyone comes fram
another community, people are still open, kind, and gracious. But
these values are slowly being eroded as we industrialise and modem-
se. | am not saying that these are things that we should not do, but
these are things that we should reflect upon, for they sffect the exture,
the colouring, and ultimately the prospects, of a multi-ethnic society.
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Cross-National Reflections
on Multiculturalism
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L INTRODUCTION

A discussion of multiculturalism can be guided by inelleciual engage-
ment, emotional commitment or political correciness.  Since my
comments in this essay are essentlally a series of personal reflections,
I would like 1 begin with a few personal sketches,

Multiculturalism came on the agenda of public policy in Western
socketies in the 19705, 1 left Indila in 1971, and have lived since then in
Canada, Fiji and New Zealand. 1| was bom into Brahminkcal cleganos
in India: as they say in India, top caste, wop chss, wp Bmily, wp schoal
and, inevitably, top university. As | was already an adult when [ left
India, my individual identity had a fundamentally social definition.
Arrived in Canada in 1971, my youthful vitality absorbed the shocks of
traversing the vast distances across cultures and becoming a highly
visible minority in a country dedicated 1o preserving & multioubiural
identity. The mosaic ethic was constantly cited o differentiate Canada
from the assimilationist society to the south. From Canada | moved for
wo years to a teaching post in Fiji, which had s own distinctive
approach 1o the appropriate balance bereeen the two major comstiu-
ent cullures. In 1980, finally, | moved once mare to the University of
Otago in New Zealand, where | remain.

I met and married an Australian fellow-student in Canada, so
Australia s my nation-in-law. We have two children, one bom in
Canada, the second i Fiji. The four members of my family have boen
bom in four different countries. 50 we live in a fifth in order (o ensure
that there is a level playing field of emotional sdentification for the
family as a whole. My family then is the quintessential modemn
Commonwealth family. My views on multiculiuralism have been
determined by the range and diversity of my family identitics. For
example, we simply did not fit into any of the sevenl well-defined
categories in Fiji: Fiji-Fijians, Fiji-indians, Europeans, expatrtates. This
had an omnipresent influence on our lifestyles, and was one factor in
the decision 10 seck an eady exit from the University of the South
Pacific.
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1. MEANINGS OF MULTICULTURALISM

The statement that “Country X s a multiculiural society” can be bath
descriptive and evaluative. The accuracy of the description can be
checked empirscally without oo owch difficulty, for it is a straightfor-
ward mik of investigating the demographic composition (ethnic,
linguistic, religious) of a country's population mix. In this sense, the
Sowviet Unbon was always a multiculiural society, The dynamism and
vigour of a multiculural sociery are reflected in or may be gauged by
o oountry’s art, literatune, educaton and other cultural indicators.
Culture is embedded in and ransmined through language, and the
nusmber of people able 1o speak different languages is a key indicaior
af multiculturalism in a country.

In the prevailing values in most Western societies, the state-
ment goes beyond simple description. The treatment of minorities
has become a measure of democracy. The statement therefore
entails an additional normative component: the notion thar multi-
culturalism is a good thing, that multicuttural diversity should be
fostered and encouraged, and that it is a proper task of government
to seek such a goal. That ks to say, the statement connotes a set of
public policies in respect of the range of culiunil heritages of the
population mix. Multiculturalism is not a problem to be solved but
an asscl 1o be developed. ‘Culture’ embraces a wide range of
phenomena. When many different cultures come together within
one society, there is need for goodwill and mutual sccommaodation.
It is the task of the state 10 devise and sustain a framework where
different cultures can thrive without restriction or harassment
Minority communities therefore should be preserved, their cohe-
sion maintained, and their diversity recognised in law consistent
with 2 unitary legal system.

Linking the two components, the descriptive anribute can be
investigated even in regand to the major institutions of a country. To
what extent has mubticuluralism penetrated the political, legal, bureau-
cratic, journalistic institutions, and 10 what extent are minority cultures
margnalised in these institutions? ﬂmmtﬂﬂlﬁtﬂﬂ'ﬂiim
accurnite indicator of the attinudes and practices of the dominant groups
in a society. On this measure, for example, Canada s fully bicultural
bunt soimie distance away fnom being multoultural. (The official formula
is ‘multiculturalism in & bilingual famework’.)

It Is possible to construct a fourfold typology for the underying
orentations to multsculturalism (Foster & Stockley, 19688:23).
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* assimilative-universal, assuming a shared value system and uncon-
cemied with cultre-specific experiences of migrants. During the
large-scale postwar immigration 1o Australia, the dominant sttitude
seemed 10 have been that the new Australians should be grateful
for the opporunity 1o have been allowed to come 1o Australia and
should not expect any special provisions 1o ease the process of
adjustment after amrival. There is 3 denial of migrant problems;

= assimilative-cthnic @rgeted, assuming common needs but recog-
nising the need for and providing such faciliating servioes as
interpreters and multilingual information.  With a significantly
diversified base of migrant intake, the old ideas of assimilation
give way 0 an appreciation of the need to integrate the new
arrivals info mainstream society. Thore s a perocption of migrants
as problems;

*  plunlist, where gencral instintions develop cultural sensitivity
and culture-specific services. Perceptions of what constitutes
mainstream society are altered, and there is general acceptance
that it is possible simulaneously © be an ‘ethnic’ and a
‘mainstreamer’, There is an affirmation of cultural pluralism as a
virtue, and migrants are seen as an integral pan of national society;

¢ ethike, with services and apencies being peared solely towands a
particular ethnic group.

III. THE RUSHDIE AFFAIR

Most theoretical discourse is abstract and formal. It s refathvely rare for
formal discussions among political theorists 1o resemble the terms of
the public debate on a major subject of controversy. In this cssay, |
want to kead into the mosaic and meling-pot altematives 1o mult-
culturalism through discussions of the Rushdie affair and of alfirmative
action.

The Satanic Verses is a rich, powerful and complex novel. Among
other things, Salman Rushdie agonises over the impossibility of the
quest for identity by the migrant. The novel chronicles the immigrant's
pourney 0 4 new land, his experiences of self-alienation, the: joys and
anguish of possessing muliple identities.  Faith in the religion of birth
& broken but not replaced by faith in the dominant religion of the host
society. The novel seeks 1o destroy the dichotomies between heaven
and earth, the angel and the devil, good and evil, reality and illusion.
Fact blends seamlessly with fanbisy. The divine and the profane have
no discrete territories but inhabit the same integrated universe.
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Among other lssues, the controversy surmounding The Satanic
Verses brought o the fore the question of the proper constitution of a
multicultural soclety, highlighted the tension between Western secular-
bsen and lskam, nvited debate on whether multicultural diversity should
be encouraged and fostered or discouraged and limited in the interest
of social homogenelty (an lssue discussed in Australia as part of the
Blainey debate), and raised the specire of legal pluralism with different
laws for different cultures.

Group Rights

In a sense, multdculnoralism s an outgrowth of Increasing conschows-
ness that the political community is not coterminous with the culiural,
and that problems of adjustment need 10 be addressed where one
political community embraces several cultural communities. Political
rights may not be distributed equally among group-defined individuals
even when in principle they are distributed equally among all cltizens.
The aborigine is not functionally oqual to the average Australian even
when under the same legal and political frmmework. The disjunction
between individuals® membership of discrete political and cubural
communities anracts the interest of political theorists because of a
tersion etween conceptions of how o treat individuals sty as persons
g memben of cultural communities and a8 pesons gua citizens,

Many non-Western societies have difficulty concoeiving of an
individual identity outside its cultural context. Westerners can have
difficulry coming to terms with the idea that the self is inextricably
embedded in its social enwironment. While all Western countries ane
commited wday o protecting the rights of minorities, they ane less
united on the question of whether the objects of protection should be
individuals or groups. Franoe and the United States dislike group
rights, and their laws tend i be notably retioent about groups. Canada
by contrast alms 1o be a mosaic of different groups. The concept of
group rights is incorporated in Western (and other) legal systems also
in bws which prohibit incitement to racial hatred. A statement that
Jewsi or Indians are devious, cheats and liars would not just perpetuate
negative stercotypes, but also lower the social standing of the wo
communities and demean them in the cyes of others. Henoe the desine
to ban such communal libel.

The paradox of individual versus collective rights can be illustraed
by the right to self-determination.  Individuals exercise the right; the
outcome of the exercise B 0 determine the fate of collectivities
Similarly, the right of freedom of religion s simultaneously an indi-



Cros-Manosal RErLecnons o8 MumrmoulTumaciem

vidual right — the right of any one person to choose between religions;
and 3 collective right — the right of the membsers of any religion o
maintain the beliefs, practices and symbols of their religion. The
individual's right would be an empty concept if unsccompanied by the
righ of the group a3 a collective entity, unbess we mean to reduce i 1o
the right to be a doset worshipper (Van Dyke, 1962:27). Freedom of
rﬂﬁnnh;mm:lrljlt A Muslim in India has the right o believe
in and practice Islam unfeticred by the state; the Muslims in India have
the corresponding right to maintain the Islamic community: neither is
complete without the other,

Legal Pluralism

The Rushdie affair threw up four different conceptions of the equal

treatment in law in a mubth-relighous sockery:

#  the onhodox view that the state may not perseoute Or SUppess any
relighon but remains free to reflect the dominant religion in sociery
(blasphemy against the Christian faith, and only against the
Christian faith, is illegall;,

» the notion that all religions should be equally protected by the Law
(blasphemy against any religion shoubd be banned),

= the belief that all religions should be keft equally unprotected by
the law (the blasphemy law should be repealed).

» the legal equivalent of affirmative action:  anti-discriminaiory
legislation seeks to provide special protection 0 women and
minorites bocause they are perceived 10 be under spoecial threar
Similarly, Il a paricular religion should be under exceptional
threat in a given political or social climate, then extraordinary
measurcs of protection for it would be justified oo (Parckh,
1950- TOA).

Legal pluralism had in fact been given effect in British law already. For
example, under the Motorcycle Crash Helmets Act 1976, Sikhs are
excused from wearing crash helmets if they wear turbans as required
by theilr relighon. But the Sikh example seoms consstent with and
evidence of 2 unitary system of liw that shows sensitvity and flexibility
in dealing with differing beliefs, mores and values. In other wonds, it
is possible 10 reconcile the demands of legal uniformicy and cultural
diversity without parallel systems of law. When the principle of
equality is extrapolated from individuals 1o groups, then under certain
circumstances equality requires differential treatment rather than uni-
formity. It is a question of striking the right balance.
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The mnitial anger of British Muslims at The Satanic Verses gained
potency when Avatollsh Khomeini issued 3 fofwa condemning
Rushdie to death. Mainstream Biitish opinion reacted with hostility,
inaisting that free speech was a cherished and non-negotiable element
of British society; that the terms of engagement requinred immigrants o
consent to abide by the host society’s norms, laws and values; and that
Muslims who coubd not live comfortably with the traditions of their host
society should emigrate 1o countries more congenial 1o their insoder-
ance. The Muslims responded with the claim that they were prepaned
to respect British laws and authority, but not o the point of suppressing
their own identity in order 10 conform totally 1o the British way of life.

In reality as in the novel, the custodians of absolute truth rose up
in defence of the divine natere of truth as revealed via the prophet. The
status of oruth is not casily investigated in religious maners (Mendus,
1990). But belief in such truth was held crucial w the identity or self-
definition of Muslims living in Britain (and elsewhere in the West). An
assault on belicfs, therefore, became on attack on their persons.

This is a dangerous game to play. One of the most explosive issues
in India's secular and multi-cthnic society is the controversy surround-
ing the mosque in Ayodhya (the city of Lord Rama), which allegedly
displaced an eardier iemple on the same site more than four centuries
ago. Hindu realots destroyed the mosque and wanted to build another
temple; the less fanatical among them would have removed the
mosque to another site but build a temple there and nowhere else. |
have heard Hindu fundamentalist leaders insist that the actual historical
record s irelevant.  Religion B a mamer of faith and belief, Hindus
believe that a wemple to Rama stood originally on the site; this belief
gave extraconstitutional sanction 10 their program. The continuing
existence of the mosque on 2 site so sacred 1o Hindus, they argued, was
a continuing assault on every Hindu personality, Not surprisingly,
Muslim leaders in India were not as easily swayed by Hindu fundamen-
talist appeal solely 1w faith. (In contemporary newspeak, the Hindu
program for building a semple is justified on grounds of maintaining
national unity and integration.)

Bath the Ayodhya controversy and the Rushdie affair demonstrate
the difficulty of basing public rules in 3 plural society on religion. In
& sockety characterised by moral and religious diversity — that is wo say,
in a multicultural society — legal restrictions must be grounded in
reasons that everyone can share. The force of religiously based
arguments will be rejected by adherents of competing faiths as well as
by atheists, But the fithful are not prevenied from recognising the
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validiry of arguments grounded in secularisa: hence the imbalance in
the recognition of religious and non-religious values in the public
realm of multicultural socicties (Jones, 1990-690).

The Satanic Verses may have offended Muslims, but no believer
was thereby prevented from practising the faith. “Freedom of religion®
means the freedom o live and worship scconding o one’s religious
beliefs. Freedom of expression is functionally meaningless if it does
nal include the freedom o offend. If i s inoffensive, then it does not
need safeguarding. Eqpuality is the right 1o be critical of anyone without
discrimination on grounds of rece, creed or gender. Multiculturalism
predicated on cultural pluralism should not be confused with cultural
rela thvisim

Equality of religions before the law would require a change in
England's blasphemy law. Either its protection should be extended o
all religions or it should be repealed. The former option is not quite as
simple as might appear at firt blush.  Structures of belief are not
comimon o all religions. Islam is distinctive in its concept of reason o
the universal community of the faithful (ummal, How could such a
concept be protectively embedded in the laws of a multiculiural
society? The status quo option will perpetuate a source of discontent.
The most equitable outcome would thus seem © be 10 repeal the law
of blasphemy alogether.

Por some apologists of the intense Muslim reaction, liberalism is
nothing more than a series of continuing compromises: “that which is
yours is yours, that which is mine is open 10 negotiation”.  Liberal
apologists of outraged Islamic reaction failed o appreciate the pro-
foundly political nature of much of the outrage. Fundamentalis
activists invoke extrapolitical sanceity in their grab for political power
most stridently precisely when they fail w0 make much political
headway within existing channels. Religion becomes an instrument of
legitimisation and controd for the fundamentalists, of delegitimisation
and challenge for other contenders for political power. The 'spiritual
leader of ran was responsible for the waure and deaths of thousands
who were opposed to his rule. The more vulnerable the ruling class,
the mare powerful is fundamentalism as the (deMegitimising ideclogy.
As indicated eardier, in India the Muslims risk being victims of the same
phenomenon. Exploiting relighous passions to the full, the Bharstiya
Janats Party (BJP), with close links to Hindu fundamentaliss, multi-
plied its pariamentary representation 40-fold in the 1989 elections, and
then increased its share of the seats by 50 per cent again in the 1991
elections 10 comprise about one-fifth of the Indian Pardiament
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Was the Western outrage yet ancther instance of the double
standards of ‘Orientalists? [ would like to believe not, even though the
depth and spread of the Muslim reaction cannat be explained without
reference to a longstanding sense of grievance against the Christian
West If self-appointed inguisitors were 1o take over the Church and
all political power in the West wday, then the Western world would
react with Rushdie clones and provoke fierce protests from large
aumbers of outraged citizens. (For the record, Western hypocrisy is
one of Rushdic's many targets and brilliantly exposed by him.)
European peoples should be proud of their tradition of independent
thought and scepticism.

The European in setther society must surcly be unigque in his or her
willingness 1o elevate all other cultures and dendgrare his or ber own,
Simon Upton i now a minister i New Zealand's Bolger Government.
While he was in opposition, he anacked Pakeha liberals for their guilt
over their ancestors’ polickes, which blinded them 1 the values of
achicvement and excellence. The ‘liberal pakeha guilt®, he said, was
‘one of the biggest stumbling blocks 10 race relations’. It aiffered ‘a
shallow tolerance’ instead of ‘moral leadership’. And it responded with
intolerance o any challenge to its concept of biculturalism ( Owago
Daily Times, 12 March 1990). The Euwropean may not criticise
aboriginal or Canadian Indian or Maor culture, but the other has no
comesponding restraint of reticence. Feeding on the pervasive and all-
enveloping sense of European gutl, the ‘indigenous’ cultures begin o
claim ever-expanding spheres of privilege while nursing real griev-
ances and inventing new ones like theft of radio aifwaves. The end
result is that privilege and grievance become habits of mind.

Avariant of cultural relativism would impose limits on the frecdom
of expression by proscribing attacks on beliefs that could lead o public
disorder. This was the ground on which The Smtamic Verses was
banned in India. This has two deleterious consequences. Practically,
it will lead wo threats 10 oreate disorder by any group which wants o
stop anything that it dislikes, Philosophically, it amounts to penalising
the victim rather than the perpetrators of disorder. Some at least in the
Istamic world showed that they were prepared w kill for the courage
of their convictions, The British authorities showed that they wene nog
prepared 0 prosecute for the courage of theirs. The ferocity of the
reaction that The Salanic Verses provoked proved to some the diagno-
sis of Islamic theology that it offered: “In the East today as in the West
of the past, the intellectual route 10 secularism, democracy, and
freedom passes through blasphemy” (Afshari, 1991:114). Amen.

112



Cross-Manonal Reriscmions oN Mmoo mmasss

IV. AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

Multiculturalism as an ideology has flourished alongside a worldwide
resurgence of racial and ethnic identity. It accepts diversity and
supports palicies of maintaining ethnic identities, values and lifestyles
within an overarching framework of common laws and shared institu-
tions. Broadly speaking, in addition w cultunl identry, mult-
culturalism also entails social pustice (equality of opportunity and
treatment) and economic efliciency (the need to develop each citizen
to the fullest potential in order to tap the wial human capital of a
country), The quest for identity, justice and efficiency has led India
into policies of positive discrimination mandated by the Constitution,
Many of the issues that are now the subject of passionate debate in the
West have been played out for 3 much longer period (1950 w the
present), involving far larger numbers of peoples, in India. As Richard
Mulgan's and Chandra Muzmffar's contributions in this volume show,
affirmative-action programs are integral components of Malaysian
multiculiuralism and New Zealand biculturalism as well. The belief
underlying affirmative action is that some groups are so far behind in
all measurable criteria that their survival and integration into the
mainstreamn of society will not be possible without the govemmient
taking an active role o bring them 1o the same economic, political and
social level as the other groups.

It is possible 1o identify four distiner dimensions of affirmative
action:

* protective, where the state strives 1o achieve equality of protection
for all its citizens. The weak and the sulnerable, it is argued, need
such protection through legal enactment and enforcement;

« ameliomtive, with the goal of achieving equality of opportunity by
the state earmarking generous financial outlays for the welfare and
development of target groups. Only so can the hitherto disadvan-
taged be given a realistic base for upward mobiliey. Ameliorative
measures help o rectify injustices of the past. There is no serious
opposition in India or among liberal and social democrats else-
where (o0 protective and ameliorative measures;

= compensatory, motivated by the desire to achieve equality of
outcome through the provision of privileged access 1o education,
employment and promotion. Direct state interventicn in the major
institutions of society is held w be necessary o bring about
statistical parity (or proporionality) in educational opportunities,
jobs and promotions. Welfare and unemployment benefits are no
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substituse for equity and justice; equal treatment of unequal
groups produces inequitable outcomes. One does not choose I
be bom into a culture (although the cholce of exit may be
vantaged by drcumstances over which they have no control. They
should not, therefore, it s argued, have m bear the cost of those
disachvantages;

*  partcipative, with the goal of achieving equality of empowerment
s0 that arget groups are given increased acoess to the cormidors of
power by having scats set aside for them in the major decision-
making instiutions at various levels. It is argued that lack of
empowerment keads o alienation;  paricipative democracy en-
courages social integration.

Moral Premiscs

The maoral premises underlying affirmative action are open to question
but, out of political delicacy, mrely debated. In the period immediately
after decolonisaton, much of the anger against Western culrural
imperialism served the useful purpose of helping the colonsed 1©
rediscover the past that the coloniser had disfigured, and 10 reassen
indigenous cultural authenticity and dignity. However, the concept of
indigenous rights snd taditions can also be usurped by cormupt and
self-serving indigenous ruling elites pantly as a shield against outside
criticism directed at universalising minimum human rights. s more
imporant function may be o doak the comupt rule with 3 mantke of
indigenous legitimacy in order to protect it from rising challenges from
within. That is, the rise of fundamentalism serves the political function
of entrenching the existing ruling elite or empowering a challenger in
an imternal political straggle.

In the case of the Maoris in New Zealand, the most pressing clalm
i on grounds of indigenousness. But why should | a5 a non-
indigencus citizen of New Zealand concede any exclusive claims to the
Maor?! The Maori might well wish 10 make claims upon the Pakcha
on grounds of historic ill-trestment: but this is 2 universal ground (that
is, race- and colour-blind), not confined 1© Maoris and having no
relation 1o them qua indigenes. The point can perhaps be grasped

L Akhough, if it came 1o that, could | malke a claim of prior indigenousness on the
grounds that India was once pant of the super-comtinent of Gondwanaland
befare drifling off i the northerm hemsphere? This does ilustrate an exreme-

case abwurdity of indigenousness as the validsing prisciple of prefereniml
claims.
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other Malaysians based on being the Bumiputra (which ironically is a
Sanskrit word) or ‘sons of the soll”. Similardy. in Fiji the Indians brought
over by the British were as much the victims of colonialism as the
Fijgans. latter can have no daim thesefore against Indian compa-
triots based on the wrongs commined by Indians as 8 conguering
people. Conversely, non-indigenous people in some countries can
claim with lesser or greater validity 1w have been dispossessed or
mistreated in the past as well In short, what is morally significant is not
indigenousness as such, but past injustices. Indigenousness in iself ks
a morally neutral descriptive category (but not an unconiested one;
Mulgan, 1989h).

This is not to suggest that anempts o right historical wrongs ane
easily defensible. A compensatory principle requires further empirical
investigation. Are we o believe that force was niot the arbiter of the fare

The oppressors and the oppressed are all dead. How do asset, income
and other transfers between collective sets of living people atone for ill-
goten benefits by one set of dead people taken from another set of
dead people? 1s guilt collective and hereditary? Are benefits collectiv-
ed and inheritable? And what responsibiliny do 1 have if my religion
has no notion of original sin® The modern-day Robin Hoods want 1o
take from those who caused no harm in order 10 give to those who
suffered none.

It is sometimes assencd bul not ofien demonstrated that the level
ol poveny comelates positively with the degree of oppression, Nor is
it very difficult 10 show that yesterday's oppressed can become some
of today's worst oppressors: think of the Khmer Rouge, or even of
Hider's sense of hisorical gricvance,

An alternative argument is that indigenous minorities deserve
special protection because they are more vulnerable than other groups.
Their very survival can be determined by choices made by people from
outside their community. They therefore need the exira protection of
fenced-off jurisdictions in some arcas in order 0 stay masters of their
own fate. But now the criterson has aliered from indigenousness o
vulnerability, requires empirical investigation once again, and could be
applied 1o any group irespective of indigenousness.
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The stanus of the claim that unequal treatment of American Indians
of of Maoris is based in treaty rights is similarly assessable quite
independendy of indigenousness. It is 3 matter of the sanctity of
contract between the stite and any hdividual or group. Although the
treaties @3 once-sovereign collectivities, today's immigrants and ciii-
ens enter into treaty relationships with the state voluntarily. Even so,
contractual obligations are just as incumbent, for example, upon the
‘indigenous’ governments of Ewrope in their treatment of ‘guest
worker' immigrants.

Assumpions

The underlying assumptions of affirmative sction need systematic and
intensive scrutiny. The first and most imponant is the assumption that
discrimination is pervasive, and that it explains social disparities. Has
there ever been any society in which the different ethinie, linguistic and
religious groups weere represented in mathematical proportion at all
levels and in all sectors? IF such a society can be found or created, will
it aummatically (not mumlogically) be a more just society? A perfectly
just society?  All the empirical evidence would seem to point in the
opposie direction, that comelations between ethnic groups and ocou-
panonal and income differentiation s the norm, not the exception. Nor
is there a necessarily positive cormelation between those who wheld
political power and those who perform well in educational and
occupational rankings (Asians in the English-speaking world, Indians
in Fiji, Tamils in 5ri Lanka).

Discrimination (negative or positive) cannot explain the domi-
nance of Gujaratis in the small-business sectors of overseas Indian
communities (East Africa, Fiji, New Zealand). In Fiji at least all the
discrimination (leaving aside the Europeans for the moment) has been
in favour of the “indigenous’ Fijians — nol just since independence in
1970, but since the time of British colontalism. The Indians thrived and
prospered in the face of substantial and persstent discrimination
againg them, An Indian-dominated government (headed by a Fijian)
lasted st a couple of months before being overthrown by the military

The assumption that income disparities generate social conflict s
in twrn largely untested. If it were true, then the greatest Fijian hostiliy
would have been directed not against Indians, but ageinst Europeans.
The ame comment would apply 1 some African countries.  If
anything, the patiern in these instances is that when the elite in an
‘indigenous’ group finds isell unable 1o compete against foreigners
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{whether & majority as in Fiff or a minority as in S¢i Lanka and Uganda)
on equal terms, then the demagogues get inlo action by mobilising
mob sentiment o dispossess the more sucoessful and the bemer skilled.
The most persuasive explanation of the 1987 coups in Fiji Is that they
amounted to a refusal by the ruling elite 1o countenance a loss of power
at the ballot box: “Race was used as a vehicle to return 1o power a
group of people for whom power had become an unbreakable habir'
(Naichy, 1588,

Even otherwise, just how much, or how well, does discrimination’
exphain differential class and social variables? Controlling for qualicy of
degrees, number and quality of publications, age, and length of
employment, | would hypothesise that & Maord (and a woman) in a
New Fealand university or public sector depanment inday would have
a higher salary and rank than a non-Maor (or man). ASempis o
disguise the problem produce odd results: it becomes easier for ethnic
students 1o get firstclass degrees in ethnic studses programa than in
mainstream oncs.  But then these are not the most marketable
mulﬁumhmmmmﬂpdyuphm

mﬂmum:mﬂmﬁmmhnm
that such qualifications are ‘monocultural’ determinams of perform-
ance and skills, not objective criteria.  The focus has shified from
equality of opponunity 1o equality of ourcome, and the siogan now s
that ‘equality is not the same as equity”.  The tribals, uniouchables and
other backward castes in India have acquired a powerful sense of
entitlement independently of the ‘tyranny of skills’. If they fail o get
jobs because they are unqualified, then the fault lies in the system. If
they fail 1w be promoted because their performance s not up o the
mark, then the fault lies in the appraisal sysemn. Even those from
among the target group who might have been inclined to aspire 1o
superior skills lose the incentive 10 do soo why bother with hard work,
if there is a job waiting with good promotion prospects without it
anyway?

A progressive abandonment of achievement-bused criteria of
merit and skills in favour of ascriptive anributes of mce and ethnicity
produces funher adverse consequences for the group being discrimi-
nated against. Itz members begin 10 withdraw from the qualifications
and skills competition, for there is linde incentive ©© say in the hunt.
That is, both the mrget group and the excluded group perform at lower
levels of achievement, and this can only be a net loss 1o the society as
a whole. It is also inadequate prepamation for an increasingly
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competitve and penetrated world in which political frontiers are
merely administrative inconveniences 1o cross-border trade and other
exchanges.

Perhaps the most insidious consequence of affirmative action s its
counter-productivencss. Staie dependency undermines the dignity of
& collectve entity and retards the realisation of human worth of s
individual members. Preferential polickes:
= moest on the assumption of superiority in the non-target group —

they are so much better than the trget group thar the later cannot

possibly compete without extra help;
= reinforce the sense of inferiority in target groups — they are held

to be incapable of uplifing themselves by their own wit and
*  perpetuate their sense of being victims not masters of their own

destiny;
=  foster the working-class values of solidarity instead of the middle-
class values of thrift, hard work, self-improvement and propeny
ownership; and
* keep target groups in ghettos.
Even if — and the preceding paragraphs should suggest that this is not
a trivial if — the desirability of affirmative action & accepied, other
important questions remain. Should the wrget groups be selecied by
ethnic, religious, gender criteria? If yes, then entlre social categories
are incuded with no discrimination between the well-off and the
economically disadvantaged. Or should affirmative-sction criteria of
inclusion be based on measures of economic and socal deprivation
among individuals?

The experience of many countries with affirmarive action has not
been particularly happy. In no case does it seem o have produced
unequivocally benelicial results, In several it has engendered reactions
ranging from disquiet 10 hostility, opposition, divisive litigation, minor
convulsions and outright civil war, It can also be shown to be s net cost
to sockety under cenain conditions, Consider the case of
entry for limited medical admissions at university. On pain of being
found 1o be in breach of the law {or, in Western societies, politically
incorrect), the university might set aside 50 per cent of the total of 500
new places for a minority group. Let us also assume for the sake of
argument that the failure rate is 10 per cent among the open intake, and
50 per cent among the trget group. Thus of the 250 reserved
admissions, only 125 will pass, compared o 225 of the other group
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who could have passed. That is to say, the restricied group must lose
225 graduates in order for the preferred group to gain 125 graduates.
By any mathematical calculation, this is 2 net welfare loss of 100
graduates to society as a whaole.

If the Indian experience is anything 1o go by, then the perceived
loss — and perceplions are more important for political reality than
‘objective’ truth — s far greater. Typically, the number of students
applying for medical places will be ten times (and in exceptional cases
perhaps even 100 times) the aumber of places avadable. [n the case
above, without preferential policies only another 250 upper-caste
students would have been adminted, of whom only 225 would have
grachuated. But if the number of upper-caste applicints was 5000 and
only 250 were successful, then 4750 of them go away with a tolly
illogical but socially explosive sense of grievance that they werne
somchow denied their due by discriminatory paolicies in favour of the
‘downtrodden’ coaliion. And the process is repeated endlesaly in the
employment and promotion stakes. Litde wonder then that reserved
medical-school admissions was the trigger o long-running bloody
violence in the sate of Gujarat in the mid-1980s.

‘The pity is that ameliorative resource transfers are less resented
and more widely beneficial for the arget group, Designed 0 assure
equality of opportunity 1o disadvantaged groups, they are viewed as
levelling the playing field Compensatory resource transfers, in
contrast, are widely perceived as levelling down standards (Hariharan,
1983) and are equally widely resented and ultimately resisted with
varying degrees of intensity and violence (Reddy, 1965). Few Indians
ok the government to court on issues of progams of special
educational courses; virually all the litigation has involved reservations
in universities and jobs. The moral seems 1o be that the method of
preferment is criical in mobilising or losing public support.  And
without public support, any program of affirmative sction is doomed
to filure.

We should note too the ‘stroctural’' continulty in the principle of
government apportionment of preferential privileges 1o select groups:
from laws used in previous eras 1o restrict social and political oppor-
tunities 10 Jews and blacks, o the system of apartheid in South Africa.
The element of continuity lies in the belief that the government,
knowing best, can set rules that control or supersede the marketplace.
Affirmative action to underpin multiculturalism resuls from the
politicisation of sectarian identities. State supported multiculturalism is
as capable of imposing the dominant (that is, politically comect) values
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of today's society as in an carlier era the state was prepared to sanction
the snatching of children from indigenous families in the cause of
ensuring that they received a proper Christian upbringing To
paraphrase Pierre Trudeau, a government has no business in the
cultural bedrooms of its

From my experience and knowledge of India, | can identify at least
six types of pathological outcomes of positive discrimination policies.
All six, 1 fear, may be replicated in New Zealand.

expedionts: ‘affirmative action . . . is 3 necessary but only a transitional
phase in the development of a society. It is not intended to be a
permanent feature’ (Dube, 1988:96). In India and elsewhere, they in
fact owtlive their proponents and become a permanent feature of the

landscape, even if supposedly limited with constinstion-
ally mandated cut-off dates. The rhetoric of tansience is negated by
the realty of persistence and proliferation. Such an outcome should
not be altogether surprising. Preferential policies create new networks
of social exchange that reinforce existing deavages. As group-based
programs permeate the public institutions of a country, they end up
instimstionalising the wery divisions that they are meant o eradicate,

The Triple Ex pansion of Preferentlal Polickes
Positive-discrimination policies in India have trebled in scope, embrac-
ing additional measures for the same trget group, extending positive
discrimination to newer sectors of society, and incorporating additional
target groups into the progams.  Policies jusiified at incepdon by
reference 1 unique historical sufferings of the tribals and the
untouchables have successively included ever-growing numbers of
individuals and groups within their protective umbrellas.  Indeed,
ockay the quaint category of ‘other backward classes’ cutnumber the
original backward communities of tribals and untouchables. Ar the
same time, their share of reserved quotas has kept going up. And
additional institutions and occupations (public and private-sector
employment, university admissions, government loans) have come
within their purview.

The Kaka Kalelkar Commission had identified 2399 backward
castes, comprising 22.5 per cent of the total population, in the early
19508 the B.P. Mandal Commission managed to find 3743 by the 1970s,
representing 75 per cent of the Indian populaton (Hariharan, 1983).
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The backward castes and wribes already had 22.5 per cent of govemn-
ment jobs, parliamentary seats and university admissions reserved for
them, The Mandal Commission recommended the incorporation of
another 27 per cent imo the reserved quota. The sate government of
Maharashira rejected the Mandal repon because 80 per cent of the state
jobs were already fenced off from open competition: 24 per cent were
reserved for backward communitkes, 23 per cent for the poorest
people, 10 per cent for other backward classes, 15 per cent for ex-
servicemen, 5 per cent for those displaced by development projects,
and 3 per cent for the physically disabled (Hariharan, 1983). One is
tempied w add that the remaining 20 per cent were probably reserved
for paolitical patronage.

Affter decades of constitutionally sanctioned effons 1o protect and
promoie group preferences, India finds itsell in an escalating, cycle of
expanding numbers of sectarian groups putting forth claims w entite-
ments. Measures that were viewed as temponry expedients at
inception have become sell-expanding as well as sell-perpetuating. If
onc were so inclined, then clearly the dam would suppont the
contention that positive discrimination, within the terms of its propo-
nents, far from solving the problem, has considerably cxacerbated it

The Capture of Preferential Policles

An imponant reason for the persistence of policies of positive discrimi-
nation in India has been their wility © the beter educated, more
anticulate and more politically skilled elite among the disadvantaged-
as-a-social-category. Within mrget groups receiving preferential reat-
ment, benefits have been captured dispropartionately by the more
fortunate at the expense of the less forunate. The poor generally lack
the minimum qualifications fior entry into the elite vocations.  In the
state of Haryana in India, for example, of the 37 different untouchable
cistes, just one sccounted for about three-quarners of all preferential
university scholarships (Sowell, 1989:33). Nationally, the proporion of
untouchables has increased simultaneously in the elite civil services as
well as among landless agricultural labourers. In the United States, the
less fortunate blacks have actually retrogressed while a lucky few have
gained visible prestige posts (Carer, 1991; Sowell, 1989.33). In other
words, the price of advancement by the elite among the so-called
disadvantaged is paid not by the privileged but by the poor from
among the advantaged and disadvantaged alike. The names of Birlas
and Tatas are not likely to figure prominently among the higher-caste
wictirna of positive discrimination taking governments (o court over the
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injustices being done to them. The Tatas and the Birdas will always be
ahile to look after their own.

Affirmative action based on promoting sectarian interests is self-
negating because, for 3 number of reasons (such as lack of access o
information or resources), such programs are captured by those who
are privileged mther than dissdvantaged. Those who are the real
objects of affirmative action end up being trebly disadvantaged. First,
their problems continue. Second, the spatlight of public policy shifts
away from their problems, for affirmative sction by explating the guilt
of the hereditary privileged permits them w0 ignore the continuing
problems with an easier conscience. Third, the conviction grows that
the poor surely now deserve 1o be poor because of indolence or other
self-infliced fauls.

Most Indians still suppon the principle of helping the disadvan-
taged. But they have begun to revolt against the practice of favouring
the already achvantaged People from the constitutionally classified
disadvantaged sections of Indian sockety have made 3 success of their
lives in politics, the professional oooupations, and the civil service,
without using affirnative-action clauses. Their children now
these clauses o protect positions of privilege. Where is the justice in
the child of a high caste but impoverished family, with betier ‘aca-
demic’ qualifications, being pushed aside 1o make way for the son of
a High Count judge, the daughter of a top bureaucrat, or the indaw of
a cabinet minister with lower academic ranking? In other words, what
has happened in India is that affirmative acton, designed 10 help the
weak, has been hijpcked 10 protect the privileges of the strong.

When the P.V. Narasimha Rao Government decided in 1991 o
introduce an economic means test for some of the reserved quotas in
India’s preferential policies, some of the shrillest screams of protest
came from the political leaders of the disadvantaged groups. They
know that they are on to 3 good thing, and that quotas enable their
children o climb up the social ladder on the backs of their enfortunate
in-group members,

In New Zealand, a newspaper reponied some years ago that the
father of a rebuffed graduate seeking preferential entry into 3 medical
school was 3 distinguished New Zealander occupying 3 high office
(New Zealand Times, 18 August 1985). The question naturally arose
then as w why the graduate needed preferential treatment as a
‘disacdvantaged” applicant. One angry Maor spokesman (Tipene
O'Regan) condemned procedures that deal with people in ‘mathemati-
cal rather than human werms’. Was i not in fact advocating such a
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procedure to say that 12 per cent of doctors should be Maoris? Another
glib phrase used is ‘institutional mcism’. Giving preference 10 one
applicant owver another solely on grounds of ethnic difference s
nstitutional racism.

The same spokesman noted that medical students admined under
preferential quotas already see themselves as ‘second class cltizens”.
This would surely intensify if academic standards were 1o be lowerned
still further. And who will trust the skills of the preferential medical
gradustes? Mon-Maors ane likely to be most suspicious of trusting thesr
health 1o Maor doctors — even those who may have made it as doctors
without using the quots system. Will there then be two classes of
doctors? Do we want 1o end up with the Maori people being treated
by second-class doctors — and this as a result of oying 1 end
nanntional racam?

The leaders of the so-called dissdvantaged groups might be said
to belong to the political elite and, in the Indian context at least, are
likely 1 be wealthy. Their reaction might reinforce suspicions that the
ideology of sectarianism mediates class relstions. That is 1o say, in the
stage of transition to capitalism under bourgeois political processes,
social deavages can be exploited and shaped in the reproduction of
the social relations of feudalism. | mention this because indeed the
same argument has been made in relation o ethnicity and multi-
culturalism in Australian society (Jakubowicz, 1981). Ethnicity was an
amempt to co-opt community leaders into 3 partnership with govemn-
ment and appease the underclass with surface features like premy
dresses.? It obfuscates people’s consciousness of dass relations and
deflects questions about access to power structures, From this point of
view, for politicians multiculuralism represents the path of least
resistance. Sefting up an Institute is 3 convenient means of packaging
a2 problem instead of solving it. The greatest threat 1o the political
system comes from ethnic and class cleavages being reinforced, as they
very largely seem to be in the case of the Maoris, the Aborigines and
thie North American Indians.

The second reason | mention the srgument is that belief in s
essential correcmess underlay the formation of the Fiji Labour Pary.

1 The politics of symbolsm entails promoting 3 Maricsal Ceograpdic model of
mulicolunlism folk dances and folk songs, landicafts, food. (O ethnic food
e ihe measuee of multiculiumliss, then Australia s B rone mahiociural than
Mew Fealand, and the Uniied Soawes mose than Canada. ) Hew else does one

a comment from 8 Y5-organiation workahop that the kesming of
Maori will have spocial commercial benefits in owism (NEVOC, 199150
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Indesd i campaign and victory in the 1987 general election resulied
from breaking the bi-racial mould of Fiji politics that had been
dominant since independence in 1970, Others have sttempted o
explain the production of the ideclogy of state multiculteralism in Fiji
by exploring the meanings of and relationships between class, mee and
multiculiuralism.

The Divistvencss of Preferendal Policles

The highly visible and readily ascermainable fact that preferential
benefits intended for the have-nots are instead captured by the haves
Creaies enOMMmOous iension over time.  Said a Justice of the Supreme
Court of India who spent 3 year inquiring into the riots in the state of
Gujarat: preferential policies have “created conflict between different
sections and become the vested interest of a few who hang on o
reservations as their privilege’ (Reddy, 1985). But, for individuals at the
top of the prefemed group, it remains rational 1o be intransigent in their
demands.  The Constitution of India with a system of posiive
discrimination 1o help the weaker rribals and outcastes was adopted in
1950, In Augist 19590, a8 the V. P. Singh Governmeni tried i broaden
the definitkon of the underprivileged and w extend the range of
reservations for them in keeping with the recommendations of the
Mandal Commission (eight years after its report was tabled in Parlia-
meeni), Indian soclery was convulsed.  Students took o highly publi-
cised suicides, streets were in flames, and the govermment, by pitting
Indian against Indian, destroyed Indian society more effectively than
any external enemy could have dared o hope. Months later, the Chief
Minister of one of the more populous states declared with

that he would bulldoze upper-castes into chutney. The instrumsent of
sectarian harmony has become the path o civil conflicc

It is difficult 10 see even in logic how amemps 10 perpetuate
cultural cleavages by making multiculturalism a criterion of public
palicy @an have an effec other than reinforcing culiural divides. In
MNew Zealand 100 there is much opposition o preferential poliches for
Mzoris because of fears that separatism will be entrenched. Structural
pluralism, many fear, is the path to apartheid — & 3 Gme when the
structure of apanheid s being dismanded n South Africa and the
ideclogy underpinning it has been rejected wordwide.

It is also of course divisive in practice. No country that has
promoted multicaltsralism by means of active govemment involve-
ment has escaped sectarian squabbles or worse:  Canada, Fiji, India,
Lebanon, South Africa. There is 3 potential tension between culiural
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diversity and social cohesiveness. The msk always is o produce a
proper balance berween them. If it is acceptable for government o
frame public policy in a racially conscious way, then i is foolish o
mmmmmmmwwmmm

a mace-blind manner. To pamphrase, every affirmative action

mamwmmm-ﬂﬂdu
destruction.  Programs of positive discrimination oreate and murure
vested interests parasitically dependent upon the dispensing of state
privileges. The programs are meant 1© reduce and eliminate inter-
group disparities. But group leaders are dependent for their leadership
positions on the perpetuation of perceived disparities.  Afier four
decades of constitutionally mandated programs of positive discrimina-
ticn in India, the number of disadvantaged groups keeps expanding,
and the numbers of people within each group keep growing. 50 oo
does the backlash

Shall those who live by the multiculursl sword die by i India
hardly alone in suffering the pains of excessive ibalism’. The civil
war in Yugoslavia ok hold panly because there are o few
Yugoslavs and oo many Serbs and Croats and Slovenes. In Lebanon,
the so-called confessional system institutionalised sectarian differences
in a rigid constinutional balance that paved the way for the disintegra-
tion of the country in the mid-1970s. In 5ri Lanka, linguissscally and
retigously diverse communities had managed o live ogether in
harmony for centuries. Difficultics arose when firt one and then
another group tried o use the levers of governmental power o
promate group identity or group interests. Attempts 10 use the process
of government (0 create group entithements and preferences set Sri
Lanka on the path o group violence and outright civil war. In Fiji, a
self-conschously racial political system produced a ractal explosion in
1987,

The ideologues of positive discrimination are not unlike Marxist
realots. The scale, magnitude and frequency of pain, suffering and
deaths resulting from the cause can never invalidate the goodness of
the principle: i s simply evidence of the policy being implemented
unwisely by people less gified than themsetves (Sowell, 1991), Or else
the policies will be proved right in the long run — although why we
should have confidence in the ability of managers 10 get the long run
right when they have made a3 mess of the less complex shom run
remaing 3 mystery.  'Why should the medium and bong term in New
Fealand be any different from that already being experienced in India?
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Are New Zealanders somehow immune w0 the human foibles and
policy failures that have bedevilled India?

In fact there would appear 1o be very litthe suppon among ordinary
New Zealanders for separate treatment of different racial (or cultural)
groups. It is an odd riumph of Orwellian newspeak that those who
believe in no discrimination between people on grounds of race or
religion should be the new mcists.  This is why demands for ‘one
nation, one sockety, one people” are dismbssed as the new agenda of
the old racists.

The Politicisation of Preferential Polickes

Why do governments promote affirmative action? The short answer in
democracies is that they see wotes in it That is, the policy b a
specifically political response wo the highly visible symbols of sectarian
identity (an argument not unlike that made in regard 10 mult-
culturalism itself; Sestito, 1982). The most extreme example of this has
occurred in India, where politicians try 1o calculate sectarian “vote
banks': ‘reservations have now degenerated into a political manoeuvre
for capturing vote banks o gain or retain power’ (Reddy, 1985), That
former Prime Minister V.P. Singh miscalculated the political equation
does not invalidate the claim that he was motivated by the desire 1o
captune voie banks in a country where the ‘backward' castes had been
expanded by political fiar o constinme a majority of the eleciorate.
Muralistic democracy presupposes that the common good will

tovwards the political process 8 now evident in India because individusl
and national imerests ure widely perceived o have been subordinated
1o the daims of numerous special-interest groups.  Politicians have
been seduced into engaging these groups in exchanges where benefits
are dispensed by the state 1o selected groups st the expense of the
peneral good.  Utiliny-maximising political parties ry 1o altract new
voters in pursuit of their overniding goal of gaining office. Preferential
programs are of dublous valoe o the intended beneficiaries, but they
are politically attractive because they mobilise middle-class support for
::pﬂmulpuuupdungﬂ:m. Everyone likes being on the side of

In contrast, actually addressing the real issues and redressing the
real problems might require considerable financial outlays in building
better schools, improving peoples’ skills, transforming peoples’ ami-
tudes towards education, work and competition — and it would not
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even promote 4 sense of morml righteousness.  Millions more outcaste
women becoming secretaries instead of latrine cleaners might help a
lot more people, but is not as headline-grabbing as another cutcasie
cabinet minister or depantmental head. Symbolic representation (for
example an outcaste village headman) is politically marketable, real
progress (providing clean drinking water for every villager) less so.
Statistical representation sells, eliminating the need for them does not,
anempis to terminate them are politically suicidal,

Public policy therefore bevomes an ouicome of bargaining be-
tween political parties and special-interest groups, not parties and
voters. In democratic polities, multiculiuralism promotes the compe-
tition for votes of individuals, not as individuals, but as members of
special-interest groups.  Thus in India the equivalent of mult-
culturalism (righting group wrongs of the past, preserving and promaot-
ing Islamic identity) has become parn of the great coalition of interests
created by politicians in their anempt 1o win elections. The symbols of
group identities have been patronised by politicians for their own
political ends. Group rights in practice have tumed out 10 be about
ethnic leaders recoiving favouwred treatment in exchange for delivering
group violes 1o political leaders. Consequently, group rights become
the new arena of political conflicn with established and emenging
Rroups engaging in an increasingly bitter stragghe against one another
o rmaintin and expand melative privileges.

Political parties did not respond 10 organised pressure from the
lower castes. Instead, they were the initiavors of changes in policy, and
the lower castes became more overdy political and organised into
pressure groups for the pursuit of common interests in response. The
political system then becomes captive 10 an escalating cycle of
demancs from special-interest groups. The middle ground is progres-
sively abandoned as more privileges are demanded by increasingly
racicalised leaders: ioday's extreme is omorrow's middle ground. In
8 two-party (or rwo-coalition) competitive model in which secarian
proups represent & large propomion of the vote, rival political partics or
coalitions ignore the groups only of their peril. Group leaders in effect
guction thedr vate banks o the highest biddems.

In time this creates its own dilemma.  If parties move beyond
symbolism to real structural change 1o scocommaodate minority group
claims, they risk alienating majority group support and so losing office
Minority groups in the meantime have had their expectations aroused,
8o 2 fallure w0 implement structural change leaves them disappointed
and, if their claims are founded on 2 sense of hissorical grevances,
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alienated. Thus both groups end up being dissatisfied. The mixtre of
dashed hopes and political backlash is a potentially explosive recipe
for ethnic strife. Hence the tansformation of multculturalism into a
political balancing act, in which paries try 1o attraci soene soctarian
wolers without antigonising other groups. In the final analysis,
therefore, multicultaralism as public policy may contain the seeds of its
oam destruction.  Predicated on mutual respect and wleranos in a froc
society, it may generate mutual susplcion and hostility.

In short, the problem lies not in the existence of group differences,
but in their politicisation. When demagogues ke over, reason
retreats. The idea that bellicose intransigence and deliberate seeking
of conflict with cut-groups can be politically rewarding for regimes and
leaderships has long been around in the intermational-relations lisera-
ture. Students of cthnicity seem surprisingly resistant o the plausible
hypathesis. Vet examples abound of unelected radical spokespersons
dictating terms to elected governments under pain of ‘rivers of blood
(or ‘kill a white' — which can earm a rebuke for the media reporting the
comment but not for the person uniering the thread),  Out-group
members raising questioning vokces are dubbed racists, in-group
members are traitors: “heads | win, tils you lose’. A solution of ethnic
or cultural problems would deprive self-appointed leaders of a plai-
form and 2 role; upping the ante by raising ever-expanding demands
(control of the maritime resources, sirwaves, skyways; separate
schools, languages, pudiciaries, territories) enlarges the mole of group
activists amd gives them a bigger stage from which to manipulate maore
people. If peace and harmony prevail between different cultures in 2
multi-ethnic society, then the activists must do their best 10 create a2
climate of bitter recriminations before their political aspirations can be
realised. Looking at India, the most spectacular success from pressing
growup grievances has come for the group politkcians,

It would appear that the experience of India with policles of
positive discrimination s by no means unique. A powerful and
sustained critique of affirmative action, built on evidence from Aus-
tralia, Canada, India, New Zealand and the United States as well as
other couniries, is provided by Thomas Sowell (19900, In the United
States, the black scademic Shelby Stecle has argued that blacks ‘take
the rap for affirmative action programmes but get precious litke benefit
from them' (Hodges, 1991). The greatest gains were made by blacks
in the 1960s before the nstitution of preferential policies.  Affirmative
action had helped a few middle class and privileged blacks who would

L The anabytc framework in this soction has been adaped from Sowesl
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have made it anyway. But for most blacks, the programs had produced
more segregated campuses, less racial mixing, more mcial ension
(Steele, 1991).

The Frandulence of Preferentlal Policies

If membership of a particular group confers unequal privileges, and if
job markets and prospects for upward mobility are stagnant or
shrinking, then inevitably fraudulent daims of membership in the
target groups will multiply. This has oocurmed in India, [t has the
potential to be an acute problem in New Zealand because a Maori is

essentially a self-defining calegory.
IV. FROM EXPATRIATE TO IMMIGRANT

Problems of cultural pluralism arise because human beings have a
tendency 0 engage in wholesale movementa of populations over time.
If in the process some indigenous peoples ane overwhelmed, then a
subscquent generation of the colonksing race might seck o expianc
historical guilt by policies of positive discrimination. The movement of
people across political frontiers s subjea 1o govemment control and
regulation oday as it never was bofore. Migration can be smooth and
untroubled when state-assisted out of 3 desire to preserve culural
homogeneity. The rites of passage can be rough and traumatic when
they ke place against the grain of official policy, as with the
Victnamese boat people in Hong Kong. In the former case, migrants
may wish to transplant home identity o their new environment.  After
all, it is thelr home identity that made them ammctive for assised
passage in the first place. But the more typical migrant is one who pulls
up roots in the home country and seeks to put them down again in the
adopted country.

Cultural assimilation of the new migranis into the domimant
mainstream may be a gradual or an enforced process. But for someone
who has been tmumatised by the experience of crossing a major
cultural divide, a speedy integration imo a new soclety and its
dominant valoees may not necessarily be such a bad or unwelcome
thing. From the point of view of migrants, the most aitractive option
is 1o be given the choice instead of being forced 10 sssimilate or retain
& sepamte identty. The mosaic, by emphasising the ethic of mult-
ouburalism, ends up exerting as much socal presure as enforoed
assimilaticon,

Immigration & no longer as simple as it might once have been in
distinguishing between nationals and aliens, In most contemporary



Ramerh Thakur

Western socheties, we find a mnge of possibilithes:

= migrants who have acquired host-country citizenship, grown roots
there and intend to see out the rest of their lives there;

*  migrants who have dual or even multiple citizenships and shared
loyalties,

= migrants who are longterm residents but hope eventually 1o
retum o their countries of origing

#  migrants who are only shor-icrm residenis working 'emyporarily in
mone remunerative environments untl retirement back 1o the
home country;

*  descendants of migrants who retain tes of affection and identifica-
o 1o the homelands of their parents.

Consequently, citizenship is today a bess homogeneous concept than is
recognised perhaps in theories of rights and obligations between
citizens and states. There is room for the development of a more
nuanced and differentiated theory of political obligation. (The coun-
terpart of this is the argument developed by William Maley in this
volume, that in coday's global society states may have dutles 1o non-
nationals beyond their borders.)

Immigrants move (o new countries in search of lands of oppor-
tunity. They accept social dislocation as the price of the new
opportunities available wo them. They seck equality of oppormanity,
not equality of outcome. Migrants have cholce of entry and exit Choth
legally and socially’y; their children have no cholce of entry, but retain
the cholce of exit in most cases; but from the third generation
onwards, the cholce of exit oo will be lost. Policies of muli-
culturalism should be based on this social reality, for from the third
Reneration on, people will know only one country as home.

The vast scale of immigration into Australia, New Zealand,
Canada and the United Seates has radically changed the cultural,
linguistic and racial composition and balance of these countries since
their seitlement as tansplanted Ewropean societies. In each case,
demographic shiftis made it necessary o develop ideologies for the
legitimisation and management of cthnic relations. But there seems
o be one important difference between New Zealand and the other
three countries. The terms of the debate in New Zealand are between
the Maori and the European. That is, the debate in New Zealand is
about biculturalism, not multiculturalism:  the two are mutually
exclusive. Once the problem is defined in terms of a bicultural {or bi-
racial) dichotomy, then groups that are neither Maori nor European
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are frozen out of the debate on the dentity and future of the country
and disenfranchised insofar as the politcs of multicuburalism s
concermned. They become impotent in terms of setting the agenda of
the debate or defining s vocabulary.

In Australis, Canada and the United States, it would appear that the
demands of the indigenous groups (Aborigines, Eskimaos, Canadian and
American Indians) are put forward and processed outside the
musdtculiural debate, (But Canada is somewhat peculiar in this respect.
It has long been wedded 1o an official policy of blingualisn — mesning
English and French, which created occasionsl difficulties for me in
answering questions an bilingual Baclity — alongside multiculiuralism )

As a newly-arrived migrant in Canada or New Zealand, 1 had and
have a cenain insrumental loyalty to my new country and its laws and
people.  Acknowledgment of multiculiural diverity that mukes no
further ethnically iargeted claims on it for resources or privileges helps
1o foster affective ties towards the new state and society.

There s & disinction between being an mmigrant and an
expatriate. Bharti Mukherjee, a gifted writer of Indian origin whao
lived for 15 years in Canada before moving o the Uniked Sttes and
becoming an American citizen, wrote that immigration is the psycho-
logical opposite of expatristion (Mukherjee, 1988:28). By being
officially hostile 1w assimilation, Canada lorces newcomers o be
expatriales rather than immigrants. The mosic becomes a subitie
policy instrument in the hands of ‘true blood’ Canadians for maintain-
ing thelr distance from the new pretenders, Separatencss s main-
tained, there is no cross-contamination, caste purity is not polluted. In
contrast, people ariving in the great American melting pot quickly
leam the trappings of the American way of life. They know what they
hawve 1o do in order to become an “average” US citizen, and most choose
1o cloak themselves with these trappings as speedily as possible. But
they are not required 1o eradicate their ethnic identities in the process.
It is possible (o0 be an Amencan and an Irish-, Polish- or any other
hyptwenated American simultansousky.

It is in this sense that the mosaic is fawed in comparison to the
melting pot or salad bowl or whatever abel one wishes 1o pin on
America. The ethic of assimilation has not precloded the reality of
thriving cultural minorities all scross America. A very considerable
number of different racial, culrural, linguistic and religioes groups live in
the United States. They manage, furthermaore, 1o retain their distinctive
group identities.  And, most crucially, they manage 1o do so without
government involvement. They can form not-for-profit associations, be
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eligible for ux-deductible contributions (which could perhaps be
described as disguised subsidies), and engage in all manner of activities
o preserve and promote their culiural heriage,

Individuals are free 1o choose between identities of inheritance
and adoption. In the beginning, immigrants or their children start
leamning English — the language with which they are bombarded on
all frones in their new envimonment — n onder to b able o compete
equally with everyone else for economic, political and social status.
Owver generathons, many stop learnkng their own language as well as
English The integrating institutions of their culture are eroded as they
assimilate into the dominant culture: the price of mainstreaming is the
loss of cultunal distinctiveness. But where ks the harm in this? American
when American minorities demand rights, they demand the rights as
and of Amenicins.

The mosaic cthic can also be unconsciously patronising. Expatri-
ates, who in the original meaning are exiles from their homelands,
come gift-wrapped in a doak of exotic mystery. The discreet charm of
the newly-arrived is not allowed 10 fade by assimilation, but preserved
in the mosaic. Friends and acquaintances indulge a backward-looking
nostalgia with faint condescension. Exotica becomes embedded in
thelr permanent identity. Encouraged 1o hang on to their identity of
ongin rather than meh into the dentity of destination, they become
The Nowhere Man' of Kamala Markandaya's novel: people who can
celebrate a claim on both lands without having a true home country in
cither. Expatriation, net immigration, i our final destiny.

Duality, even mukiple identity, is of course pant of the inherimince
of every person coming from a sometime colonised country. In the
Indian textbooks, ‘our’ glores past and wondrous include the best of
Dravidian, Aryan, Mughul, British, Hindu, Muslim. We learnt fairly
early that instead of absolutes, we have only shifting correct contexts,
In the ethnic and gender-fractured English-speaking workd of mli-
culturalism, it is perhaps easier for us to see ourselves both as ‘us’ and
‘them’. Certainly my own roots, and that of my family, are now spread
ACIOSS ANy contnents spanning the equator and east and west, and
also the soctal ladder. Multiculturalism is a fuid set of identities for the
Individual as well as the nation.

V. MULTICULTURAL PROGRAMS

Multiculturalism thus entails informational programs, educational
campaigns, attitudinal transformations and government services
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{(interpreters, social workers, ethnic liaison officers, and so on). The
burden of my argument is that, based on the examples of the Rushidie
affair and the documented panerns in programs of preferential
policies, the melting pot provides a more acoeptable guide 1o public
policy than the mosaic. Mubiculturalismn connotes non-discrimination
in the migrant intake, but does not require unlimited or unregulated
immigration. Although the so-called Blainey debate of the early and
mid-1980s in Australia at times degenerated into hysterical polemics,
it also ralsed some important issues that should he dispassionately
addressed. There may be limits to the absorptive capacity of a
country. If the multicultural pesce is fragile, then oo rapid an intake
of multi-ethnic migrams is likely w spark off sectarian explosions that
will threaten the welfare of ethnic migrants already in the country.
On balance, it is mone imponant 1o ensure fair and equitable treatment
to those already in than to insist on enlarging their proportion in the
face of hostile opposition, even if the opposition is racist and ignorant.
No government policy can afford 1o move oo far ahead of grass-roots
community attitudes. If sppeals to consensus are used as 3 means of
stifling legitimate debate on issues of public policy, then they will
simply engender mounting frustration and anger, whether in the field
of Asian migration or Maori-Pakeha relations.

Multiculruralism in education means celebrating the diversity of
the mubtiple cultural heritage of a nation and helping groups ©
overcome educational disadvantages. A tension can arise between
utilitarian and sentimental choice of lainguages. English is the gateway
o the world, and a denial of competency in this intemational language
does grave disservice 1o any individual, Similarly, some languages and
subjects are more useful than others in helping 1o prepane people for
the demands of the modern world  Given their share of the New
Zealand population, Maoris must have the right 1o being educated in
their own language if they so wish, But they should make the cholor
in the full knowledge of the consequences for themselves as individo-
als and as 3 group. The key 1o national and intemational mobility will
be languages like English and subjects like economics, mathematies
and medicine. Having opted for cultural values over utilierian
calculations, they might have to resign themselves to dissdvantages on
a European scale like income levels in 3 market economy,

Education offers the surest but nol necessarily the easiest or
shortest path out of the biculteral dilemma in New Zealand, Searistics
released in 1990 showed that Maoris and Pacific Islanders were over-
represented in the lower grades in the New Zealand school system,
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while Asians were over-represented in the higher grades (Otago Daily

Thmsas, 10 & 30 May 1990):

= almost two-thirds of Maoris failed English and Geography in the
1989 School Centificale examinations at the end of Form V;

* about 40 per cent of Maor students had even hiled Maord — a
worse result than achieved by European and Asian students;

= abouw 70 per cent of Pacific Islanders failed English, Mathematics,
Science, Economics and Geography;

* among Asians, 19 per cent and 37 per cent gained A passes in
English and Mathemartics respectively; the comesponding figures
for Europeins were 18 per cent and 19 per cemt.  Asians
outperformed Europeans in Science, Economics, Geography and
Technical Drawing as well;

*  Maori retention rates at secondary school had improved over one
decade from 18 per cent in Form V1 in 1976 to 28 per cent in 1967,
But this was still well behind the European retention rates of 62 per
cent and 63 per cent in the same years;

= for Form V11, the Maori figures had improved from 2 per centto 7
per cent over the same period, for Europeans from 18 per cent to
27 per cent.

Academic results are not of course 3 perfiect indicator of ability and
intellect But they are a critical factor in determining career opportu-
nities for school leavers. The fact that school performance of Maorts is
relatively much poorer can only lead 10 a reinforcement of racial and
class cleavages. Hence the urgent need to analyse the ethnic disparicy
of academic grades throughout the education system.

If we accept the research findings that Maori students are not
doing well in the New Zealand educational system, the next task is 1o
identify the causes of their exceptional failure. One could argue the
racist position that for genetic reasons Maoris are incapable of high
educational amzinment, but there is litde evidence for such a proposi-
tion. The fault could lie in the system: perhaps it is cxcessively
monocultural. Such a statement is difficult 1w reconcile with the fact of
Asians succeeding so well in the New Zealand educational system (and
American, Australian, British, Canadian). Even so, icachers could be
checked 1o guard against self-fulfilling educational outcomes for Maoi
children, where stereotypical expectations produce predictable results.
Or it could lie with the Maor community: perhaps insulficient stress
ks given to the importance of education and 1o qualities of achievement
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and excellence. Indirect support for such 3 contention comes from the
success of Asians, who value education very highly and are prepared
o bear enommous sacrifices so that the children of the Family can
receive the best educational opportunities. (This can of course have a
dark side, for example the phenomenon of failures’ producing youth
suicides.)

Separate educational systems for Maoris are uslikely 1o rectify the
problem. The salution must lie in an imegration of all groups, with
quality education being available to all srodents 1o achicve
outcomes. Separate or parallel educational systems will inorease the
demands on Maor students. For as well as leaming their own language
and cultare, they will still need 1o leam, in addition, the basic skills of
the dominant culture in order to survive and thrive in it Unless
immersion in Maor language is sccompanied by improvement in
English, scientific and numerscy skills, separate Maor-mediom cur-
ricula will become pan of the problem.

It is also worth bearing in mind that millions of non-European
parents arpund the world would love 1 have the opportunities
avallable 1o Maor children in New Zealand for education in the so-
called alienating Pakeha system. The mainstream schools do offer a
way out of the poverty trap for all Maoris by aoquiring the neoessary
educational skills. k is difficult i see how individual Maoria or
Maoridom collectively will benefit by abandoning the opporunities of
the mainstream schools for parllel schools. 1 Maoris (and Pakehas)
are penuinely interested in avoiding becoming welfine statbstics and in
eliminating collective demormlisation, then the surest path out of the
jungle lies through the mainstream education: including the work ethic
and the drive o competitivensss.

Gesture diplomacy like Eumpeans leaming Maori goes only so far
even in acknowledging the real problems, let alone alleviating them.
If 2 neighbour comes to your door and says | am out of work, can't pay
my mongage, and my son s in trouble with the law, there is something
bizarre about saying. "Be of good heart, I'm leaming Maori™ (Flynn,
1988). The task for Europeans is 1o decide whether they wish to feel
good or break the cycle of low income, low employment and high
crime rales among Maors. The first can be achieved relatively easily,
for example by the Pakehas leaming Maod. The second involves
tking tough decwmions. To date there B linde evidence that New
Zealanders have even begun to acknowledge the difficulty of the
problem, let alone act 1o resolve it. The critical question is how 1o close
the skills gap between Maori and Pakehs. This is not to dispute or
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reject the benefits of self-esteem conferred on Maoris if they leamn and
preserve thelr own language. (Although, given the reality of extensive
inter-racial marriage in New Zealand, the question of who is a Maori
and who 5 ot s likely 1o become relevant anyway.)

But native language fluency and self-esteem are the beginning, mot
the end of the process. To complete the preparation for success in the
modemn world, more than anything else Maoris will have o leam o
come 10 erms with the dominant educational system, adapt to it and
exploit it 10 their advantage. Indeed if given the choice, they could
more uscfully leam English, German, French and Japancse among the
languages; and mathematics and science among other subjects.
Perhaps they should leamn from the Asians. A minority sub-culture can
cope with the dominant culture more adequately if its members can
beat the dominant group at their own educational game. Wherever
they have gone — Europe, North America, Australasia, even Fiji —
Asians have not looked 10 governments for creating the conditions of
their success. The family strocture and family pressures have ensured
that Asians are disproportionately represented in the high-income
professions of scientists, engineers, lawyers and doctors; and that they
are employed, law-abiding and fully mtegrated citizens of their new
cOMmMmunities.

Those who il o come o werms with the dominant educational
system, in contrast, get locked nto the vicious cycle of low individual
and group sell-csteem, unemployment, low-income, family violence
and continual familiarity with the police, counts and prisons. (In the
year o 30 June 1991, 37 per cent of crimes in New Zealand were
commited by Maoris, who make up anly 12 per cent of the popula-
thon.)

I mike no stricter demand upon Maori than upon my own
Hindi-speaking, | do not expect the state to provide the opportunity of
learning Hindi in the school system. Should a group of us get together
ta foster our language by private means, then | would expect 10 have
the same acoess (0 state resources as any other group. 1t would bring
me much joy to be able to speak to my children in my mother longue.
It will bring me more lasting satisfaction w soe them gainfully
employed with bright prospects for advancement because their educa-
tion has prepared them well for an intensely competitive job market.
We do not lve in an ideal world. In the real world, educational cholces
entail opportunity costs. But if discovery of roots brings greater
satisfaction to my children, then they are perfectly at liberty 1o pursue
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the satisfaction of their emotional wants.

Al the teriary level, the transition from affirmative admissions —
the standards of admissions for Indian students were higher than for
others at the University of the South Pacific in Suva — to affirmative
grading s smooth and relatively painless. For once the demand for
ethnic balance has been conceded at the sdmissions stage, it is that
mich harder 1o resist it at the results stage.  Unformanately, this is akin
o attscking the symptoms rather than addressing the cause. It is not
perhaps a case of breaking the thermometer as the means of curing the
fever. It is more the case that if a reading above 37" regisers fever, then
we will recalibrate the thermometer so thal what was previously 45°
now reads as 37%: if cenain cubursl or ethnic groups fail on existing
literacy or achievement standards, then the comect solution & not 1o
identify why they are failing and remedy the causes, but to change
existing standands.

This in turn exascts yet another cost from those individuals among
the disadvantaged groups who have sucoeeded. The presumpiion will
be that a Maor (or black) professor has atained that rank by courtesy
more than merit, even though the opposite may be the case. In a alk
2l Diago University some years ago, this poing was made poignandy by
Thomas Sowell, the ‘conservative’ black American academic. It has
also been made more recently by yet another American black law

at Yale who B8 unsure whether he would have made it
without affirmative action, and whether he Is as good a5 his white
fellow-workers: while many whites are quite cerain that he is not
(Carter, 1991},

What does “cultural sensitivity’ require of us when examining
university students? | ke it to mean o things. First, we should be
sensitive 1o culture-specific iendencies, for example 1o be questioning
o deferential wwards social, political, and even academic authority.
Second, we should avoid becoming obsessed with grammatical errors
and stylistic shomomsmings, concentrating insiead on the substance of
the essay in regard 1o content and logic of argument. I an essay or
answer should be sericusly deficient in substance, then a Maor, Pacific
Island or Asian student must not be deemed to have performed
satisfactorily simply by having submitted some writen work or
scribbled a few lines on the answer sheet. This is nodt just grossly unjust
to all other students; it also demeans Maor, Pacific [sland and Asian
students by its implicit belief that they are niot deserving of standands
roughly equal 1o the rest of the student

A multicultural society will provide equality of access 1o the whale
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range of the legal process: legal aid, anti-discrimination legislation and
enforcement; human-rights legislation and enforcement; family law.
Some of the most sensitive cultural differences lie in the realm of family
relations. On an admitedly superficial impression, it does not appear
to me that divorce, child-custody and property-division laws take
heed of culural amitudes. One of the more
incidents in New Zealand this year oocurmed on the death of a noted
Maor enterainer. His Maoel tribe acted against the wishes of his
widow and gave him a ceremonial Maori funeral. The general reaction
in New Zealand, reflected and fuclled by the media, was one of
outrage. There was no understanding of the Maori point of view that
the identity of the individual is derived from and always subordinate 1o
the colleaive identity of the ribe, Changes in family law might be
indicated if the mores and values of different cultures are o be given
due recognition in the legal structure.

The legal process can produce alanming encounters with the law
for minority groups. Multiculturalism reguires the provision of services
such as inlerpreters and vanslators as & right; the police and liwyers
do not always reflea cubtural sensitivity (for example, the differing
stigma anaching w the simple act of being finger-printed); lawyers,
police and media can siereatype and stigmatise ethnic groups during
o appearances and poess repons.

The disachvantages of a migrant caught in the legal bureaucracy
can be qualitatively different from and additional 10 those of the poor.
As we know from literatwre (incloding The Satamic Vierses) and Rlms,
the migrant is peculiardy vulnerable, likely 1o be alienated from the
legal structures and institutions, and easy prey for law sharks.

The legal system seems 10 be pamticulary resistant o change, and
hﬂﬂnﬂuhﬂ'hﬂ.ﬁiﬂmﬂnﬂﬂh@m]rhﬂthmﬂ
structures of political authority. The law embodies and promotes
Fundamental values and should provide a basis for social cohesion and
harmony. [ can recall incidents in Fiji of European circuit judges
refusing 10 accept reconciliaton berween antagonists following tredi-
tional modes of conflict resolution.

The media as an institution have the patential o divide or unify the
country as well as ransmining information and enterainment. Main-
stream media should avoid stereotyping and stigmatising cultural or
ethnic minority groups. It is incomect and iresponsible of the
mainstream media to deny that they create as well as reflect images of
cultural minorities. Beyond this, ‘market forces’ can take care of the
amount of news coverage from different parts of the world The ethnic
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maedia can cater o spechalised mrget groups, as is done very success-
fully in the United States. Their publications can be widely available
or channelled through ethnic organisations. Typically they repornt
activitics and publicise issues of interest 1o the ethnic community (for
example, 3 campaign is presently under way by Indians n the US o
change the implementation of the new immigration law). By the very
fact of their existence they help o keep alive the language and the
culture of the ethnic group. Thus they serve both instromental and
alfective purposes.

A commitment o reducing the mole of the govenment should
entail & willingness o accept radio and television stations being
opened and run by any group that can satisfy minimum standards
neutrally set and meet the necessary costs of entry. That ls, the role of
the government is 1o ensure minimum standards (technical, legal,
ethical), and 0 ensure that these standards are newtral between
differernt competing groups and individuals. | remain pursled as o
why the elecironic media have been reated differenitly from the print
media in being open o commercial and cultural enreprencurs

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Multiculnuralism is entrenched in political discourse in modemn Wess-
em socicties. What will the post-multicultural society look like?
Accepting that diversiry is a good thing, we may still differ on whether
i support a limited role for the state (that it should not discourage or
suppress multiculturalism), or an interventhonist role (that the stae
should foster and promote. multioubnuralism).

A government's commiitment o muolticulioralism will usually
reflect the ideology wnderdying its wider public policy. Belicl in an
interventionist state will likely produce active stale involvement n
promating the cause and policies of muliculturalism.  But we seem o
be witnessing a major shilt in ideclogy towards limised government,
individual self-reliance and the pursuit of coonomic growth withou
obsessive amention o social justice. In such a worldvicw, the way o
solve the crisis of legitimisation and 1o contain the problem of ethnicity
i o shifi the locus of responsibiliny back o the individual, the famiy
and the group: local communities must mke more responsibility for
alleviating problems arising from physical and social disadvantage.

State intervention can be as market-distoning in the cultunl
marketplace as in the economic. Because it promotes an anifical
market, it could be as futile an effort a3 staie economic planning. The
stale may be as misdirected in efforts 0 capture the commanding
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heights of multiculturalism as of the economy. In both cases, the

proper role of the state is to provide the political, legal and administra-

tive contexts whereby non-governmeental actomns can compsete freely on

2 level playing field. Thar is, laws and policies should be newtral

berween the competitors. Facilivies available w0 one group should be

equally available w any other group. For example, the Maori people
should not have the right 1o certain state favours gua Maor that is not
available 10 the Buropesn, African, Astan or any other Pacific Islander.

Ascriptive distinctions should not be acceptable criveria for discrimina-

tion between individuals, while those formulaied on the basis of such

criteria as income levels and treaty rights may be permined.

But what if Maoris (or any other group) dominate the ranks of the
poor, the uneducated, the dispossessed and the misfi? Whar indeed?
Far from my prescripeion (of income-based affirmative action) break-
Ing down in this case, it manages o achieve the same soctal good while
remaining race-blind. For if Maoris (or any other group) are dispropor-
tionately represented in the underclass of sodety, then they will
automatically receive the most benefits under any mesns-lesting
program of state benefits. But a wealthy Maori (or an affleent member
of any other ethnic group) will receive no preferential reatment over
an impoverished Pakeha or Samoan or Chinese,

As an observer of multiculturalism, | belicve that the st miast
strive for a balance between the rights of individuals and the interests
of collective entities (that is, groups which exist as units and not merely
as disaggregated individuals) and the interests of states. Judgments on
the proper balance between competing claims must include an
evalustion of their relative urgency and imporance. | condude with
three propositions:

* A resolution of the multiculoeral dilemma may lie in Parcto-optimal
solutions. A solution is Parcto-optimal when there s no other
achievable result where bath parties in a dyadic negotiating set
could be better off, as distinct from one party being better off at the
expense of the other. An increase in total welfare oocurs when
some people are better off as a result of a change without anybody
being worse off at the same time.

= An aliernative resolution may lie in the compensation principle.
The Parein criterion requires that for a palicy 1o be soclally
beneficial, no one should be worse off than before the change and
someone should be bener off. But there may be cases where loss
is unavoidable. For these cases, economists bring in the compen-
sation principle, which states that a policy is socially desirable if
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those who gain from it remain beger off even after fully compen-
sating those who lose.

A third solution may lie in & (possibly idicsyncratic) conception of
distributive justice. Incqualities between ethnic groups should be
minimised, but consistent with anaining the maximum benefits for
the greatest number of intra-cthnic and exogenous members of
society. The debate about the competing conceptions of affirma-
tive action can be organised around two altemative principles of
distributive justice: maximiging benclis or minimising depriva-
tion. Relative privilege for some amounts 1o relative deprivation
for all others. Can distributive inequalities be sakd w be justificd
o the extent that they are necessary 1o maximise the mnge of
bencfits available w all nationals? Or should distributive inequali-
ties be minimised, but consiment with amaining the maximum
bencfits for the grestest number® That is, the only role of equality
in the lamer conception is 1o break deadiocks between ahemative
strategics of socal welfare that are indifferent rom the point of
view of maximising benefis, By contrast, the deprivation-mini-
miging principle would redistribute benefits in order 1 maximise
the well-being of the worst-off groups in sockery.

As a consumer of muliculiuralism, | would s-ant it 1o mean:

Ll

I neither make or concede a claim (in health, education, employ-
ment, socil welfare) to a member of any other ethnic group that
is not equally available 1o me.

I have the same rght 1 preserve my original identity and

perpetuate my group as anyone else, with state assistance being
determined by ethnicity-blind criteria (for example critical thresh-
alds of income and population]),

My Bmily and | are not forced 10 adopt dominant social values.

Our values have equal smius so long as they do not violate
established consensual norms and laws.
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L INTRODUCTION

In an article entitled "Ugliculmaralism’ in T Aworralian (17 Seprember
1991}, economics commentator Alan Wood suggesss that as Australia
goes through a difficult and dramatic economic transition, it will need
a strong sense of national kdentity and purpose. Wood is not the
first — nor will he be the last — 0 express such sentiments. At
present, many of those calling for the Australian republic 1 beoome a
Republic appeal 1o the impomance of asserting a national identity.
Professor Geoffrey Blainey, in a chapter entithed ‘Going Somewhere?,
has written eloquently about the need for peopie 10 feel they belong
o their country and to enjoy a sense of solidarity with their fellow
countrymen (Blainey, 1984:15%). And there is, of course, a long
tradition of reflection and writing about the Australian characier, about
Australian nationalism, and about their respective strengths and inad-
equacies (McQueen, 1986; King, 1978, White, 1981; Collins, 1985;
Alomes, 1988; Shaw, 1988; Hume, 1991).

Preoccupation with questions of identity i not peculiardy Austral-
an. MNational identity has been an issue in almost cvery pan of the
miodern workd. Many sec it as an unpleasant and, at worst, destructive
feature of modemnity. Crhers, like Anthony D. Smich, suggest that it
may have certain functions. First, national identity provides a sanisfying
answer to the problem of personal oblivion: identification. with the
nation in secular imes ‘is the surcst way o surmount the Fnality of
death and ensure a measure of personal immomalicy”. Perhaps.
Second, to kdentify with a nation *is 1o be offered pesonal renewal and
dignity in and through national regeneration’.  Again, maybe. Third,
natiomal identity gives a cemain prominence 1o the ideal of mtemity
{(Smith, 1991:160-2). Hence the parades, remembrance ceremonies,
anniversary celebrations, monuments o the fallen, Mags and the
culogics of heroes.

Whether or not national identity does really serve these functions,
however, there is no doubting the ubiquity and the durability of s
ceremonial and symbolic aspects.  Indeed, symbal and ritual are the
maost decisive markers of the success of the idea of national identity, for
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It is through these aspects that the connection bertween individual and
collective identity is most forcefully drawn. Pant of the reason for this
alfinity, Smith suggests, is aesthetic: symbols, whether in words, shapes
or sounds, are evocative — in this case, of national ‘spirit’. But a mone
important reason why the symbolic aspects of nationalism affect the
sense of individual identity is that they usually revive ethnic ties and
identifications, ‘especially in commemoration of the forcfathers’ and
the fallen in each generation of the community” (Smith, 1991:162).

This, | think, brings us w the problematic relationship between
two ideas that have been prominent in so much of recent public
discussion in Australia: naticnal identity and multiculuralism,  Some
political sdvocates, perhaps seeing an ethnic component implicit in
prevailing ideas of national identity, have embraced and commended
multiculnsralism as the appropriate antidote, or at least corrective, 1o an
eariker and now obsolete ethnic tradition. Others think only of spitting
the antidote, and view multhculiuralism as the ‘nigger in the wiood-
pile” — reducing, if not destroying, all prospect of preserving national
kdentity. Yet others look, perhaps more with hope than with antcipa-
thon, for some new way of reconciling the two ideas, or at least
overcaming the conflict between them,

My primary purpose here ks (o explore the connection between

and national dentity, and =0 © contribule o a

discussion that has touched numenous areas of public policy manging
From immigration to law reform. | propose w© do so by considering a
number of questions which have become pertinent. The fisst questicn
might be Do we noed a strong sense of natonal identiny™ This
presupposes a prior question: “can there be such a thing (and if 5o, in
what senseP Third, 'do we necd a (sense of) national purpose™ And
fourth, can multiculiuralism be consistent with any of these things (and
if 30, what kind of an idea of muhiculuralism sould this bei?

These questions and their answers are important because of their
potential bearing on matters of public policy. They are also difficult,
however, because they are address not only matters of public policy
but deeper issues about the nature of a political community. My
secondary purpose bs to say a lile abowt the nature of the desimble
political comemunity,

IL CAN THERE BE AN AUSTRALIAN IDENTITY?

Let me begin by considering the question of whether there can be such
a thing as a national identity, and an Australian national identity in
particular, In fact, quite different questions are being asked here
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because identity’ might be construed in different ways. It might be
taken 10 mean ‘character’; s there an Australian national chamcter?
Russell Ward's The Australian Lagend, | think, gives a sort of an answer
o this particular question, suggesting that there are some characteris-
tically Australian traits that have their roots in the pastoral life of the
19th-century outhack. There is a myth, Ward writes, sbout the typical
Avstralian.

According to the myth, the ‘typical Australian® s a practical
man, rough and ready in his manners and quick 10 decry any
appearance of affectation in others. He s a great improviser,
ever willing ‘1o have a go' at anything, but willing too 1 be
content with a task done in 2 way that s ‘near enough’. Though
capable of great exertion in an emergency, he normally feels
no impulse 1o work hanrd without good cause. He swoears hard
and consistently, gambiles heavily and often, and drinks deeply
an oocasion. Though he s the world's best confidence man’,
he is wsually scitumn rather than mlkative, one who endures
sooically rather than one who acs busily. He is a “hard case’,
sceptical about the value of religion and of intellectual and
cultural pursuitss generally. He believes that Jack is not only as
good as his master but, a1 least in principle, probably a good
deal better, and so he is a great ‘knocker’ of eminent people
unless, a5 in the case of his sponing heroes, they are distin-
guished by physical prowess. He is a fiercely independent
person who hates officlousness and authority, especially when
these qualities are embodied in military officers and palice-
men. Yet he is very hospitable and, above all, will stick wo his
muates through thick and thin, even if he thinks they may be in
the wraong. No epithet in his vocabulary is more completely
damning than "scab’, unless it be ‘pimp’ used in its peculiarly
Australasian slang meaning of ‘informer. He ends o be a
rolling stone, highly suspect if he should chance to gather
much moss. (Ward, 1958:1-2)
Ward's thesis was thar such qualiies were widely anributed o
bushmen in 1Mth-century Australia, rather than o Australians
mwnmmmmmmﬁ
outhack life were such as to evoloe these qualities in pastoral workers',
though shared convict origins also had their influence (Ward, 19%8:2).
But this section of the population exercised a considerable influence
on the rest of the colonial society. Bush manners and mores worked
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qualities: ‘2 rugged independence, bred from harsh physical condi-
tons and a sceptical distrust of authority bred from even harsher
human reatment’ (Knight, 1900:188).

Yet for some, like Jonathan King, this is all just oo much.
Australians may see themselves as hard-working, lean and lanky
bushmen in 3 classless democracy, but in reality they are laxy, armogant,
racist, whan money-grabbers who have surrounded themsebves with
the myth that they are outhack heroes. “Waltzing materialism’ rules
because Australians seem incapable of pulting community intenests
ahead of personal gain (King, 1978).

Whatever merits of inadequacies these contrasting views may
jpossess, the contrast iself points to the difficulties in trying to tie down
any notion of a ‘national characier’. And this is before considering the
added complications stemming from Australia’s Aboriginal inheritance,
ww-ﬂdﬁhﬂhlmmmw

Mdﬂnﬁhhmﬂyummmhwm
porary wrilers are wary, if not downright suspicious, of talk about an
Australan identity. Richard White goes so far 85 0 suggest that
Australians have ‘invented” different identities at different times, w©
serve various ntenesis (White, 1981). And the four authors of Misiaben
mmmhmqmmnm
rightly point up the tangles the Bicentennial Authority got ivo in 1968
in asking people 10 celebrate ‘national identity’ (Castles, Kalantris,
Cope & Morrissey, 1988:102). As one Sydney Morming Flerald com-
mentator put it, “What generalisation could you possibly make that
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applies 1o the 15 million people who live an this continent? Or even
most of them® (Castles et al,, 1988:102),

Yet there & a second way in which the word “identity’ might be
construed, o denole not ‘national charscier' but something rather
different: a national inberitance or a tadition.  In this case, o ask if
there is an Australian identity would be to ask f there i3 an inheritance
that Australians can identify with, and which, perhaps, also helps 1o
identify them.

Here, | think, we are on surer ground, provided it is reasonably
clear what is meant by a national inheritance. The notion of a national
inheritance here refers 10 two interrelated things: first, a history: and
second, & set of legal and political institutions, To the extent that these
things are genenlly accepied and shared, 3 political community exists
A 'national identity’ here is nothing more or less than an identity given
by membership ol such a communiry.

To say this is not o suggest that the question of the existence of
such a community and identity is necessarily uncontroversial. The
American Civil War was fought partly bocause the southern staies
declared themselves 1o be o separate nation with 3 commaon history
and radition, regarding themselves as the true upholders and inheri-
1ows of the political ideals of the American Revolution (Carpenier, nadl ),
These were claims northemn nationalists would not saccept, and north-
em victory denied the south a separate national identity by destroying
the political institutions of the Confederacy. Controversy may also
surround the interpretation and evaluation of the communiny's Instin-
tions and history.  Yet insofar as 3 common history and common
political nstitutions are recognised, we can spesk of a political
comimunity and of a ‘national identity’.

In the case of Australia, national identity is given by an ancient
Abaoriginal inheritance, a history of European colonisation, a common-
law legal tradition, and liberal-democratic political institutions.  How-
ever, this political community, and so ‘national identity’, has been
shaped primarily by Britain, which bequeathed not anly a common
language, but also the legal and political vocabulary in which public
affairs have been conducted.

50 | am suggesting that there is an Australian ‘national identity’ in
this second sense of the term.  Australians may be identified as those
who are the inheritors of a politcal radition and members of a political
community. People secking 10 become Australians are, in effec (even
if not by intention) secking 1o identify with or join that political
tradifion or communiry
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As | have expressed them, these views may sound commonplace,
il not downright platiudinous. 5o it 8 worth indicating what s
distinctive, and even contentious, about them. The first point is that
‘national identity’ is determined fundamentally by political member-
ship, and by the nature of 2 nation's institutions, Primacy is given o
history and politics; biology, geography and the natural environment
are regarded as much bess mpontant. In this respect, my sympathics
are with David Hume, who, in his essay “Of Matonal Chamcters’,
argued against Montesquieu that moml causes were much more
imporant than physical ones in trying (o understand the chamcter of
a nation. By moral causes he meant “all ciroumstances which are fited
to work on the mind as motives or reasons, and which render a peculiar
set of manners habinal’. These circumstances included ‘the narure of
the governmeni, the revolutions of public affairs, the plenty or penury
in which the people live’, and 50 on. Thus Hume observes: “That the
character of a naton will much depend on moral causes must be
evident w the most superficial observer; since a nation is nothing but
a collection of ndividuals, and the manners of individuals are fre-
guently determined by these causes' (Hume, 1903:202-3). 50 while
there may be something (o be said for the view that Australia has been
shaped by s geography — by its dimate, is landscape, and its
proximity 1o Asis — | would argue that these things are much lesa
imnhﬂ:mﬁrmﬂ;ﬂﬂmﬁmﬂmﬂunmm

.hsemndpuuﬂhllu.tmthntkhtwum or at the very least,
need not be — based on ethnic community. Anthony D, Smith may be
right to say that, “historically, the first nations were . . formed on the
basis of pre-modern ethnic ones' (Smith, 1991:41), but ethnicity iself is

Finally, there can be a national identity that does not imply the
existence of a ‘natlonal character’ in any strong sense. In Australia
there may be oo much variety 1o speak sensibly of national character,
but this does not mean that there is no national identity. Perhaps
Hume’s remarks about the English will serve us well when looking at
Australia; “We may often remark a wonderful mixture of manners and
characters in the same nation, speaking the same language, and subject
to the same government: and in this particular the English are the most
remarkable of any people that perhaps ever were in the world . . . the
English government is a mixture of monarchy, aristocracy, and democ-
racy. The people in authority are composed of gentry and merchants.
All sects of religion are 1o be found among them; and the great liberty
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and independency which every man enjoys, allows him w display the
manners peculiar 1o him. Hence the English, of any people in the
universe, have the least of a national character, unless this very
singularity may pass for such’ (Hume, 1903:212),

I MULTICULTURALISM AND IDENTITY

This notion of national identity s clearly 3 very weak one because it
demands very lide in the way of subsmantial content o make for
national identity. It requires a shared history and political instinations
but no common ethnicity or ‘character’. What does this mean for the
idea of multiculturalisn?  Perhaps an answer o this question should
begin by distinguishing rwo senses of the word ‘multiculturalisen’. In
the first sense, the word refers 1o the idea or ideal of cultural diversiry:
a multicultural society is one in which different cultural communities
coexist and flourish.  In the second sense, the word refers more
narmowly 1o a particular (Australian) government policy which involves
actively promating or supporting cultural diversity using a range of
instrumenis from subsidy 10 preferential treament.

Multiculturalism, in the first sense of the word, s quite clearly
consistent or compatible with the idea of a national identity. Culnural
diversity is no obstacle 10 national ientity if national identity is given
essentially by a shared history and common legal and political
mstitutions. The less emphasis is given to national identity having a
particular ethnic or religious content or o iis expressing some kind of
essential character, the easier ¥ is 10 accommodate ethnic or other
forms of cultural variety, provided these other forms are willing 1o
operale within those common begal and political institutions,  Multi-
culturalism, insofar as it amounts 10 no more than a welcoming or
simply an acceptance of cultural variety, poses no challenge to national
ilentity. At the most, it means that a greater ange of influences might
shape and re-shape social institutions in the course of historcal
development,

This s not 1o say that there are no issues or problems that ever
need to be addressed  Questions and disputes will arise over such
matiers as the understanding of marriage contracts, the obligations of
parcnts 1o their children, and the rights of women. The legal
institutions of society in particular will have 1 develop answers, as
they have, in the main, been doing in countries like Australia and
Britain for some time now. But no deeper difficulties or fundamental
canflicts need arise unless more s expected in the idea of national
identity, or more is demanded in the name of multiculiuralism.
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This brings me to the second of the two senses of multiculturalism:
the sense in which it refers 1 a panicular government policy what
came into being in Australia in the mid-1970s. The early conception
of multiculoralism, when the idea was still in ies policy infancy, was
peobably based on a notion that, whatever an individual's culnurl
origins, there is no reason why he or she should not be able 1o live
peacefully in a society in which different cultural taditions are
wierated  The definition of multiculturalism supplied by the now-
defunct Australian Institute of Multicultural Affairs (in its Arrual Report
1979-80) very much suggests this:

Multicultumlism recognises the ethnic, cultural and linguistic

diversity of Australian society and actively pursues equality of

opportunity for all Australians 1o panicipate in the life of the
nation and the right 1o maintin ethnic and cultural heritages
within the law and the political famework. (Cuoted in

Rirmmer, 1988:2)

But during the 1980s multiculturalism came to mean much more than
this. It acquired a meaning distinct from the first sense of mult-
culturalism | discussed eardier, in which the emphasis 5 on the
acceptance as far as possible of cultural differences. The new meaning
was perhaps best expressed by Dr Andrew Theophanous who, in
associating the older view of multiculturalism with the thinking of
‘conservative forces in Australian society”, stressed that *A multicultural
plan of sction involves 3 programme for the whole of socicty, an atack
on major inequalities due o cultural differences’ (quoted in Rimmer,
1988-3; see also Theophanous, 1984). This understanding of muly-
culturalism does not stress that the law should wphold the rights and
libermies of citkeens w assoctate frecly and wo live according to their own
customs and beliefs inscfar as this does not threaten or endanger
others, Rather, it emphasises the need for action © modify or change
social stitudes, and w0 alier the distribution of economic resources, and
indeed the distribution of political influence.  This outhook comes
through clearly in the 1988 federal govemment report Towards a
Marional Agenda for @ Multiculiural Australia, where i s argued that
Australian pardiamentary democracy disadvantaged migrants and that
what Is required is 3 radical restructuring of Australian political, legal
and bursascratic instiutions.

This understanding of mublticulturalism is considerably more de-
munding than the first. It mounts a challenge o existing legal and
political instinutions, as well as w sochl agitudes genermlly. The
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problem with this view of multiculturalism is that it does come into
direct conflict with even the weak idea of national identity described
earlier in this essay. That view suggested that national identity was
defined by common membership of a political community that shared
of mubticulturalism challenges the basis of that kdentity by bringing the
wuorth of these institutions nto question.

Mow, to this conclusion some have simply sald, “yes, and a very
good thing too’. This, [ think, & the upshot of the critical analysis of
multiculturalism offered by Castles et al. in Mistaben fdevetity. Though
they do not distinguish explicity between different understandings of
mulbticulturalism, they make clear that they see it as in some respects a
doctrine that looks mainly 10 managing ethnic conflict, even at the risk
of accepting ethnic chauvinisms and sexism. The neo-conservative
project of muliculieralism (of the Fraser-Zubrryski-Galbally type)
trades on such regressive clements as aspeas of 3 divide-and-rule
strategy for social control in & multhethnic society’. The “social
democratic variant’ is not much better, they suggest, since it rests on an
inmccurate view of power relations in Australia, fails 1o address the
flundamental (ie., class and gender) dimensions of inequality in
Australia, and ignores the fact that “cultural pluralism can scnually
preserve and deecpen inequality by creating separte and inferior
educational and social systems for different groups’ (Castles et al,
1983:145-4).

Pan of the problem with these views is that the authors have very
ligthe 1o say that is of much help in explaining what is io be done. The
answer, they sy, Is not 1o abandon multiculturalism but 1o concentrate
on combating structural inequality. In the context of this struggle ‘it
will be possible 1o resolve the issue of ethnic separatism: all individuals
and communities should have the right © cultural autonomy in a
society based on equal social, economic and paolitical rights for
everyone imespective of gender, ce, ethnicity or class background'.
How this will be possible Is never explained. To further confuse
matters the authors add that “This implies combating racist and sexist
attitudes and instirutions, both in Australian sockety, and in all of s
subcultures”. How far the reshaping of the sttinudes of subcultures is
compatible with the ‘right 1o cultural autonomy” is never raised as an
issue. Indeed, at imes, their solutions look like little mone than a wish
list, insofar as they seck o combine ‘the best elements of national
tradition, the most imporant postulates of muliculturslisn, and the
needs and interests of the broad majority of the population’ (Casthes et
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al., 1988:146-7). The aspects of multiculturalism they regard as worth
maintaining are the principles of culural self-determination and of
cosmopolitan identity. The problem, however, is that these two
aspects are in conflic.  Those who seek to preserve their particular
cultural ways are, in so doing, rejecting the idea of a

identity. And those attracted by cosmopolitunism are generally willing,
or will be forced, 1 shed many aspects of their original cultural
inheritance,

The dificudties these authors face — or fall o face — sem from an
unwillingness or an inability 1o decide where they stand: they ane for
cultural autonomy and self-determination, but not I some cultural
practices ane involved; they are against the nation-state as an ‘obsolete
relic of eardy industrialism’ (Castles et al, 1988:148) that has o be
transcended in the name of real community, but call for a range of
mecasures that only the state can implement across all local communi-
ties — from abour-market regulation o education about the history of
white mcism.  But these are difficulties they have created for them-
sclves by embracing the more demanding conception of mult-
culbturakism.

The view | would like 1o put in opposition 0 this reassens the
value of the first notion of multiculturalism. This view seeks o develop
institutions that will scopmmodate different culiural communities, but
not institutions that are inended 1 reshape them or society in
accordance with some specific ideal. The development of such
national instinstions does not require the: fostering of a natonal identiny
in any strong sense; indeed it is only by not creating 100 strong a sense
of national identity that it will be possible 1o tolerate a variety of ways
of life within the political community.

This is a view which David Miller, in his recent defence of market
socialism, rejects as ‘impeccably liberal”. The trouble with this kind of
thinking, he suggests, is that it makes no aftempt to get 1o grips with the
idea of citizenship and the beliefs that suppontit. "Citizenship is not just
a maner of knowing how 1o be effective politically, but of identity and
commitment . . . there cannot be a complete divoroe between a
person’s public identity as a citizen and his private identity as a member
of an ethnic group’ (Miller, 1989.290-1). Miller is undoubtedly right w
say that a complete divorce between the public and the privase realms
is not possible. Public norms must always 1o some extent shape private
conduct. Bul the ssue b not whether or nol there should be a
comiphete divoros; it s rather to what extent wie should allow the public
realm to shape the private.  Miller's answer is: 10 the extent that is
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necessary 0 produce good citisens who share sulficient cultural
understanding to take par in a political dialogee. Political dialogue is
important because citizens should “continually reshape their collective
identiry’ (Miller, 1989:291). He favours an activist idea of a community
of people determining its own future, Nationality is valued because it
gives people the common identity that makes it possible for them o
conceive of shaping their workd wogether (Miller, 1589-245).

The view [ have put, which plays down the importance of national
identity, differs from Miller's. It takes a more liberal view of palitical
community, placing linke emphasis on the value of collective shaping
of national identity, and linle faith in the prospect of 2 community of
people determining its own future (as opposed 1o having it determined
by elites in the communirty and uncontrollable circumstances), But it
also plays down the importance of national identity because the
stronger the emphasis on that identity, the mare difficult it becomes 1o
sccommodate identities.

Now taking such a view can also lead one down another path,
down which 1 do not think we should travel. It is a path which has
been cut most recently in the work of Iris Marion Young, in her book
Justice and the Politics of Difference. Her concerns, in some respects,
are like mine; she tries to deal with the issue of how o scoommodane
panicular identities within a larger society. And she is extremety critical
of those who place great emphasis on the ideal of community. The
problem with communitarian views, in her estimation, is that they tend
o suppress particular identities. The ideal of community denies the
ontological difference within and between subjects’ (Young,
1990:231). What is interestng about her account is that it levels the
same charge at liberal or individualist views that anre normally regarded
as the antithesis of communitaran thinking Her contention s that
there is in fact a common logic underlying the alleged polarity berween
individualism and community

Each entails a denial of difference and a desire w0 bring
multiplicity and heterogeneity into unity, though in opposing
ways. Liberal individualism denies difference by positing the
sclf as a solid, self-sufficient unity, not defined by anything or
anyonc other than iself. Is formalistic ethic of rights also
denics difference by bringing all such sepanated individuals
under a common measure of rights. Propanents of community,
on the other hand, deny difference by positing fusion rther
than separation as the social ideal. They conceive the social
subject as a relation of unity or mutuality composed by
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identification and symmetry among individuals within a total-

ity. Communitarianism represents an urge 10 soe persons in

unity with one another in a shared whale. (Young, 1990:206).
In different ways, Young suggests, both individualist and
communitzrian ideals tend o value and o enforce homogeneity. The
way 1o go, she further suggests, is twowards a politics that more actively
embraces difference. This, she thinks, may requine quite different sors
of democratic inatitutions. More Imporant, it means that ‘the public
cannot be concetved as 2 unity transcending group differences, nor as
entailing complete mutual understanding. In puhilic life the differences
rermain unassimilated, but each participating group acknowledges and
is open to listening 10 the others” (Young, 1990:241)

What this amounts to in concrele terms i unclear, and Young
herself admics that the instinational implications remakn in the realm of
speculation. But taking the view as it is, | think it should be rejected
for several reasons, First, it seems o me that if there is to be any kind
of dialogue between groups of the kind Young desires, there has o be
some common ground: there have 10 be common public instinutions
through which basic questions can be seatled. At the very least they
would be needed 1o settle the question of what counts as a group and
a group interest, sinoe groups anc mutable, not fixed. Second, her view
seems 10 me to be 0o optimistic about the prospects for order If
differences are emphasised and identity is put at the hean of politics.
This seems o be a recipe for social conflice. And third, | think she
mischaracierises the liberal view when she says that it denies differ-
ence. [ think it would be more accurte 1o say that the liberal view is
indifferent 1o differences. It is indifferent 10 whether communities
assimilate into the wider community or merely integrate and retain
thelr distinctiveness. This view is less hostile to particularity and
differenice than Young suggests.

In distinguishing my view from those of Iris Young and David
Miller1 am, in a way, rying 1o steer a course between two altematives:
one that secks 10 strengthen overall community and one that wants o
granl grester recognition to sub-groups, National identity, 1 am
suggesting, is not 1o be overvalued, in part because it can lead 10 an
exaggerated sense of collective purpose, but also because it poses a
threat to the identities of minority communities within the socicty. On
the other hand, this nead not mean denying either the possibility or the
worth of national identity in some weaker, less demanding sense.
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IV. CONCLUSION

The answer 1o the first question mised in this paper, then, is that we do
not need a strong sense of national identity, One of the reasons fior this
is that it does not make sense o ik of national identity in any strong
sense of the term. Even a nathon that exhibits very liede cultural variery
will have difficulty presenting an identity that does not misrepresent
the diversity of identities within the society, and that is not largely an
invention. Another reason & that it is 3 mistake o think in terms of
national ‘purposes” (in the way that Alan Wood does in the amice
quoted in the beginning of this essay):  individuals have their own
purpises o pursue, and some they share with others — bt it is
unnpecessany in a free society that all should share some common goal,
unless that goal be that of preserving the rules of 2 free society so that
each might pursue his or her own ends.

These points hold even more soongly for soceties marked by
cultural pluralism. In 2 society like Australia’s, which exhibits consid-
erable ethnic, linguistic, and religious diversity, there can be a national
identity only in the weak sense of an identity based on shared or
oommon institutional and historical inheriance. Any stronger notion
of identity would have 1o begin excluding panicular individuals and
comamunities.

Equally, this notion of identity comes under no threat from
multiculturalism understood as an kdeal of peaceful coexistence among
culturally diverse communities. One can be an Australian in this sense
without ceasing 10 identify also with the Aboriginal, Irish or halian
communithes.  Difficulties arise only when oo much s asked of
national identity or of multiculturalism: when proponents of bath
ideas look to reshaping Australian institutions in accordance with some
more definitive notion of what Australian society should look like, It
is then that multiculturalism and thee idea of a national identity come
b0 oonilict.
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L INTRODUCTION

In cemain intellecrual raditions, ‘narrative’ plays a uniquely significant
role. Those imellectual traditions are not my own: | come from a
school of thought in which extrapolation from a sample of one is
thought to be scientifically outrmgeous (and in which, for thar maner,
the offering of one’s own experience as distinctively instructive or
compelling for others i morally objectionable). Al the same, there is
& namative associated with this cssay. | concemns than pan of the
Brennan saga covening a period in the laie 19708, when my wife and
| and mwo young children happened 1o be living in the US and when,
afer scveral disastrous anempis o extending our family, we found
oursehves al the doors of Catholic Family Services in Roanoke, Virginia
The swory relates how Rolwn Elizabeth, and eventually Philip Alexan-
der, became members of the Brennan family and thereby essenitial
players in our lives as we have each become in theirs.

[ don't intend here o rehearse that narrative (though | suspect it
may be a pood bit more interesting than the things 1 shall say). 1 refer
i it mainky 20 28 oo ‘declare an interest” (25 the lawyers would have i
in this topic: the topic, that s, of intercountry and inter-racial
adoptions. But since | have mentioned it, let me tke the opporunity
to make three points about that

Mﬁﬂhmm:mmmhﬂ o the effect
that human imagination is limited; thar desires are constrained by
experience. In 1978 when we first amived in Virginia, we would no
maore have thought of adopung a couple of mixed-race American
children than of fiying 1o the moon. Only a very pamicular sequence
of events brought us 10 contemplate seriously the prospect of inter-
racial adoption; and it was only as we contemplated that prospect that
it became for us by degrees first intriguing, then exciting and ultimately
compelling  Thus supply creates its own demand '

I That, incidentally, is Say's liw; though my endogenous prdfenence scoount is
ot what jesn-Bapeiste haad in mind.
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Second, 1o underline the pamicularity, that sequence of events
could never have happened in Australia, The possibility that an
adoption agency would ring you up, out of the blue, some 18 months
after the adoption of one child, 10 ask you whether you might consider
adopting another — it's the kind of thing that makes Australians shake
their heads in incredulity (as anyone who has had any experience of
adoption in Australia will westify). But just how the position within
Australis has changed over the last two decades, and just how
restrictive the prospects for adoption are — whether domestic or
international — are, | think, not well-known. And yet the relevant facts
are astounding: in an area whene most changes are glacial, these facts
are spectacular. Pant of my object in what follows will be 1o spell our
those facts.

Third, & point about the psychology of ethics. Occasionally, well-
meaning people, sometimes even close friends, would say 1o us things
like: 1 think what you're doing for those kids is wonderful'. To be sure,
such remarks were mone common among our American than our
Australian soquaintances, and we were never quite sure whether they
represented simple American gush or revealed on the pant of the

s sense of the momenousness of aking pan-Negro kids
under one's roof. (This was the South, remember.) We never cared to
find out what exactly was meant. It may have been no more than
Australions are inclined 1o say in 21s-binhday speeches or inasts to the
bride’s parents at country weddings — that what the parents have
done for their children is pretty terrific. But i the implication is tha
what one does for adopted childsen is somchow distinctively and sell-
consciously virtuous, | think that's jost plain false. | know a not
insignificant number of adoptive parents — some of the adoptions
inter-racial ones — and in almost no case that | can recall was there any
sense on the adoptive parents’ part of dobng what they were doing as
an act of benevolence, any more than such a sense prevails with
natural children. In fct, although the consequences of the inter-racial
adoptions that ocour ane bendgn, the adoptions demand nothing more
in the way of personal virue than the entirely natural affection of
ml‘:r:hdrdﬂ:im That affection s almost invarably supplicd

and automatically with adopted children as with
mmnl,mdhmb:hnﬁm

S0 far so good. But, you might say, all this hints at some interesting
demographic facts, and at some ideas about feasible morality, but it has
relatively linde 1o do with mubticuluralism as such. True enough —
and much of what | say will deal with demography and ethical
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complisnce. But al the bevel of pracical politics, the question of inter-
country adoption invalves a distinctive blend of palicy entanglements:

, thiose relating 10 immigration and social selfare. Because
of this association, inter-country adoptions come 1o be addressed willy-
nilly in terms of the rhetoric of multiculturalism.  And we need 1o
understand something of that rhetoric and the lines of debaie that it
stands for to explain why Australian policy on inter-country adoptions
is as it is and why it is set so firmly against doing what, on the face of
it, s 20 goosd @ thing.

. THE DEMOGRAPHIC BACKGROUND

Let me retumn, though, © the beginning and to the demographic
background. Adoption fgures anc not the mosi reliable satstes
released by the Australian Burcau of Statistics (the Burcau acually
ceased to publish them in the late 1980s for reasons of suspected
unreliability), but the general pichure they present s crystal clear. In
1972, adoptions by non-relatves (what we might think of as adoptions
For which the primary mathve on the adoptive parent side 15 infertilioy)
wiere arcund TBOD. By 1985, the ozl number of such adoptions had
Fallen 1o about 1150 {a number that includes about 400 inter-country
adoptions, of which there was a negligible number in 1972). In other
words, the ‘supply’ of Australian-bom children available for adoption
had fallen by a facior of ten: 90 per cent of the famibes who qualified
o adopt on the open-market in 1972 couwld not have adopted an
Australinn=bom child a mere dozon or 5o years laer, There seems no
reason 0 suspect that the demand for adoptive children would have
declined to that degree in that bricf space: concelvably, femiliny drugs,
in-vitro fertilisation, and the like may have reduced the demand
somewhat, but the major causal factors seem o be the increased
availability of abortion, increased availability and use of contraception
among the young, and changes in social atstudes towards, and welfare
suppart of, unmarried mothers. We should, furthermore, bear in mind
that there are no grounds for believing that 1972 was a year in which
there was no excess dermand for adoptive children. We simply have no
that it has always been difficult i adopt in Australia. The faos clearly
imply, however, that thene has over the last decade been very consider-
ahle ‘excess demand’ for potentially adoptive children in Australia.
Of course, not all Australisn couples who would seek 10 adopt a
white Caucasian child if one were available would be inlerested in
inter-country adoption. Equally, however, not all those who would be
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interested in inter-country adoption — and specifically orphaned
infans in instinations in Third-World countries — would be interested
in domestic adoption. Cerain mamers are brought into play in the
one secks 1o adopt, a child is s child irespective of that child's country
of origin. To put the point in economist’s jargon, Australian-born and
foreign-bom children seem likely 10 be close substitutes for 3 wide
range of prospective adoptive parents.

Austrulian experience with inter-country adoption in any system-
atic way began with the Vietnam airlift in 1975. By 198283, there were
325 inter-country adoptions within Australia; by 198687, the number
had risen to 575, At that point, Korea was supplying more than half the
children, but Korea has since closed its books and as far as | know they
remain dosed. The current picture within Australia is one of extreme
and increasing scarcity of foreign-bom sdoptive children, and scarcity
of adoptive children more generally.

IL. BARRIERS TO TRADE

Now the obvious question is: why is the number of inter-country
adoptions so small? On the face of things, there s no lack of supply.
We hesr for example of 30 million children on the loose in Brazil alone;
India, China, Indonesia and pans of Indo-China are all reputed o have
problems in dealing with unwanted children; Africa is in a similar
situation. It scems self-cvident that there are enormous potential gams
for all paries here. Why are those gains not appropriated?

As you know, economists are great proponents of the gains
from trade (broadly construed). The notion of gains from trade is
in fact a central organising principle in economists” explanations of
social phenomena, and cenainly the predominant driving force in
the economist’s normative scheme. Arguments in the laier connecs
tion focus on the expected benefits that both panties derive from
volunary exchange; and arguments in the former connection focus
on the rationality of potential traders in searching out such mutual
gains. 50 there are two puzzles here: why are the relevant gains not
appropriated? and why should they not be?

Now we should concede at the outser thai the presence of
unwanted children in Brazil (or wherever) is not sufficient grounds lor
conchuding that real gains from trade exist. It costs resowrces 1o shift

I To put the question in 3 more Chicago-esque style, why is the world not
cftient
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Iﬂnlnn in the sochl-welfare bureaucracy, and possibly mone
ﬁdﬁlr sees foreign adoptions as something to be discouraged and

pftu'ﬂlﬂ.
Thnrcpntuf Western Australian inquiry into adoptions (WA,
19900, for example, exemplifies exactly this negative view, That
inquiry's recommendations would, il implemented, effectively bring wo
mdhﬂﬂvm?:dqﬂhmhﬂﬂm- Recommendation 102
ldnpﬂumnfﬂumhrnd#nhmdmhﬂhckpmﬂu
the child, thus ensuring the child's cultural and ethnic identity ks not lost
as a consequence of the adoption’, and Recommendation 105 reiterates
that principle specifically with reference 1o ‘children living in overseas
countrics to be adopted in Australia®.

IV. THE DEFENCE OF THE BARRIERS

The arguments that lie behind these recommendations are varied.
Some involve an appeal © an associaton between Inter-country
adoptions and alleged commercial baby-farming in some foreign
countries, or between inter-racial adoption and the enforced separa-
tion of aboriginal chilkdren from their parents (3 much vaunted,
outrageous practice occurring sporadically through recent Australian
history). Such appeals have, of course, considerable rhetorical effect,
It it is difficudt 1o see how any such association can be sustained: the
appeals are not 50 much arguments as pleces of demagoguery,

There are, however, several assermions that might be constroed as
penuine arguments, and these include at least four claims:

= there are practical difficulties: for example, special problems of
bonding, or the failure of adoptive parents 1o confront adequately
possible experience by the child of racist artitudes from others;

* foreign adoptions are usually third choice (afver nanaral children
and Australia born children),

* foreign adoptions are often motivated by a rescue mentality;

* foreign adoption s an assault on the child's ree identity.

These claims are often subsumed under a single daim, to the effea
that, ideally, children should be brought up in the culture into which

they are bom. This claim is often made as the point of depamure for
relevant argument, | suppose because on its fuce it seems Incontrovert-
ible, But | regard it as having implications that are by no means self-
evident, and | think it bemter here 1o confront the more specific
propositions. We shall deal with them seriatim.
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The ‘Practical Difficolies’ Argument

The ‘practical difficulties’ that are often alluded 1o direct atention to
magers that are, often enough, anifacts of the regulatory system itsell:
for example, long delays in organising adoptions that lead to imer-
country adoptions ocourring at an older age than would be ideal and
hence o adjustment problems that might otherwise have been
avoided. Some studies refer 10 an excessively “tdlectual’ approach
on the part of adoptive parents in their endeavours o maintin the
racial scif-awareness of adoptive children, or of the tendency of
parents to play down the child's distinctive racial identity. (See, for
example, the studies refermed 1o in Chapoer 7 of the Westem Australian
report). One would not of course expect that tans-racially adoptive
children would be necessarily exempt from experience of racism, or
that they might not fecl alienated from the coliure of most members of
their ace. However, there is litle evidence that transmacially adopied
children suffer from lack of self-esteem: indeed, as the Westemn
Ausiralian Repon concodes (p,182) ‘when groups of ransracially and
same-race adopeed children are compared, both groups tend 1o have
a level of self-esteem as high as that found in the general population”
In Fact, the WA Repon offers no evidence of systematic divergences
between transmacially adopted and other adopted or non-adopued
mixed race children: it mither mkes the line that something might go
wrong, and that therefore such children were "at greater risk” and hence
that ‘the risk 10 the child be minimised by ensuring that the child's
culnaral and ethnic identity is not lost”. The Committee thus seems, by
sleight of hand, to move from the position that some atention be given
to maiching the child with mcially similar parents in Australis where
possible o the condusion that inter-country adoption ought o be
stopped tout count. In any event, the cited studies do not seem o focus
on the relevant control group in their conceptual experiments.  Even
if we could show that trans-racial sdoptions were “at greater risk’ (of
what?) than other children in the host country on averige, the relevant
comparison would still have 1o be the fate of those transracial adoptees
absent adoption. On this fate, we can only conjecture but the
conjeclurings cannot reasonably avoid including the more tragic
alternatives.

The ‘Third-Best Choloe” Argument

For an coonomist, it i a limle difficult 1o know what 10 make of this

charge. Since adoptions are, under cument regulations, effectively
restricted 1o childiess couples, thene is no behaviourist check on the
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claim; but it seems unlikely 1o be troe universally. It is cerainly the
case that, since most couples have natural children, natural bisth is their
first choice”; bt it is first choice only in the sense that i is the course
that they most naturally think of — that they would think of ‘first’, as
it were. But this is not 1o sy that i inter-country adoption wen: a
salient option — one that people confronted as a matter of course and
that was sufficiently common 1o be widely recognised as feasibie —
many people would not find it an exciting and anractive possibility, All
kinds of motives might be in play here: a desire 1o determine the sex
of one's child, a fear of the pains of childbirth; 2 concem over world
population growth; a desire 1o improve the oo of some otherwise
unwanted child a sense of adventure, not unlike a love of travel; a
desire to enrich the experence and expand the horizons of one's other
children. Once the prospect of foreign adoption becomes real, it may
not remain a “thind cholce” In any sense at all. But neither does the
ranking of options seem at all critical. Ultimatedy, all that is at [sse is
the question of whether intermclally sdoptive parents are less loving
and caring than biological parents or than racilly homogeneous

parents — of indeed, are less loving and caring than those (if
any) who would tend the child in the original birth environment  Anid
there is no evidence to that effiect at all.

The ‘Bescoe Mentality' Argument

This argument reminds me of one sometimes advanced by theologian
friends of mine: that one ought 1o live a life of 1ol sell-indulgence
because anything else i a temptation to the (much worse) sin of self-
righteousness. The theologians see this as a joke: the social-welfare
putsch seem 1o be utterly serfous. OFf course, one can concede readily
enough that cemain kinds of ‘charity’ can be deeply patronising. For
example, the World Vision manoeuvre of connecting up one's giving
o & panticular child who dutifully writes obsequiously grateful lemers
has always struck me as vaguely pathetic and disturbing: the childsen
are made w act in the manner of perfforming bears. However, | take
it that there is a constituency for whom that Wordd Vision mechanism
is successful in the sense thar it induces some people o give more than
they otherwise would, piven that this is 50, it is ot obwiows that one’s
anxietes are not merely a form of sell-indulgence.  Afier all, inhibition
of that procedure would simple serve 10 hurt those who need help
most. 1 would not on balance want 10 ban Warld Viskon, however
offensive its style is 1o my aesthetic sensibilities. More 0 the point,
perhips, one would not want 10 ban the Fire Brigade or the Rescue
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Squad because same (or all} of the firemen are motivated by a “rescue
mentality’. Al its most extreme, an antipathy 1o motives of “doing good™

is wickous, and bome out of deep-seated cynicsm and moral despair.
Of course, one would want o inhibit casual and unreflective adop-

tions: and we have regulations in place 1 secure this end.  But there
is nothing at all Rippant about wanting to share your life with ancther
person, nothing at all patronising about being deeply moved by the
spectache of suffering children, and nothing unnatural abour wanting o
do sumething about i In any event, it is not clear that the adoptive
parents’ motives at the point of adoption are germane. Whichever of
the many possibilities motivate the adoption in the first place, after a
tirme the basic repertoire of one’s feclings are called into play: if one =
a loving and caring parent, one will love and care for one’s children
whatever one’s motives in having them. The simple and obwious point
o be made here is that most natuml children owver most of homan
history have emerged as a largely incidental consequence of
motivations quite other than that of having a child The children in
question have been no less the objecy of care. IF it were otherwise, the
race would never have survived,

Which brings me to a mone general poinl. The daim is often made
that would-be adoptive parents would do better 10 give money o the
aid agencies than 1o sdopt; and thar governments would do better 1o
increase inter-governmental aid then o pay for the machinery requinesd
to ensure smooth and proper adoptions proceclures.  This claim
reminds me of & story about Milton Friedman, Apparently Friedman
liked 10 rouble those students who were in the Peace Corps and
Volunteers Ald Abroad. He used o point out to them that they woukd
do more good by aking the highest paid job they could find in the LS
and sending half their income to the Third World than by going 1o the
Third World themselves. The economics of Fredman's claim are
undoubtedly right; but the psychology i implausible. People who
dont go o the Third Wodd do not make comparable sacrifices.
Equally, people who do not adopt foreign children do not make the
kind of ransfers 1o intermational charitable agencies that they woubd
make to a child of their own: any more than childles couples make
contributions o children at large of the ame magniude as parsns
make to thelr own children (a point Malthus made 1o Godwin )

Some colleagues of mine in the Economics Depanment of the
Research School of Social Sclences once calculated the average ‘oost of
a child', mainly measured in terms of the income forgoae (on average)
by booking after the child at home. The amount came 1o somewhere
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between $200 000 and $300 000, as | recall The calculation was
somewhat playful, but there is a3 point: parents on average make what
are on any reckoning very subsmntial aggregate transfers to their
children entirely as a matier of course and without the mediation of any
conscious altruistc deliberations: this s what parents qua parents do
and we for the most part take it entirely for granted,

MNow, economists from Adam Smith on have had a paricular
interest in arangements that ‘economise on vimue'. Here, | ke it as
self-evident that in the overwhelmingly predominant number of cases
the international adoption of children has benevalent consequences:
the child is lodged in an environment of affection and care and security
that is lrerally worlds away from what that child would otherwise
know. Yet there is no particular strain on the virue of those whao bring
those benevolent consequences about. The adoptive parents offer
their love and their means and, indeed, everything they have o offer
with enthusiasm, eagemess and dedication. We do not require
sainthood here; or if we do, it is a variety of sainthood that is amazingly
commen, However, the ready availability of parental affection should
ot lead us 1o mke it for granted. The object of policy, it seems 1o me,
ought o be 1 mobilise these natural instincts as extensively as
possible, not 1o inhibit thelr operation.

Think for & moment of intermational adoption simply as an
immigrstion program. Suppose [ wold you of a form of immigration
under which the sponsor would ke full responsibility for the
immigrant: would ensure that immigrants full acculuration into
Australian life; would maintain that immigrant fully for up o 18 years
(including providing for the immigrant's education in some measure),
and provide the prospeat of suppon and a guarmee of continued
concem thereafier. And all this without any assault of the immigrant’s
rights — with the incidental expectation of a contribution of upwards
of $200 000 to the immigrant’s establishment costs. Seems likoe a pretry
fair offer 10 me.

The ‘Assault on the Child's Identity’ Argument

1 have argued that none of the eardier considerations amounts 1o much
of a case against inter-country adoptions. The questions about identity
are more difficule 10 dispose of. There is an apparently widespread
intuition that children ought ideally to be brought up ‘in the culture into
which they are bom'. And this intuition is apparently shared by
sdoptive-parent associations who seem to scknowledge an

to make adoptive children as aware as possible of their ‘indigenous’
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cultures. 1 find this view quite puzsling. At least for infant children the
view strikes me indeed as extraordinary, because i seems o imply that
culture and ethnicity are genetic rather than environmental anribuates:
that identity, 1o put it baldly, is a mawer of race. Perhaps there is a fear
that in later life, the child himself andfor others will see him as
alienated from the ethnic and cultural alleglances of those who look
likke himself, and that chis will lead 1o some kind of identity crisis: a
catastrophic war of alien impulses. But on this front, the evidence is
entrely lacking: forcign adoptocs, as far as the evidence extends,
appear 0 have no less sell-esteem than others of the same age in the
population at large.

The truth of the matter is, | believe, that many of those who make
the connection between the child's “identity’ and the culture of the
child’s birthplace do not act w defend so much the rights or nterests
of the child as the culture of the child's natural parents and/or extended
community. Indeed, the child is made 1o serve that culture, essentially
involuntarily, and is seen 1o be properly claimed by it That this is a
consideration for the country of birth is hardly 10 be wondersd at:
politics will necessarily play a role in policies of child release, and
defence of the relevant domestic culture will predictably play some
role in that politics. And equally in agreements among sovereign states
{such as the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child) the political
implications within those sovereign states (including in panicular the
imperative to defend indigenous cultune) will predicably play a
privileged role, But what seems o me i be a major puzele is why the
prevalling ideclogy in domestic social welfare cincles also insists on a
connection between race and culture/ethnicity and does so under the

guise of protecting the integrity of the child's identity.
V. CULTURE, IDENTITY AND MULTICULTURALISM

I have no solution 1o this puszzle. But | do nurure cemain suspicions.
And it is in connection with those suspiclons that, at long last, the
question of multiculuralism makes an appearance on my stage.

As | have indicated, the claim that [ find underlying the social-
welfare position on inter-country adoptions and that I find most
objectionable in its effects is the claim that ‘cultures’ take ethical
primacy over ‘persons’. That claim is one that goes with a cerain
strand of multiculturalist thinking that involves what 1 term ‘nommative
collectivism’.  This ‘normative collectivism” tneats societies or cultures
as ethical primes. Multicoliuralism B mken as good because it is seen
o be good for societies; the maintenance and juxtposition of the
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relevant cultures becomes 3 means to that social good. On this view,
persons derive value from being culture-bearers rather than in their
own right. Their ethical significance derives from being members of a
multicubtural sockety | a sociery, that is, that & samehow betier for being
multicultural and needs representatives of the varous cultures o
secure that betermess.

In contrast, | am 3 normative individualist. By this 1 mean thay all
‘good’ has o be good for someone, and thar cultures and societies only
make claims on our moral agention because and 10 the extent thag they
are valued by actual persons. This position should not be characterised
as 3 radical atomism, still less as shistorical  In particular, | do not want
o minimise the extent 1© which culture contributes 1o 3 sense of
identiry, or the very genuine griel that people experience when they
ser their culture disappearing. Nor do | want to deny that Australians
may feel a loyalty 1o some mystic entity *Australia’ for no better reason
than that they and Australia happen to be “here’, ‘'now’. But | do want
o deny that anyone's identity can properly be exhausted by his
belonging 1o a culture or & nation; indeed, that the daims of any group
on a person's identity can ever be total and/or ultimate.

I confess that | have no well-worked theory of identity and no
satisfying account to offer as 10 the role that culture specifically plays
in that identity. But, surely, identity must include in some measure: a
person's own experience; the person's interpretation of that experi-
ence; and the particular other persons’ experiences and interpretations
that she chooses to ‘make her own' as we might say, or in some other
way ‘identify with". On that reading, identity is continually emerging,
as the person's experience expands and as she discovers new links
with paricular groups of others and discands yet other links as being
of less significance. "Cultures” may be various of these relevam
‘particular groups’, and in this sense cultures may become a significant
pan of the vocabulary of identity. Or those cultures may influence the
way different persons construct their identity — mose grammar than
vocabulary, In parmicular, different culures may involve different
conceptions of the suthority of the person hersell in determining
identity: whether ghe chooses her identity or has it thrust upon her,
But, whatever the account, identity is aleays in some messure open-
ended, and in the case of the child mdically so.

To slightly misquote Thomas Traherne:

An infant's soul is like an empty book in which anything may

be written. It is capable of all things, yet containcth nothing.
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Or at least so it seems 1o me. And as Trmheme goes on:

I have a mind to fill this with profitable wonders, and with

those things that will show my love — things strange, yet

common; most high, yet plain;  infiniely profiable, yet not

unseen. Truths you love, but know not.
S0 might the prospective parent well desire. None of this is ant-
multiculturalism. Cuite the contrary. But & does carry a couple of
implications fos how multiculturalism is construed. First, arguments for
or against multiculruralism ought 0 be cast in terms of the good of
persons, And second, against any possibly hegemonic claims of
particular cultures, we ought to be particulary affentive o the needs
and daims of multicultural persons. The ideal multicultural society is
not, as | see it, one partitioned into mutually exclusive sets of persons,
each set representing a different culture, but rather one composed of
overlapping sets in which significant numbers of persons are them-
selves biouliural or trkcultural. In thai kind of ‘melting pot’, the divorce
of ractal from cultural characteristics is exactly the kind of thing we
should expect and we should resist systematically policy moves that
seek o ‘match up’ mce and culture. Or for that maner, any analogous
moves o suppress pluralism of persons in the intercss of the pluralism
of larger groups or entire socictics,

| have only one small thing to add by way of confession. It is that
1 have a taste for ambiguiey, not bess in moral than in other areas, [ find
that | can almost always put myscll in the other guy's shoes, and make
a half-persuasive case for his point of view. And 1 ofien find in mysell
a disposition to do just this. Perhaps this s a vimue of a kind Bt i
can sap one’s moal vigour, Too much imagination can leave one, with
Hamlet, 'sicklied o'er with the pallid hue of thought'. Here, at least, in
the "haby rade’ there is something that strikes me as unambiguously
good, at keast within the framework of the standard protections.  For
would-be parents, for the children themsebres, and even for the rest of
us, it is nothing short of tragic that the good on offer B systematically,
and determinedly confounded. Forget protectionism.  Here §s 2 case
where barriers to exchange are tuly, truly vicious,
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Multiculturalism, Refugees,
and Duties Beyond Borders

William Malcy

L INTRODUCTION

To many philosophers, the circumscription of moral obligations by
geographical boundaries is disturbing: the notion of special duties
that may underpin treating compatriots differently from strangers
coexists uncasily with universalist ideas that emphasise the el
evance of distinctions based on national identty (Miller, 198H),
Indeed, recent decades have witnessed an upsurge of discussion of
‘human rights' claims, made by individuals not on the basis of their
membership of a specific nation or residence in 3 particular nation
state, but rather on account simply of their humanity. And lor many
people, this has provided a patch of light in what otherwise has been
& rather dark century,

Although the frontiers that delincate nation states from one
another are often no more than historical relics, reflecting the wrath
of empires long past mther than any principles of demancation
defensible on rational grounds, they have all o frequentdy been
used to deny 1o individuals the right of exit from a sociopaolitical order
that 1o those individuals is altiogether oppressive (Dowty, 1987). If
the state — in the sense of ‘a complex set of instinutional arrange-
ments for rule’ that ‘reserves o itsell the business of rule over a
territorially bounded society’ (Poggl, 1978:1) — were invariably
benevolent or minimalist, the presence of these boundaries might not
be so troubling. But we all know it is not. The scale of genocide and

gince the end of World War [1 has been simply appalling
(Harff & Gurr, 1988), and there is no reason o suspect that the
conditions that spawn state-organised tenor will not recur (Bushnell
et al, 1991). This, in turn, creates a problem for public policy in
liberal democracies. No mager how tightly a repressive state may
police its borders, a certain number of imaginative people will always
evade the constraints and manage 1o escape. Such people we tend
o label ‘refugees’.

The term ‘refugee’ has both a specific legal meaning and 3 more
general meaning in popular usage. The 1951 UN Convention
Relating To The Status Of Refugees defines 3 refugee as a person who
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‘owing to well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race,
religion, nationality, membership of a pamicular social group or
political opinion, is outside the country of his nationality and is
unable or, owing o such fear, s unwilling 1o avail himself of the
pmuhﬂdmmf Popular usage, however, supplies a

In contrast 1o the UN definition, it includes victims
duwmmmumummmmh
political circumstances 10 quit their homes but ane unable to cross an
international frontier. The discrepancy between these two usages
has prompted a number of observers to take the view that the legal
definition, while providing the basis for an international regime of
protection, should not exhaust the obligations of liberal democratic
governments towards displaced persons. Andrew Shacknove, for
example, arguing that an ‘overly narrow conception of “refuges® will
contribute 10 the denial of international protection o countless
people in dire circumstances whose claim to assistance is impecca-
ble’, has offered a more expansive definition of a refugee: 8 person
deprived of basic rights, with no recourse 1o his home government,
and with scoess (o international assistance (Shacknowve, 1985:276,
282). It is this conception that 1 find the more intuitively appealing.
although except where otherwise noted 1 use the term “refugee’ in the
narrower Convention sense.

Distinguishing refugees from other border crossers is niot always a
straightforward task. Lberal-democmtic govermments can be con-
fronted with ‘anticipatory’ refugee movements, where the refugee
Teaves his home country before the deterioration of the military or
political situation prevents his orderly depanure’ (Kune, 1973:131).
The temptation 10 view such individuals merely as migrants can be
overwhelming, and can lead to embarmassing lapses of judgment, such
as the heartless weatment that a number of governments meted out 1o
Jewish refugees from Germany in the mid-to-late 1930s (Angell &
Buxton, 1939). Al an ntemational conference held in Switeerland in
July 1938, the Australian delegate, T.W. White, responded to the plight

off the Jews by remarking that it would 'no douls be appreciated . . .
that as we have no racial problem we are not desirous of imponing

one” (Gilbert, 1986.64). This chilling remark brings to the surface an

tension between on the one hand genenosity iwands
refugees, and on the other the preservation of harmony betwesn
culbures, and it & on this alleged tension that 1 focus in the remainder
of this essay.
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II. THE CLAIMS OF HUMANITARIAN IMMIGRATION

The coming years do not ook promising for humanitarian migration.
Refugee and Special Humanitarian Program places were reduced ona
one-for-one basis by the Australian governments infroduction of a
‘Special Assistance Category’ of 4000 places for 199192, a move that
singled out particular groups as beneficiares in an entirely arbitrary,
and possibly electorally-motivated, fashion. And in May 1992, the
Department for Immigration, Local Government and Ethnde Affairs
(DILGEA) announced a cut of 2000 places in the refuges and humani-
tarian component of the migration program for 199293, In this harsh
climate, it is more important than ever 1 emphasise that the case for
humanitarian migration is morally persuasive. | therefore propose o
put foreard four propositions

Moral Obligations 1o Refugees

First, while Australia is under a legal obligation under the UN
Convention o acoord asylum o those who substantiate a claim o
refugee status after ariving in Australia, we should also be prepared o
resettle refugees in Australia, and on a larger scale than al present.
Second, Australian government procedures for refugee selection,
though proclaimed w be ‘non-discriminatory’, have the cffect of
systematically disadvantaging cemain applicants in a2 way that s
indefensible; and noed should generally be the criterion used 1o select
those refugees who will be offered the chance of resettlement. Third,
‘speecial duties’ have very limited relevance to the selection of refugees;
and the “‘cultural’ background from which an asylum seeker comes can
never on its own provide justification for denying 10 that person the
benefits of resettlement.  Fourth, it s imporant that buresucratic
decisions, both in the choice of applicants for resetdement and in the
determination of claims 1o refugee status within Australia, be exposed
to the accountability provided by judicial review.

My own preference, | should remark at the outset, would be very
much for a world of open borders. This applied untl comparatively
recenty in humsn history., Up 10 the time of Wordd War 1, it was
possible 1 travel the wordd without even a passpont (Passmore,
1972:267). But the combination of affluence and technology put an
end to open borders, and whereas one may still look with optimism w
the breakdown of borders that serve only 1o keep insiders in, borders
that keep outsiders out are here 1o stay, This means that our discussion
from this point becomes one of public policy, since it s up 1o the state
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1o establish exceptions 1o the general rule that closes borders 1w all but
citizens, permanent residents, and authorised temporary entrants.
Immigration policy typically is concerned with the number of migrants
o be granted residence within an identified period, with the compo-
sition of the migrant intake over that period, and with the criteria and
procedures for migrant sclection.

The UN Conventlon imposes an obligation upon Australia not 1o
return refugees 1o the country from which they have fled — the so-
called obligation of non-rgfoulement The Australian government has
been accused of approaching this obligation in a grotesquely legalistic
fashion, noworiously through a legistative provision deeming that those
who are denied an entry permit st points of entry have never armrived
in Australia (Crawford & Hyndman, 1989). From my point of view,
however, it suffices oo note that those who apply for refuges status
within Australia are o be asscssed by what one might call “refuges’
criveria, and need not meet broader criterta for migrant selection of the
type that may apply 1o those who make an application for refugee
seftiemient af some Australian government office abroad.

For many, even this exceeds the limit of Auwstralia’s responsibilites
towards efugess. Lincoln Day, for example, has srgued that as far a5
physical accommodation of refugees is concemed, Australia cannot
reasonably be expected 1o do more than allow itsell ‘o be used as a
*port of first resort™ on a temporary basis and in concent with as many
other nations &5 possible . . . with no promise, implied or otherise,
that those admdtied would be allowed 1o remain permanently’, and that
selection of refugees for permanent residence “should be in terms of
the kind of criteria applied 10 non-refugee migrams’ (Day, 1988:134),
However, this approach, while having a certain popalist appeal, is
mﬂynn&hnﬁm&mﬂﬂumﬂmvmﬂmmdﬂmhudhf

couniries would set refugess adrift with no hope of
mnmﬂ:gn:hﬁ:ninunhﬁu“hﬂ. Most regretably, the Australian
government has recently moved 1o a policy of granting only four-year
lempoary entry permits to sucoessful applicants of this kind (DILGEA,
1991), but at least it has not (yet) reached the point of applying the
‘survival of the finest’ rule which Day appears to endorse.

Refugees and the Immigration Program

The position of refugees within the broader migration program is not
shaped by obligations under intemnational law, but by much mare
overtly political faciors. Admissions under the Refuges Program snd
the Special Humanitrian Program (SHF) must compete with both
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skilled and family migration — and for reasons that hardly need 1o be
elaborated at great length, interest-group sctivity in support of these
last two programs tends to be much more extensive than that in favour
of refugee resemtlement, where the Refugee Councll of Australia s
almost alone in seeking 1o highlight the importance of generosity
towards refugees. During the 1980s, the patern of migration reflected
this dearly. From 1982/83 w 1989/90, Refugee and SHP admissions
votalled only 103 525, or 12.08 per cent of total settler arrivals of 856 824
during the period However, even this percentage is somewhat
skewed by larger figures from the eardier pant of the decade: from
1986/87 to 1989/90, the annual percentages were 98 per cent, 7.7 per
cenit, 7.5 per cent, and 9.9 per cent respectively (Bureau of Immigration
Research, 1991:17). This drop-off is not due 1o a shortage of refugees
for resettiement: the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner
for Refugees estimates that the worldwide tal of refugees and
displaced persons is in the order of 17 million. One thenefone needs 1o
ask whether the weight given 1o refugee resemtlement is appropriate.

If one’s natural sympathy is for open borders, this immediately
leads 1o mither odious comparisons. Nonetheless, it & difficuli ©
challenge the argument that from a moml point of view atf beast
humanitarian claims should be given priority. This leaves us, however,
with the difficulty of deciding what distinguishes a daim for resettle-
ment on humanitarian grounds from some other dain. It is wrong ©
say that the expression "humanitarian claim’ is symonymous with “claim
based on refugee status”: as | noted earlier, there are many compelling
ressons for flight from a country that do not make one a ‘refugee’ under
the UN Convention. So-called ‘economic refugees’ provide classic
llustrations of this point. In many cases, of course, economic
deprivation is simply a symptom of political persecution — as ocours
when Marxist-Leninist regimes abolish private property rights, seek o
provide goods and services centrally through bureaucratic hierarchies,
and sit back w watch living standards plummet (see Eberstadt, 1988,
Matthews, 1989), Unforunately, it is often difficult o persuade
Western governiments of this point. But as well a3 "economic refugees’,
there are many other potential migrnts with imponant humanitarian
claims. Close relatives whose medical needs cannol be met in their
home countries provide one example. Another 8 where family
members have been separated by circumstances that prevent reunion
by any means other than migration to Australis — a circumstance that
frequentdy arises when refugees attempt to have other family members
join them in this country,
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A somewhat different way 0 approach this matter is 10 identify
those categories of migrant admited under current programs whose
dlaims have licthe or no humanitarian dimension. This s not of course
to suggest that there s anything wrong with their desine 1o live whene
they choose, but simply that in moral terms, their claims should carry
bess weight than those of some others when difficult decisions have 1o
be made. “There are sound reasons for believing that a good deal of
family and skilled migration falls inio this category. The Skilled
Migration Program does not even purport to have a humanitarian
dimension. Indeed, as a Refugee Week speaker remarked at the
National Press Clob in 1988, before one grants an entry permit o a
millionaire, & pays 1o find out how he made his millions.

The humanitarian claims of family migration need alio o be
viewed with cauthon. The confusion that can surround this discussion
is well illustrated in the following assertion advanced by a representa-
tive of the Federation of Ethnic Communites Coencils of Australia in
a contribution to the National Immigration Outlook conference in
1990: "Moot being able 1o provide and care for 3 member of one's
immedisie family who happens 1o be living ourside Australia must be
recognised as 3 denial of a fundamental human right' (Einspinner,
19903, It would be casy to remark ‘nonsense upon stilts’ and leave it
at that. But apart from its deployment of rights-talk in such a loose
Fashion, this proposition rests on & suppressed premise thar many
would wish 1o challenge, namely, that a migrant can provide and care
for a member of his or her immediate family only i that family
member is permitted 1o migrate 10 Australia. As a general proposi-
i, ithis is plainly incorrect. For a claim 1o be treated as humanicar-
ian, it scems plausible to require that there be no other reasonable
means by which the end to which it is directed could be achieved.
This ks hardly the case in much of the Family Reunion Program, where
often the fragmentation of the family is the result of the conscious and
deliberate decision of one member 1o leave the family, and come
Australia, and where that family member can either support other
family members through remimances, or safely refurn 0 his or her
homeland in order o rejoin the family. OF course, some Emily
migration has 3 humanitarian and compassionate character, but this
is by no means true in all cases. On the contrary, Birrell has argued
that for ‘most Third World communities it is a carefully planned
migration strategy often involving prolonged family separation’
(Birrell, 1990:53),
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Hescttlement vs Voluntary Repatristion
Suppaorters of non-humanitaran migrant entry might make a nomber of
to this argument, but | wish particulary to discuss only one
at this point. The best solution 1o refugee problems, =0 the argument
runs, is not resetlement but woluntary repatristion.  Developed
countries such as Australia should recognise this, and therefore
channel resources into supporting refugess in countries of firs asy-
lum — something that may be casier if there s a substantial busineas
migration program to suppor a high mate of economic growth.

Mo one who has witnessed the misery of a refugee camp will deny
the impomance of support for refugees in countries of first asylum. This
Is a vital part of any aid program worth its name, not least because
millions of refugees would no more desine resettement in Australia
than a trip to Mars, It is an emor, however, 1o suppose that because
voluntary repatriation is an appropriate solution for the problems of
some refugees, it is an appropriate solution for the problems of all. For
example, for over a decade in Afghanistan, members of the nationalise
political party Afphan Milat were argeted for persecotion by the
communist reghme (Saikal & Maley, 1991:35). Yet the demise in April
1992 of communist rule, though likely o trigger a substantial voluntary
repatriation, does not necessarily solve the problems of the Ml
supponers, as they are despised by some elements of the Afghan
resistance just as much as they were detested by the communists (Asia
Wartch, 1991:112). Serious arguments can be made in support of
voluntary repatriation as a solution to some refugee problems, but they
should niot be used, as they all too ofien are, as screens foe bureasoratc
and governmental inaction.  As Sunley Holfmann bas argued, in the
case of refugees ‘it remains the duty of each country to open its own
borders as widely as possible, without looking for excuses or waiting
for others 10 act’ (Hoffmann, 1981:224-5).

Summarising to this point, & s not sulfficient for the Australian
government sirply o meet its formal obligations wnder the LN Conven-
ton. We also have a role o play beyond our borders by giving refugee
resettlement a prominent place in the migration program. This i not, as
far 25 | can judge, 2 point of contention. Even those commentanors who
are most strenuous in their criticisms of the recent high level of
immigration appear 10 recognise that refugees constinae a spectal case
(). Smich, 1991:25). More politically contentious is the claim that
humanitarian migration should figure mone prominenty in the migration
program than is presently the case. It s not, however, 3 cladm that sirikes
me s especially contentious from a moral point of view.,
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I THE REQUIREMENT OF NON-DISCRIMINATION

In 3 wordd with 17 million displaced pemons, it s clear thar the
selection of a subset of these for resenlement in Australia will involve
the use of criteria well beyond the mere atainment of refuges status
under the UN Convention. Australia’s resetilement policy s avowedly
‘non-discriminaiory’. Since the process of selection {fs0 facio requires
that officers discriminate between different applicants, the imporn of
this claim is mather that ‘irrelevant’ chamcteristics are not aken into
account 1o an applicant’s disadvantage. What is irrelevant, however, is
a matter of considerable importance.

Three distinct priorities are aken inio sccount 1o determine who
should be admitted, namely the presence of family in Australia, close
thes with Australia, and resetilement pofential or humanitanan claims.
Those wha do not fall into one of these categories can expect 1o have
their applications rejected without the chance of an interview, Al-
though these priorities have some superficial appeal, they notably fail
o build ino the calculus of decision any special weighting o

between different degrees of persecution. Anyone whao has
had the least bit 10 do with refugee communities will be aware thar,
depending on where they apply, applicants with only the most temusous
of claims 0 a well-founded fear of persecution, but with close family
members in Australia, may have a much better chance of resetlement
than those with no family connection, but with an overwhelming claim
o refugee status. Day has recently argued, and 1 am inclined 10 agree,
that nead should be the primary basés of selection, On moral grownds,
he suggesis, ‘criteria like usefulness and assimilability are simply
irrelevant; imelevant bocayse they give priority to Australian rather than
refuges interests (and o those of only some Australians, at that) and all
but ignore the needs of the refugees, themselves' (Day, 1991:373). It
s important, however, 1o be precise abowt the meaning of “needs’ in
this context. ‘Need’ does not connote a superior moral claim —
formunaiely, as such a usage, as well as such an argument, would be
difficult 1o defend (Maley, 1985; Goodin, 1988a-27-50). Purthermore,
even if ane were 1o accept the view that there are "basic needs” for such
things as food and shelter, it would not follow that a lack of these
should mark someone for rescnlement: on the contrary, what those
whaose plight is so desperate require is emergency assistance i, sifu
MNeed for resettlement, in my view, increases as the likelihood dimin-
ishes that an individual will be able w lead a decent life in the Future
in cither his or her homeland or his or her country of first refuge. While



‘women-ati-risk’. However, applicants with cven minor disabilities ane
likely to be rejected with scant regard 1o the need for resettlement. !
In & number of other respects, current selection procedures are

missions” (DILGEA, 1991:11), comers are often cut. Thus in March
1989, the Office in New Delhi of the Unived Mations High Commis-
shoner for Refugees posted & notice stating the Australian High
Commission ‘has informed us that they have siopped all applications
for resettlement in Australia from Alfghans until they know what will
happen in Afghanistan and if people can go back’,

Second, refugee selection procedures are systematically biased by
the aliocation of refugee places. In 1990791, apar from a small general
category, refugee places were spread between five reglonal programs:
Indo-Chinese (4000), East European (300), Latin American (1900),
Middle Ease (36000, Afrbcan (2000 (DILGEA, 1991:17). This can create

nﬂ'lnn'lﬂinm!d o devise, ‘on the run’ as it were, cver more exacting

L in Jenuary 1992, for exampde, | paid an anannounced visit in lslamabad 1o a
fd-year-ald Alghan refuges whom | had last seen in Febroary 1988, He wan
micet @it hovme when 1 arrivesd, having wallked to the Mosgee for Friday payems,
buit e peiumed abortly afterwands, reognised me immediaiely, and grested
me in English with typical warmth. This was something of a surprise o me,
for athough his application for ressttlement n Aostralis (whene most of his
children now livel had been sccepied bn principle umder the SHP in August
1990, fimal approval had boen refiesed in Febnaary 1990 on the ground thal he
sulfered from ‘legal blindness such that the applicant would qualify medically
for the imvalid pession o armival in Australia®. DILGEA was whinoved by
cxpen evidence supplied by the Reluges Advice and Casewnrk Service thal
the applicant had ‘no apparent vissal disability’ and could “in o way be

mummmrumhh-m;ﬁnhm
imumatised by the wermible war in their coustry of hith, The

heanbess treatment of this kind and gentie man has befi me ashamed (o be an
Australin,
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criteria for selection, often of the most suspect kind.  Take the case of
the officer whose decision was reviewed in the Federal Coun in
Ebrakimi v. The Minisier for mmigration and Etbnic Affairs (Federal
Court of Australia, No. G 486 of 1986, 23 May 1988). In this case, the
officer had denied resenlement 10 an Afghan applicant on the ground
thai his having ‘scoretly carried weapons® for the Afghan resistance
showed him per s 10 be not of good character. Further, noting, irer
alia, the ‘apparently taditional dress’ of the applicant’s wife — a factor
subsequently chamcterised by Mr Justice Einfeld as ‘completely imel-
evant o anything' — the officer concluded that she ‘did not have
personal qualites likely o facilitate sucoessful rescttlement in Aus-
objectives of the Afghan resistance, and had no fashion paolicy, these
grounds understandably struck the judge as an inappropriate basis for
dhecision.

Finally, the location of migration officers injects a bias into the
refugec-selection procedure. One of the reasons why so few African
refugees are resetthed in Australia is that there ane 80 few posts at which
applications can be lodged. The dismbution of posts reflects a mnge
of fcon — broad concems of forelgn policy and commercial policy,
pressures from Australian-based ethnic communities, and the hissorical
level of successiful applications from existing posts — but the size and
needs of refuges groups tend i have a low priorty. For examiple, in
1981/82, not one Afghan refugee arrived in Australia, even though
massive population outflows from Afghanistan to Pakistan had been
taking place from 1978 onwards (Maley, 1989a). The reason for this
surprising figure is quite straightforeand: there was no resident
migration officer in the Australian Embassy in Islamabad, and it was
yiears before one was appointed. Throughout the 1980s, Afghans made
up the largest single group of refugees anywhere in the world. By
contrast, from 198171962 o 1989/90, only 258 Afghans arrived in
Austrulia as refugees, and 1256 under the Spectal Humanitarian
Program — 1.2 per cent of the 1otal refugee and SHFP intake during that
period (Bureau of Immigration Research, 1991:7-13).

IV. DUTIES, CULTURE, AND THE CHOICE OF
REFUGEES

Many would argue that need is not the only criterion that should be
used in choosing refugees for resentlement. There is an obvious case,

based on responsibilities o existing citizens, for excluding from
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resatlement those refugees whose need might be great but whase
personal histories sugpest a tmste for the indiscriminate wse of violence,
or those who are suffering from acutely contagious diseases not
presently found in Australia. These criteria are not especially conten-
thious. Far more problematical is the attempt 1o augment the criterion
of need with criteria derived from special dutles based on such factors
25 proximity o the refupees” homeland, or historical assockation.

This scems o me 10 be an unsatisfactory step. There ks much ©
be said for Goodin's interpretation of spedial dutics as "mercly devices
whereby the moral community’s general duties get assigned 1o particy-
lar agents’ (Goodin, 1988b:678); and once one accepts this view, the
argument that dutics should be assigned in proponion o the agent’s
ability 1o discharge the obligation that they impose also has consider-
able force. Yet ‘special duties” claims of the kind just mentioned
operate in a quite different way. First, such ‘special duties’ claims can
all oo easily provide an excuse for wealthy countries o decline o
resetile.  Refugee concentrations are typically found well away from
those countrics whose general level of econamic development would
best equip them to cope with the influx. Burmese refugees flec o
Bangladesh, not 1o Australia. Second, the rhetoric of ‘special duties’
can be deployed o justify policies aimed largely or solely at satisfying
the demands of domestic intersst groups (Maley, 1989%). Historical
association almost guarantess such pressure-group activity,

One particularly dangerous criberion of selection, yet one that
many might find especially anractive, is that of cultural compatibilicy.
The notion of culture is & far from straightforwanrd one and it would be
misleading 1o sugpest that what | have 1o say can more than scraich the
surface of what is an extremely complex topic (see Geertz, 1973).
Nanctheless, there are a number of points that one can make which
help 1o map out the complexities in such & way as o Bcillimie use of
the concept. First, culiure is a descriptive rather than an evaluative
term, Second, culture is an anribute of collectivities. Although we may
spedk of an ndividual as being cultured (or, for thar matter, uncul-
tured) it s not enormously wseful in an explanatory model o refer o
the culwre of the individual as pan of the explanation. We should
rather refer 1o the beliefs of the individual and only when those beliefs
are shared with other people and replicated between generations
through a process of socialisation should we refer 10 culture as
opposed 1o individual conviction. Third, such shared beliefs become
imporant when they are embodied in the raditons, norms, conven-
tions, and rules of a society: in other words, when they provide
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secondary reasons for action, Religion, scen by some as inextricably
connecied by culture (Eliot, 1962-67-82), is one obvious source of such
beliefs, but mythology, ideology, and science can be others.

Traditions, norms, conventions and rules all have an existence that
is separate from that of people who may replicate traditions, or obey
conventions, norms and rules. In other words, culture supplies reasons
for action, but is not actually constiuted by the actions that individuals
underake. Jon Elster has wrinen that there are ‘no socketies’, only
‘individuals who interact with each other’ (Elster, 1989:248). Yet if we
define culture in terms of belief, there s no inconsisiency between
Elster's methodological individualism and the analytical use of the idea
of culture. What we mither noed 0 do B recognise the mul-

of the phenomenon of the culture. This can run against

the thrust of schematic social science. As Fredrik Barth has recently
remarked, “we ane traincd o suppress the signs of incoherence and
multi-culturalism in the scene as inessential aspects of modemisation”
and ‘instead of trying to make our theories embrace what is there, we
are led w0 picking out some small, distinctive pattern in this confusing
scene, and applying our ingenuity to salvaging a (funcicnalist) holism
by constructing (structuralist) isomorphies and inversions of this
randomly chosen patem, as if it incoded a deeper connectedness’
(Banh, 1989:121-2).

There are lessons hiere for us all. Those | wish o highlight relae
o the danger of oversimplification. Culiural compatibility is a peril-

elusive notion. What may look like coltural differences betwesn
members of different groups may not relate to cultune a1 all. Hostility
between groups can be based on ascriptive characteristics that are
certainly not culturally determined, although they may be
epiphenomenally linked with particular cultures. It can also be fuelled
by a range of factors, related 10 personality, social strocture, and the
degree of intergroup contact (McAllister & Moore, 1989:2-6). Further-
maore, faciors that appear 1o have negative implications for harmoniows
interaction between different groups may not be as threatening as one
might think at first glance. A careful recent study of immigrant groups
has found that Vietnamese-born respondents manifested markedly
higher levels of authoritarianism than Australian-bom
[McAllisier & Moore, 1991b:140=-1). Yet the political implications of the
dimensions of authoritarianism that the sudy identilies are far from
clear,
First, it is notable that the Vietnamese respondents proved 1o be no
more ethnocentric than the Australian respondents, and thar more
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Vietnamese than Australians agreed “wvery much’ that immigrants
should be like Australians — 40 per cent as compared to 29 per oent.
Second, within the Viemamese sample, questions designed © detect
authoritarianism produced similar panerns of response from efuges
and non-refugee respondents, except for 8 question seeking a re-
sponse (o the proposition that insult 1o honour must be punished. On
this, refugees weme notably stronger in their agreement than non-
refugees: 79 per cent as compared o 66 per cent. However, one can
legiimately query whether this dimension of authoritarianism should
be viewed negatively as & hindrance 1o interoommunal relations, or
positively as & symptom of commiiment 1o principled behaviowr. In
refugess, it might point 0 3 deeper onwillingness 1o compromise
principles for the sake of an easy life, of a kind that one perhaps should
admire rather than censure.

Most important of all, it is an ecological fallacy o claim that the fact
that an individual comes from a cultural background featuring particu-
lar eraditions and norms signifies that the behaviour of thar individual
in particular need reflect some or all of those raditions or nomms. It
may make sense not to select for resetdement those refugees who are
likely (o act in an anti-soctal fashion after arriving in Australia; but a
decision in such a case should be made only on the basis of the
personal hisory of the individusl applicant. If an applicant for
resettlement on refuges grounds i 1o be denbed entry 1o Australia, it
cannot legitimately be on acoount of the applicant’s cultural back-

ground slone
¥. BUREAUCRATIC ACCOUNTABILITY

I conclude with some brief remarks about the accountabiliy of
bureaucratic decisions. Despite the avalanche in recent years of statute
law dealing with migration, a great deal of discretion remains with
individual migration officers. A migration officer who wishes 10 give
effect 1o some private agenda has scope o do 0. Yet a resettlement
olfer should not be a gift from a particular migration officer. It shoukd
be the culcome of an evaluative prooess governed by clearly-defined
principles. ‘To ensure that this is the case, it & viel] thay an appeal
mechanism be in place to allow a challenge o suspea decisions. This
is indeed the case where applications for refugee status within Australia
are concerned, but the refugee applicant oversess, in contrast 1o the
family migration spplicant, has no access o an instilutionalised

mechanism. On occasion, as in Efbwabimi s Case, procedural
defects can be overcome by a sponsor's use of the Administrative

189



William Maley

Decisions (Judictal Review) Act, but this does not strictly allow a review
on the merits of 2 case, of the kind thar might be necessary 1o rectify
manifest injustices,

Beyond insttutionalised appeal mechanisms, however, it is imipsor-
tant that the upper echelons of bureaucratic agencies such as DILGEA
be mindful of the fact that public servants are not Platonic Guardians,
but office holders charged with performing certain tasks under the law.
All too often, these agencies appear to acquire a task-performing ethos
In which law and the judiciary are seen as irritating obstacles o goal-
rationality rather than essential components of liberal constitutional-
ism. Particularly worrying is the tendency of governmental agencies o
mount hopeless appeals, often at ludicrous expense, with the purpose
not of securing the reversal of adverse decisions at first instance, but of
deterring aggricved but impoverished potential plaintiffs from seeking
o protect their legal rights in the first place. At a lower level, this same
mentality can be refleced in maddening non-cooperation, although
somiec forms of legally "unreasonable’ conduct can again be challenged
under the Administrative Decisions (Judicial Review) Aci, as was
recently the case in Lis v. The Miruster for feimigration, Local Gooern-
mnt angd Ethnic Affairs (Federal Court of Australia, No. ACT G 4 of
1991, 22 May 1991).

Refugee applicants beyond our borders have very few avenues for
ensuring that their applications are considered properly and fairdy. Yet
if we have obligations to resetde refugess in Australia, it scems
reasonable also 1o suggest that the government should acoord refuges
applicants access to the kinds of appeal mechanisms that help w
ensure such proper treatment. Al the moment, the lack of such
mechanisms is a4 serious flaw in the strocture of our migration
procedures, which should be promptly comected. This does not seem
oo much o ask.
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MULTICULTURAL
ClTIZENS

THE PHILOSOPHY AND POLITICS OF IDENTITY

Although multiculturalism has been prometed for many
years by Australia’s main political parties, iis meaning and
implications remain obscure. In this collection, authoditios
from Australia, New Zealand and elsewhere discuss three
kinds of question arising from multicultural policies:

o the relationship between multicultural  ideas  and
liberalism, citizenship and national identity;

o the practice and degree of success of multiculural
policies in different parts of the world; and

o the practical implications of multicullural policies for
ather policies such as the treatment of eiugees and
international chikd adoptions.

Dr Chandran Kukathas is Senior Lecturer i Politics at
University College (LINSW), the Australian Defence Force
Academy, and Director of the CIS Multiculiralism
Research Program, His publications include Havek and
Modem Liberalism (Clarendon Press, 1989 and The
Fratermal Canceit: Individualist versus Collectivist ldeas of
Conymunity 1C15,; 1991),
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