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1

Introduction

Multiculturalism and the welfare state:

Setting the context

Keith Banting and Will Kymlicka

The past thirty years have witnessed a dramatic change in the way many
Western democracies deal with issues of ethnocultural diversity. In the
past, ethnocultural diversity was often seen as a threat to political stability,
and hence as something to be discouraged by public policies. Immigrants,
national minorities, and indigenous peoples were all subject to a range of
policies intended to either assimilate or marginalize them.

During the last decades of the twentieth century, however, many West-
ern democracies abandoned these earlier policies, and shifted towards a
more accommodating approach to diversity. This is reflected, for exam-
ple, in the widespread adoption of multiculturalism policies for immi-
grant groups, the acceptance of territorial autonomy and language rights
for national minorities, and the recognition of land claims and self-
government rights for indigenous peoples.

We will refer to all such policies as ‘multiculturalism policies’ or MCPs.
This term covers a very wide range of policies, and we will discuss some of
the important differences between them in Chapter 2. But what they all
have in common is that they go beyond the protection of the basic civil
and political rights guaranteed to all individuals in a liberal-democratic
state, to also extend some level of public recognition and support for
ethnocultural minorities to maintain and express their distinct identities
and practices.

The adoption of MCPs has been and remains controversial, for a variety
of reasons. One line of critique has been philosophical. Critics argue that
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MCPs are inherently inconsistent with basic liberal-democratic principles.
MCPs are said to contradict principles of individual freedom (because
they privilege ‘group rights’ over ‘individual rights’) and/or principles
of equality (because they treat people differently on the basis of race or
ethnicity). Defenders of MCPs respond that these policies often enhance
the choice of individuals, by making available options that would not
otherwise be available, and promote the equality of citizens, by removing
barriers and contesting stigmas that disadvantage members of ethnic and
racial minorities.

This philosophical debate about the moral foundations of multicultur-
alism dominated the academic literature in the 1980s and early 1990s,
and remains a source of ongoing controversy. However, it has recently
been supplemented, and to some extent supplanted, by a range of more
sociological concerns about the unintended effects of MCPs. In this vol-
ume, we examine one such set of concerns: namely, that adopting MCPs
makes it more difficult to sustain a robust welfare state. On this view, there
is a trade-off in practice between a commitment to MCPs and a commit-
ment to the welfare state. Critics generally acknowledge that defenders of
MCPs do not intend to weaken the welfare state. On the contrary, most
defenders of MCPs are also strong defenders of the welfare state, and
view both as flowing from the same underlying principle of justice. The
conflict between MCPs and the welfare state, therefore, is not so much a
matter of competing ideals or principles, but of unintended sociological
dynamics. MCPs, critics worry, gradually erode the interpersonal trust,
social solidarity, and political coalitions that sustain the welfare state.1

This is not of course the only sort of concern that has been raised
about the effects of MCPs. Some have expressed concern that they slow
the incorporation of immigrant minorities into the economic and social
mainstream, and lead to their isolation or segregation. In recent years,
several European states, including the Netherlands and Britain, have
concluded that older models of multiculturalism did not do enough to
ensure the economic and political integration of immigrants, and that
new pro-integration policies are required. However, there is disagreement
about whether these new policies should be seen as alternatives to MCPs or

1 These complaints often go together. People who view MCPs as rooted in an illiberal
philosophy are also likely to assert that MCPs have a corrosive effect on the welfare state.
But the two critiques are logically separate. There are some people who argue that MCPs are
consistent with basic liberal-democratic values, yet who share the fear that they are eroding
the welfare state (e.g. Phillips 1999). Conversely, there are some authors who dispute the
philosophical arguments for many MCPs, yet who deny that they negatively impact the
welfare state (e.g. Galston 2001).
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as necessary supplements to them. The current British approach operates
primarily on the latter assumption, and the Netherlands on the former
(Hansen, forthcoming; Joppke, forthcoming).

More alarming, particularly since 9/11, is the prospect that multicul-
turalism policies may have unintentionally created spaces for radical reli-
gious and political movements to operate, creating a threat to the safety of
citizens and the security of the state. In the name of promoting inclusion
and tolerance, multiculturalism policies may have created institutional
structures within minority communities (like schools, media, community
organizations) that have been captured by fundamentalist groups com-
mitted to attacking the liberal-democratic order. In contrast, some experts
argue that multiculturalism policies make it less likely that such funda-
mentalist groups will take root, since the state is better able to monitor
and influence minority institutions that have been set up under the aegis
of multiculturalist public policies. On this view, terrorist cells are more
likely to arise in countries where the state takes a hands-off attitude to the
religious and cultural organizations of minority groups (Keeble 2005).

These debates about the link between MCPs, economic and political
integration, and national security are sometimes more dramatic than
concerns about the gradual erosion of the welfare state. However, the
latter is arguably of wider significance. To date, for example, security
concerns in the West have largely focused on Muslim immigrants. The
welfare state concern, by contrast, has been raised more widely, in relation
to MCPs for a broad range of ethnic and racial minorities.

Indeed, part of the reason why the link between MCPs and the welfare
state has become such a lively topic of debate is that it fits into a broader
debate about the impact of ethnic and racial diversity as such on social
solidarity and on the welfare state. Concerns about MCPs are often inter-
woven with concerns about the effects of ethnic and racial diversity on
the redistributive role of the state.

These two concerns—about the impact of racial and ethnic diversity
as such, and about the impact of multiculturalism policies—are often
lumped together, but it is important to keep them distinct. A growing
chorus of researchers and commentators argue that ethnic/racial diversity
makes it more difficult to sustain redistributive policies, regardless of the
types of policies that governments adopt to manage that diversity. Such
arguments assume that it is inherently difficult to generate feelings of
national solidarity and trust across ethnic/racial lines, and that the very
presence of sizeable ethnic/racial diversity erodes the welfare state. We
will call this the ‘heterogeneity/redistribution trade-off’ hypothesis.

3
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Such fears are often reinforced by concerns that the ‘multiculturalism’
policies adopted to recognize or accommodate ethnic groups tend to fur-
ther undermine national solidarity and trust. The underlying hypothesis
here is that there is a trade-off between recognition and redistribution; the
more a country embraces the ‘politics of (ethnic) recognition’, the harder
it is to sustain the ‘politics of (economic) redistribution’. We will call this
the ‘recognition/redistribution trade-off’ hypothesis.

In effect, the first hypothesis argues that the very presence of sizeable
ethnic/racial diversity erodes the welfare state, regardless of what sorts
of policies governments adopt to manage that diversity. The second
hypothesis argues that the typical way in which many Western gov-
ernments today attempt to manage diversity—namely, by attempting to
accommodate it through multiculturalism policies, rather than ignoring
or suppressing it—worsens the problem.

If these hypotheses are true, we face a serious and growing problem,
because there is no reason to expect either that ethnic/racial minorities
will diminish as a percentage of the overall population in most Western
countries, or that these groups will abandon their claims for multicultural
accommodations. On the contrary, there is every reason to expect that
minorities will continue to grow as a percentage of the overall popula-
tion. For example, indigenous peoples are the fastest-growing segment of
the population in countries like Canada, the USA, and Australia, with a
higher birth rate than the non-indigenous population. Also, immigration
into the Western democracies will continue to grow, partly to offset the
declining birth rate and ageing population, and partly because there are
limits on the state’s ability to stop would-be migrants from entering the
country. Similarly, there is every reason to expect that minorities, whether
they are historically rooted or newer migrants, will continue to press
demands for recognition, which grow out of deep forces of contemporary
societies.2

So if there is a tendency for either ethnic/racial heterogeneity and/or
multiculturalism policies to erode the welfare state, the problem is likely
to get worse. If either of these hypotheses were true, the very idea of
a ‘multicultural welfare state’—a welfare state that respects and accom-
modates diversity—would be almost a contradiction in terms. The redis-
tributive state has been under pressure in recent decades from a number
of economic changes: globalization, technological change, demographic

2 For a discussion of these forces, including the post-war human rights revolution, the
desecuritization of state-minority relations, and democratization, see Kymlicka (2004).
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trends and the ageing of society, shifting ideologies. Should we add grow-
ing ethnic diversity, and claims for its accommodation, to this already
lengthy list?

This worry has been labelled as the ‘progressive’s dilemma’ (Goodhart
2004; Pearce 2004). Social democrats, it is said, are faced with a tragic
trade-off between sustaining their traditional agenda of economic redistri-
bution and embracing ethnocultural diversity and multiculturalism. The
belief in such a trade-off is creating a major political realignment on these
issues. In the past, most resistance to immigration and multiculturalism
came from the right, who viewed them as a threat to cherished national
traditions or values. Today, however, opposition to immigration and mul-
ticulturalism is also emerging within the left, as a perceived threat to the
welfare state.3

But is the ‘progressive’s dilemma’ real? Our main goal in this volume
is to examine the belief that there is a trade-off between policies of
multicultural recognition and policies of economic redistribution. As we
shall see below, there is remarkably little evidence in the existing research
literature to support such an argument. There is a growing research liter-
ature on the impact of ethnic heterogeneity as such, although even here
the evidence is very mixed. But there is virtually no systematic research
on the impact of MCPs on the welfare state. This volume seeks to help fill
this yawning gap.

In the rest of this introduction, we provide an overview of the debate
on MCPs and redistribution, outlining the views of the critics who con-
tend that such a policy approach erodes the welfare state. We then go
on to survey the evidence that has been developed to date. As we will
see, there are many unanswered questions about the conditions under
which the heterogeneity/redistribution and recognition/redistribution
trade-offs may exist, about the causal mechanisms that underpin them,
and about the possible strategies for reducing them. Finally, we describe
how the chapters in this volume attempt to fill in some of the important
gaps in our knowledge, and identify some critical directions for future
research.

The various chapters do not point to a single, simple answer to the ques-
tion of how multiculturalism policies affect the welfare state. However,
they do suggest that concerns about the corrosive effect of MCPs have

3 For an overview of the debates within European social democratic parties on these issues,
see Cuperus, Duffek, and Kandel (2003).
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been significantly overstated, and that there may indeed be some circum-
stances where MCPs actually help to strengthen the welfare state.

1. Multiculturalism and the politics of recognition

Despite the various philosophical and sociological concerns that have
been raised about the theory and practice of multiculturalism, it remains
a powerful force in modern societies. Some critics have expressed the
hope that it simply represents a passing fad or fashion (Barry 2001), and
others have pointed to evidence of a ‘retreat from multiculturalism’, and
a return to more traditional ideas of homogeneous and unitary republican
citizenship, in which ethnocultural diversity is banished from the public
realm and relegated to the private sphere (Joppke 2004; Brubaker 2001;
Entzinger 2003). In reality, however, multiculturalism has become deeply
embedded in the legislation, jurisprudence, and institutions of many
Western countries, and indeed in their very self-image. While there has
indeed been a retreat from some multiculturalism policies for some types
of ethnocultural groups in some countries, these high-profile cases of
‘backlash’ can blind us to more general trends regarding the accommo-
dation of ethnocultural diversity in the West.

Consider, for example, the case of national minorities. As we will see in
Chapters 2 and 9, there has been a clear trend towards greater recognition
of non-immigrant substate national groups, often in the form of regional
autonomy and official language status. That trend remains untouched:
there has been no backlash against the rights of national minorities within
the Western democracies. There is no case in the West of a country
retreating from any of the accommodations it has accorded to its sub-
state national groups. On the contrary, this trend has been reaffirmed
and strengthened by the development of international norms, such as
the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities,
adopted by the Council of Europe, and comparable declarations by the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe.4

Or consider the case of indigenous peoples. As we will see in several
chapters (2, 8, 10, and 11), there has been a clear trend towards greater
recognition of indigenous rights, often in the form of land claims, recog-
nition of customary law, and self-government rights. That trend remains

4 The Convention was adopted in 1995, but the monitoring bodies have adopted a norm
of ‘progressive implementation’ which means that the threshold countries are expected to
meet continually rises (Weller 2004).
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fully in place, without any measurable backlash or retreat, and it too has
been reaffirmed and strengthened by the development of international
norms, such as the UN’s Draft Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples, or comparable declarations of indigenous rights by the Organi-
zation of American States, the International Labour Organization, or the
World Bank.

So there is no across-the-board retreat from multiculturalism. For both
substate national groups and indigenous peoples, the trend towards
the public recognition and accommodation of ethnocultural diversity
remains intact, and indeed is now more firmly entrenched, rooted not
only in domestic accommodations and negotiations, but also ratified and
protected by international norms.

The retreat from multiculturalism, therefore, is largely restricted to one
domain of ethnocultural diversity—namely, immigration. Here, as we
will see in Chapters 4–7, there has been a backlash and retreat from
multiculturalism policies relating to post-war migrants in some Western
democracies. And, unlike the case of national minorities and indigenous
peoples, there has been no serious attempt to codify cultural rights for
immigrants at the international level. It is an important question why
immigrant multiculturalism in particular has come under such attack, to
which we will return below. But we can begin by dismissing one popular
explanation. As we noted earlier, various commentators have suggested
that the retreat from immigrant multiculturalism reflects a return to the
traditional liberal belief that ethnicity belongs in the private sphere, that
the public sphere should be neutral, and that citizenship should be undif-
ferentiated. On this view, the retreat from immigrant multiculturalism
reflects a rejection of the whole idea of a liberal-democratic conception of
multiculturalism.

But this cannot be the explanation. If Western democracies were reject-
ing the very idea of liberal multiculturalism, they would have rejected
the claims of substate national groups and indigenous peoples as well
as immigrants. After all, the claims of national groups and indigenous
peoples typically involve a much more dramatic insertion of ethno-
cultural diversity into the public sphere, and a more dramatic degree
of differentiated citizenship, than is demanded by immigrant groups.
Whereas immigrants typically seek modest variations or exemptions in
the operation of mainstream institutions, historic national minorities
and indigenous peoples typically seek a much wider level of recogni-
tion and accommodation, including such things as land claims, self-
government powers, language rights, separate educational systems, and
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even separate legal systems. These claims involve a much more serious
challenge to ideas of undifferentiated citizenship and the privatization
of ethnicity than is involved in accommodating immigrant groups. Yet
Western democracies have not retreated at all from their commitment to
accommodating these historic minorities.

Western democracies are, in fact, increasingly comfortable with claims
to differentiated citizenship and the public recognition of difference,
when these claims are advanced by historic minorities. So it is not the
very idea of liberal multiculturalism per se that has come under attack.5

The backlash, rather, is largely restricted to immigration. And even within
the sphere of immigration, the retreat from multiculturalism is far from
uniform across countries: it is more pronounced in the Netherlands than
Canada, for example. And in many countries, the shift has been greater
at the level of rhetoric than actual policies.6

Even within a single country, there are important variations in the
attitude towards the claims of different immigrant groups. Public debates
in many countries distinguish ‘good’ immigrant groups, who are seen as
hard-working and law-abiding and hence deserving of reasonable multi-
cultural accommodations, from ‘bad’ immigrant groups, who may be seen
as illegal or lazy, or as prone to crime, religious fanaticism, or political
extremism. When the latter are seen as the prime beneficiaries of multi-
culturalism, public support for MCPs can dramatically diminish, leading
to high-profile cases of ‘retreat’.7

But even as states seek to curtail the perceived ‘excesses’ of multicul-
turalism, they typically emphasize that they are not reverting to older
homogenizing and assimilationist models of immigration, and accept the
need for public institutions like the schools, media, health care, and police
to adapt to deal better with the realities of ethnic diversity. Immigrant
groups are no longer expected to hide their ethnic identity in public
life, and can expect reasonable forms of recognition and accommodation
in public institutions (e.g. in the common school curriculum). In short,
talk about a ‘retreat from (immigrant) multiculturalism’ typically obscures
a more complex story in which a few MCPs are curtailed while others
become more deeply institutionalized. As with national minorities and

5 Commentators who argue that Western democracies are rejecting liberal culturalism
per se typically simply ignore the obvious counter-examples of national minorities and
indigenous peoples (see e.g. Joppke 2004; Barry 2001).

6 For examples of rhetorical shifts that obscure the persistence of MCPs in practice, see
Hansen (forthcoming); Schain (1999); and Entzinger’s chapter below.

7 For the importance of these perceptions in explaining public support for immigrant
MCPs, see Kymlicka (2004).
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indigenous peoples, a baseline level of ‘recognition’ and ‘accommodation’
for immigrants has increasingly been accepted as an inevitable and legiti-
mate aspect of life in a liberal democracy.

So there is no single story of ‘advance’ or ‘retreat’ of multiculturalism.
There are different types of ethnocultural diversity, each raising its own
distinctive sorts of multicultural claims, and each with its own trajectories
of resistance, acceptance, and backlash. It is important to keep these
distinct trajectories in mind, since, as we will see throughout this volume,
there is a distressing tendency in the literature to make claims about
the negative impact of ‘heterogeneity’ as such, or of ‘multiculturalism’
as such, based on the experiences of a single type of group or a single
country.

If we think about the impact of these different patterns, multicultur-
alism is one of the most important social and political trends of the
past forty years, remaking states and societies around the world. There
are many different explanations for the enduring and pervasive nature
of claims for multiculturalism, and many different theories of their nor-
mative underpinnings. Some suggest that the aim of multiculturalism
should be to create the conditions for a Habermasian ethic of inter-
cultural dialogue (Benhabib 2002) or an inclusive democratic contestation
(Williams 1998); others argue that multiculturalism should be founded
on the idea of a ‘right to culture’ (Tamir 1993; Margalit and Halbertal
1994); yet others argue that multiculturalism should be premissed on the
Shklarian idea of the avoidance of cruelty (Levy 2000); or on the need
of individuals for the recognition of their authentic identities (Taylor
1994); as a precondition for individual autonomy (Kymlicka 1995); or
on the idea of tolerance (Kukathas 2003). The philosophical literature
contains many sophisticated discussions of these various arguments, all
of which attempt to ground ideas of multiculturalism in deeper principles
of freedom and democracy. But for our purposes, we can perhaps step
back from the details of these arguments, and simply note that on all of
these views, the rise of multiculturalism is related to, and an extension
of, the modern human rights revolution. The same human rights ideals
that inspired the struggle against colonialism, racial segregation, and caste
discrimination have also inspired the struggle by other historically dis-
advantaged ethnocultural groups to contest the lingering manifestations
of ethnic and racial hierarchy. Indeed, the modern rhetoric of multi-
culturalism draws explicitly on the discourses (and strategies) developed
during the anticolonial national liberation movements and the African-
American civil rights movements, adapting them to the specific needs of
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different types of groups in different countries. This link between MCPs
and human rights norms is often explicitly invoked by legislators and
courts in explaining the rationale for various multicultural policies and
laws, and is found in international law documents on minority and
indigenous rights as well.8

This helps explain why multiculturalism should not be dismissed as a
passing fad or fashion. While its outer limits are deeply contested, its inner
core is inextricably linked to widely accepted norms of freedom, equality,
human rights, and democracy. In short, claims for multiculturalism are
grounded in some of the most basic principles of justice in contemporary
societies. The question for our volume is whether the pursuit of social
justice for ethnocultural minorities through MCPs is, unintentionally,
weakening society’s capacity to pursue the more traditional aspect of
social justice relating to economic inequality and disadvantage.

2. The case for a recognition/redistribution trade-off

Why have so many observers argued that there is a trade-off between
recognition and redistribution? Critics have speculated about a range of
mechanisms by which the adoption of MCPs could inadvertently erode
the welfare state.9 We can summarize these mechanisms under three
headings.

The crowding-out effect

According to one line of argument, MCPs weaken pro-redistribution
coalitions by diverting time, energy, and money from redistribution to
recognition. People who would otherwise be actively involved in fighting
to enhance economic redistribution, or at least to protect the welfare state
from right-wing retrenchment, are instead spending their time on issues
of multiculturalism.

Todd Gitlin gives an example of this. He discusses how left-wing stu-
dents at his university (UCLA) fought obsessively for what they deemed a
more ‘inclusive’ educational environment, through greater representation

8 For a more detailed defence of this link, see Kymlicka (forthcoming b).
9 In identifying these complaints, we have drawn in particular on the writings of a set of

critics whose works have become widely cited in the literature: Brian Barry (2001), Todd Gitlin
(1995), Richard Rorty (1998, 2000), and Alan Wolfe and Jyette Klausen (1997, 2000). When
referring to ‘the critics’, we have these authors in mind, as well as the many commentators
who have endorsed their arguments.
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of minorities in the faculty and curricula. At the same time, however, they
largely ignored huge budget cuts to the state educational system that were
making it more difficult for minority students to even get to UCLA. As
he puts it, ‘much of the popular energy and commitment it would have
taken to fight for the preservation—let alone the improvement—of public
education was channelled into acrimony amongst potential allies’ (Gitlin
1995: 31). This ‘channelling’ of energy is captured nicely in one of his
chapter titles: ‘Marching on the English Department while the Right Took
the White House’ (Gitlin 1995: 126).10

The corroding effect

Another line of argument suggests that MCPs weaken redistribution by
eroding trust and solidarity amongst citizens, and hence eroding popu-
lar support for redistribution. MCPs are said to erode solidarity because
they emphasize differences between citizens, rather than commonalities.
Citizens have historically supported the welfare state, and been willing to
make sacrifices to support their disadvantaged co-citizens, because they
viewed these co-citizens as ‘one of us’, bound together by a common
identity and common sense of belonging. However, MCPs are said to
corrode this overarching common identity. MCPs tell citizens that what
divides them into separate ethnocultural groups is more important than
what they have in common, and that co-citizens from other groups are
therefore not really ‘one of us’.

According to Wolfe and Klausen, for example, in the early days of the
British welfare state in the 1940s and 1950s, ‘people believed they were
paying the social welfare part of their taxes to people who were like
themselves’. But with the adoption of MCPs, and the resulting abandon-
ment of the ‘long process of national homogenization’, the outcome has
been growing ‘tax resistance’, for ‘if the ties that bind you to increasingly
diverse fellow citizens are loosened, you are likely to be less inclined to
share your resources with them’ (Wolfe and Klausen 2000: 28).

For some critics, this corroding of solidarity by MCPs is almost a logical
necessity. Wolfe and Klausen, for example, assert that ‘if groups within the
nation state receive greater recognition, it must follow that conceptions
of overarching national solidarity must receive less’ (2000: 29, emphasis
added). But other critics of MCPs offer a more nuanced explanation.

10 See also Barry’s complaint that MCPs involve ‘dissipating’ energies that ‘might have
gone into’ redistributive politics (Barry 2001: 197).
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According to one version, the problem with ‘greater recognition’ of sub-
groups is, at least in part, that this recognition almost inevitably has a
backward-looking remedial aspect to it. ‘Recognizing’ a group, in the con-
text of MCPs, often involves acknowledging its sense of historic grievance,
and acknowledging that it has historically been stigmatized and excluded,
and mistreated in a paternalistic and condescending way by the dominant
society. Recognizing a group then involves including the story of the his-
toric injustices it has suffered within the school curriculum, or within the
media, or within the national narratives more generally. In short, MCPs
nurture a ‘politics of grievance’ that results in increased distrust between
members of different groups, and makes it more difficult for cross-ethnic
coalitions of the poor or disadvantaged to coalesce. Indeed, Gitlin argues
that MCPs encourage a ‘go-it-alone mood’ that views attempts at build-
ing winning coalitions as ‘as a sign of accommodation’ (Gitlin 1995:
230–1).

Another version suggests that the corrosion of solidarity is most likely
when MCPs involve some degree of institutional separateness. As Barry
puts it, ‘a situation where groups live in parallel universes is not one well
calculated to advance mutual understanding or encourage the cultivation
of habits of co-operation or sentiments of trust’ (Barry 2001: 88). On this
basis, he distinguishes two conceptions of ‘multicultural education’: the
first involves ensuring that all children have a common curriculum that
includes information about all the groups that coexist within the state;
the second involves creating separate schools with separate curricula for
distinct groups (Barry 2001: 237–8). The latter, he says, would be particu-
larly corrosive of trust and solidarity.11

So the corrosion argument suggests that MCPs undermine trust and
solidarity, either intrinsically, and/or when they are linked to a politics
of grievance, and/or when they are linked to institutional separateness.

The misdiagnosis effect

A third line of argument suggests that MCPs lead people to misdiagnose
the problems that minorities face. It encourages people to think that
the problems facing minority groups are rooted primarily in cultural
‘misrecognition’, and hence to think that the solution lies in greater state

11 Another version of this argument has been made by Dominique Schnapper, who
argues that multiculturalism erodes the common public space needed to sustain relations
of solidarity amongst equal citizens (Schnapper 1998).
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recognition of ethnic identities and cultural practices. In reality, however,
these ‘culturalist’ solutions will be of little or no benefit, since the real
problems lie elsewhere.

This argument comes in two different forms. One version claims that
the focus on cultural difference has displaced attention to race, and
thereby ignored the distinctive problems facing groups like African-
Americans. Barry, for example, argues that ‘one of the most serious mis-
takes by multiculturalists is to misunderstand the plight of American
blacks’. He goes on to quote Kwame Anthony Appiah’s observation that

it is not black culture that the racist disdains, but blacks. There is no conflict
of visions between black and white cultures that is the source of racial discord.
No amount of knowledge of the architectural achievements of Nubia or Kush
guarantees respect for African-Americans . . . Culture is not the problem, and it
is not the solution. (Appiah 1997: 36, quoted in Barry 2001: 306)

Since the problem of racism in the United States is not primarily one
of cultural misrecognition, it cannot be resolved by making ‘Martin
Luther King Day’ a national holiday, or celebrating Kwanza in schools,
or teaching about the accomplishments of pre-colonial African societies.
According to critics, the problem here is not just that such changes are
insufficient, but rather that they blind people to the real problem. The
rhetoric of MCPs lumps all ethnic groups together, as equal victims of
cultural misrecognition, while obscuring the distinctive problems faced
by those racial groups which suffer the consequences of segregation,
slavery, racism, and discrimination (cf. Favell 2001).

A second version of the misdiagnosis argument claims that the focus
on ethnic or racial difference has displaced attention to class, and thereby
made pan-ethnic alliances on class issues less likely. On this view, the real
problem is economic marginalization, not cultural misrecognition, and
the solution is not to adopt MCPs but rather to improve people’s standing
in the labour market, through better access to jobs, education and train-
ing, and so on. The multiculturalist approach encourages people to think
that what low-income Pakistani immigrants in Britain need most is to
have their distinctive history, religion, or dress given greater public status
or accommodation, when in fact their real need is for improved access
to decent housing, education and training, and gainful employment—a
need they share with the disadvantaged members of the larger society or
other ethnic groups, and a need which can only be met through a pan-
ethnic class alliance.
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Both versions of the misdiagnosis argument claim that MCPs do not
simply divert energy from more pressing issues of race and class (that is
the ‘crowding out’ effect), but that they distort people’s understanding
of the causes of disadvantage, by denying or failing to acknowledge the
reality of racism and class inequality. A Machiavellian version of this
argument suggests that right-wing political and economic elites have in
fact promoted MCPs precisely in order to obscure the reality of racism
and economic marginalization. On this view, the tendency to misdiag-
nose the plight of African-Americans as one of cultural misrecognition
is not an unintended by-product of MCPs, but rather was their intended
purpose.

At first glance, all three of these critiques have some plausibility. Their
plausibility is strengthened by the indisputable fact that the rise of MCPs
has largely coincided with the period of retrenchment in many social
programmes. The question naturally arises whether there is some con-
nection between these two trends. Perhaps the rise of MCPs has somehow
played a role in supporting, or obscuring, the retreat from redistribution.
The crowding-out, corroding, and misdiagnosing effects could all help
to explain why the rise of MCPs might have intentionally or inadver-
tently contributed to the retrenchment of the welfare state. The plausi-
bility of this concern has even led some defenders of MCPs to rethink
their approach. Anne Phillips, for example, who ardently defended a
strongly multiculturalist conception of democracy in her 1995 book
(Phillips 1995), subsequently wrote ‘I cannot avoid troubled thoughts
about the way developments I otherwise support have contributed (how-
ever inadvertently) to a declining interest in economic equality’ (Phillips
1999: 13).

However, there are also important reasons for questioning the suggested
linkage between the rise of MCPs and retrenchment in many social pro-
grammes. After all, the welfare state has been under pressure through-
out the Western democracies, including in countries that strongly resist
MCPs, like Germany, as well as pro-MCP countries, like Canada. It is not at
all clear that the presence or absence of MCPs had any bearing on whether
or how the welfare state was restructured. Indeed, as Chapter 2 will show,
some pro-MCP countries resisted the retrenchment of the welfare state
better than some anti-MCP countries. So the existence of a general link
between MCPs and the welfare state is not self-evident.

Moreover, once we think about it, the three more specific critiques
of MCP listed above are not self-evident either. Let’s take them one by
one:

14



Introduction

Crowding-out: The counter-claim

The claim that MCPs ‘crowd out’ welfare state issues rests on the implicit
assumption that there would have been a sizeable coalition of politically
engaged citizens willing to act to defend the welfare state, were they not
distracted by MCP issues. This is explicit in the Gitlin quote we cited
earlier. Yet Gitlin himself concedes that this was not true. As he notes,
the vast majority of students at UCLA, and indeed the vast majority of
American citizens generally, had lost faith in their capacity to influence
the structure of economic inequality. As he notes in explaining why
students did not protest budget cuts to education:

The national political scene is forbidding. The public at large has little confidence
that problems can be solved by government actions. Even Americans unpersuaded
by Ronald Reagan that ‘government is not the solution, government is the prob-
lem’, lack the faith that anyone knows what to do about cities, jobs, education, or
race relations. (Gitlin 1995: 159)

Similarly, Anne Phillips acknowledges that the main reason why issues of
economic inequality have been occluded in Britain is that most people,
including most on the left, have become ‘astonishingly fatalistic about
economic inequalities’:

Everyone now knows that nationalized industries become stultified and inefficient,
that initiatives to end poverty can end up condemning people to a poverty trap,
that when public authorities set out to protect employees’ wages and conditions
from the harsher realities of the market they often do this at the expense of good
service provision. We have even discovered, to our dismay, that the free health
and education that was the great achievement of the welfare state can end up
redistributing wealth from the poor to the middle classes. With the best will in
the world, programmes for redistributive justice often backfire. Since we can no
longer pretend to confidence about what makes people economically equal, it is
hardly surprising that so many have turned their attention elsewhere. (Phillips
1999: 11, 34)

In other words, the rise of MCPs did not lead people on the left to aban-
don issues of economic inequality. Many people had already abandoned
issues of economic inequality out of a sense of hopelessness. On Gitlin’s
and Phillips’s own analysis, the presence of MCPs made no difference to
the left’s passivity towards economic issues.12

Barry too acknowledges that the left’s passivity on economic issues is
due to ‘despair at the prospects of getting broad-based egalitarian policies

12 See Caputo (2001) for a similar analysis.
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adopted’, and that this despair pre-dated the rise of MCPs, rather than
being caused by MCPs (Barry 2001: 326). However, he worries that this
economic fatalism will become a ‘self-fulfilling prophecy’ if people’s ener-
gies are ‘dissipated’ in struggles over MCPs (Barry 2001: 197). Perhaps, but
one could also speculate that the emergence of MCPs may actually have
helped to reinvigorate the left. It provided a context for the left to get
involved in politics again, by providing an issue on which progressives
felt it was possible to make a difference. Getting involved and making a
difference helped revive confidence in the possibility of challenging eco-
nomic inequalities. Indeed, this is what happened in Gitlin’s own story.
Having successfully achieved various MCP reforms, the UCLA students
who previously had been fatalistic about economic issues started to lobby
regarding the budget cuts. Gitlin’s official story is that MCPs drained the
energy that would have otherwise gone into fighting economic inequality.
His own anecdote, however, suggests that there was no energy to fight
those battles, until the successful struggle for MCPs inspired confidence
in tackling the economic issues. Donna Lee Van Cott’s chapter below tells
a similar story about the way struggles for multiculturalism have fed into
struggles for redistribution in Latin America.13

The ‘crowding-out’ argument is a common one that has been used his-
torically by traditional leftists to condemn political mobilization around
the environment, or gay rights, or animal rights. All of these were said to
channel energy away from issues of economic inequality. This argument
rests on the assumption that there is a fixed and static amount of time,
energy, and money that will be spent on political mobilization, such that
any effort spent on one issue necessarily detracts from another. However,
there is an alternative view about political mobilization that is not zero-
sum. On this view, the real challenge is to get people involved in politics
at all, on any issue—i.e. to believe that their activity can make a difference
on any issue worth fighting about. Once they are involved, and have
this sense of political efficacy, they are likely to support other progressive
issues as well.

It is thus unclear how successful political mobilizations around new
issues of justice affect older issues of justice. The former may crowd out
the latter, as critics of MCPs fear; but they may also help to sustain a
public culture in which issues of justice matter, to reinforce the belief that
citizens have effective political agency, and to relegitimate the state as an

13 More generally, one could speculate whether the success of the politics of recognition
has helped to inspire some of the protest around globalization.
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institution that is capable of achieving public interests. At any rate, the
latter possibility is at least as plausible as the idea that MCPs crowd out
issues of economic justice.

The corroding effect: The counter-claim

The argument that MCPs corrode the interethnic trust and solidarity
needed to sustain the welfare state is also debatable. For one thing, it
assumes that prior to the adoption of MCPs there were high levels of
interethnic trust and solidarity, which are slowly (or quickly) being eaten
away. However, historically, Western states often adopted exclusionary
and assimilationist policies precisely because there was little trust or soli-
darity across ethnic and racial lines. Dominant groups felt threatened by
minorities, and/or superior to them, and/or simply indifferent to their
well-being, and so attempted to assimilate, exclude, exploit, or disem-
power them. This, in turn, led minorities to distrust the dominant group.
In these situations, MCPs were not the original cause of this distrust or
hostility, and in many cases the adoption of MCPs was a response to this
pre-existing lack of trust/solidarity. By adopting MCPs, the state can be
seen as trying both to encourage dominant groups not to fear or despise
minorities, and also to encourage minorities to trust the larger society.
By acknowledging the reality of historic injustices against minorities,
the state acknowledges the existence of these feelings of prejudice and
contempt against minorities, and affirms a public duty to fight against
them and their consequences. Many defenders of MCPs argue that, by
tackling these feelings, MCPs will actually help to strengthen the trust
and solidarity needed for a strong welfare state.

Of course, there is no guarantee that MCPs will succeed in this regard.
However, when reflecting on this question, it is important to keep the
historical context in mind. For example, Barry’s main empirical evidence
for the corrosion effect is the famous ‘robber’s cave’ experiment con-
ducted in 1961 in which ‘a party of eleven year old children in a summer
camp were divided into two competing groups, which “produced in-group
friendships and hostility toward the other group” ’, a result he describes
as unsurprising (Barry 2001: 88–9, citing Sherif et al. 1961). Indeed, the
result is unsurprising, but it is not clear how it is analogous to the role
of MCPs in countries where there has been a history of mistrust and
antipathy between groups, embodied in (and reinforced by) official state
policies that excluded, segregated, exploited, and disempowered minority
groups. In contexts where people have had no prior history of mistrust
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or mistreatment, arbitrarily dividing them into competing groups may
well reduce pre-existing levels of trust and solidarity. But this is not the
only or even the normal context in ethnic relations. Often, the more
apt analogy would be to consider a summer camp that had historically
excluded Asians and Arabs, and admitted African-Americans only as slaves
or servants, and which was now considering how to deal with the result-
ing legacy of mistrust and antipathy. Or consider a school, or hospital,
or police force, or public media or public museum, all of which have the
same history. In these contexts, adoption of MCPs can be seen as reflecting
a particular view about how best to overcome the pre-existing forms of
interethnic mistrust and antipathy, to reduce the majority’s antipathy
towards minorities and the minority’s feelings of distrust in institutions
and processes of the larger society. Defenders of MCPs would argue that
without these efforts to contest both the causes and consequences of the
history of exclusion, distrust and antipathy are likely to remain, even in
institutions that no longer formally discriminate.

These hopes of strengthening trust and solidarity through MCPs may be
misplaced, but it seems at least as plausible as the complaint that MCPs
corrode trust and solidarity.14 Matt James’s chapter below discusses the
complex dynamics put in play by the linking of multiculturalism with
‘redress politics’.

The misdiagnosis effect: The counter-claim

Finally, consider the misdiagnosis argument, which argues that adopting
MCPs blinds people to the salience of non-cultural factors in explaining
group disadvantage. The paradigm case of this, according to both Barry
and Gitlin, is the misdiagnosis of the situation of African-Americans, for

14 It should be noted, moreover, that the ‘Robber’s Cave’ argument, applied consistently,
threatens the critics’ preferred alternative to MCPs. According to many critics, the alternative
to MCPs is a more rigorous enforcement of anti-discrimination law, so as to ensure the equal
enjoyment of common citizenship rights. But anti-discrimination law, as much as MCPs,
requires categorizing people into different ethnic and racial categories on the basis of their
historic mistreatment and their vulnerability to social stigmatization. To make a claim under
anti-discrimination law, people must identify themselves as a member of a protected group,
and these claims are tested in part by assessing how other members of the group have fared
within a particular organization or company. The more rigorously anti-discrimination law is
monitored and enforced, the more salient these categorizations become, and this can generate
the same corroding ‘in-group, out-group’ dynamic that critics ascribe to MCPs. And indeed
some left-wing commentators have argued that anti-discrimination laws involve their own
‘recognition versus redistribution’ trade-off (Choudhry 2000). Whether the sort of group
recognition required by anti-discrimination law or MCPs does indeed have this polarizing
effect—or whether it instead helps to increase solidarity by reducing inherited forms of
prejudice and distrust—must, in both cases, be examined empirically.

18



Introduction

whom issues of race and class are much more salient than cultural recogni-
tion. This is just one example, they argue, of a more general tendency for
MCPs to generate misdiagnoses of the causes of disadvantage or injustice,
relevant to other groups as well.

The critics acknowledge that the relative salience of these various factors
differs for different groups. In some cases, issues of class are comparatively
insignificant. For example, Jews in North America, or Hong Kong immi-
grants, have higher-than-average levels of income and education, yet have
faced difficulties regarding the accommodation of religious and cultural
practices, stereotyping in the media, greater vulnerability to violence,
and so on. Similarly, some national minorities, like the Québécois or
Catalans, are as well off economically as the dominant society, yet feel
their language and culture has been systematically marginalized in public
institutions (such as the courts, civil service, or national media) in relation
to the dominant language and culture.

So there are various dimensions on which ethnic groups can face
injustice—including race, class, and culture—and groups are often located
at different places on these different dimensions. For example, a group
may be privileged in terms of race yet disadvantaged in terms of class
(e.g. Portuguese in North America), or it may be privileged in terms of
class and race but disadvantaged in terms of cultural recognition and
accommodation (e.g. Catalans), and so on.

The misdiagnosis argument, then, as we understand it, claims that the
presence of MCPs leads people to ignore (or minimize) the salience of the
race and class dimensions of inequality, and to exaggerate the salience
of the cultural dimension. It leads people to assume that racial and class
inequalities are either unimportant or derivative of cultural inequalities.

Why would MCPs lead people to believe this? One possible explanation
is that people’s sense of justice is zero-sum: enhanced sensitivity to one
form of injustice inevitably entails reduced sensitivity to other forms
of injustice. On this view, people who are keenly sensitive to issues of
racism or sexism, for example, are inevitably less sensitive to issues of
class inequality or cultural accommodation, and vice versa. But is this
true? Is it not possible that the different dimensions of our sense of
justice are mutually reinforcing—i.e. that people who have the awareness
and motivation to look out for one form of injustice are also likely to
be more open to considerations of other types of injustice? Conversely,
perhaps those people who have a stunted sense of justice regarding race,
say, are also likely to have a stunted sense of justice regarding gender
or class.
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To be sure, there are circumstances where a fixation on one form of
injustice can blind people to other forms. The paradigm case, historically,
is Marxism, which was ideologically committed to the view that class
inequality was the only ‘real’ inequality, and that all other forms of
inequality including sexism and racism were epiphenomenal, and would
disappear with the abolition of classes. In this case, it was an explicit and
foundational part of the Marxist ideology that one dimension of inequal-
ity had primacy over the others. Marxism systematically misdiagnosed
a range of inequalities because it dogmatically assumed class was the
primary inequality, without looking at the evidence in particular cases.

In order to avoid misdiagnosis, we need to avoid these sorts of dog-
matic presumptions. Since the salience of different kinds of disadvan-
tage differs between groups, and over time, it is important for people
to be open-minded about this, and to be willing to consider the claims
and the evidence as they are raised by various groups. The issue then
becomes whether MCPs encourage or discourage this sort of open-minded
approach to the salience of different forms of inequality. Does multicul-
turalism have a foundational ideological commitment to the primacy of
cultural inequalities over other inequalities, comparable to the Marxist
commitment to the primary of economic inequalities? Does it encourage
people to assume that cultural inequalities are the real problem, without
examining the evidence in particular cases? Or do MCPs instead make
space for an open debate about their relative salience?

Defenders of MCPs would argue that multiculturalism, in both theory
and practice, has helped to open up this debate. After all, multiculturalism
emerged as part of the New Left’s rejection of the Marxist dogmatic asser-
tion of the primacy of class. Multiculturalists were not suggesting that we
should replace class inequality with cultural inequality as the monocausal
motor of history, but rather contesting the very idea of a monocausal
motor of history. It was contesting the idea that all inequalities can
be reduced to one ‘real’ inequality, and insisting instead that culture,
race, class, and sex are all real loci of inequality, of varying salience, not
reducible to each other.

This seems clear enough in the case of multiculturalist theorists. It is a
central claim of most multiculturalist theorists that the relative salience
of inequalities relating to race, class, and culture varies greatly across dif-
ferent groups in society. Paradoxically, this is particularly clear in the case
Barry and Gitlin cite, of African-Americans. All of the major multicultural
theorists who have written on African-Americans have emphasized that
what distinguishes this case from that of some other minority groups
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in the United States or other Western democracies is precisely the over-
whelming salience of race and class in comparison with cultural differ-
ence (see Spinner 1994; Young 1995; Fraser 1998; Kymlicka 1998: ch. 5).
None of the multiculturalist theorists asserts that the accommodation of
cultural difference is the main problem facing African-Americans. Indeed,
African-Americans are often discussed precisely to illustrate the point that
there is no one model or formula for determining the relative salience of
these different forms of injustice.

One might respond that even if theorists do not assert the primacy of
cultural inequalities over other dimensions of inequality, the actual imple-
mentation of MCPs encourages a kind of false consciousness amongst the
members of minority groups, leading them to blame their fate on cultural
misrecognition rather than other factors of race and class. But is it likely
that the presence of MCPs blinds group members to the salience of race
and class in their lives?15

To say that some groups face cultural inequalities that warrant remedy-
ing through MCPs is not to say that these are the only inequalities they
face, or that they are the most important ones. Nor is it to assert that all
groups face such inequalities. It simply says that cultural inequalities are
one ‘real’ form of injustice that we must be sensitive to, alongside others,
when evaluating the situation of different groups, and that provides a
legitimate basis for potential claims. The task of arriving at a correct
diagnosis of the causes of a particular group’s disadvantage is not always
an easy one. Even in the case of African-Americans, there is a long-
standing and still-unresolved dispute about the relative significance of
race and class (e.g. Wilson 1980). Arriving at an informed judgement on
these issues requires that we have a conceptual vocabulary to describe all
of the different dimensions of inequality, and also political space in which
to discuss them freely and evaluate their relative salience. One could argue
that the theory and practice of multiculturalism is intended precisely
to supplement and enrich our conceptual tools and political spaces for

15 Indeed, Barry himself says that most people (unlike the elites) are unaware of the
presence of MCPs, and so presumably their self-understandings are unaffected by them (Barry
2001: 295). This raises a puzzle about who exactly is supposed to be making the misdiagnoses.
Is it academic political theorists who write on multiculturalism, or policy makers, or minority
members themselves? Barry’s main focus is on the former, but even if it is true that a handful
of academic political theorists misdiagnose the situation of various groups, how could this
affect the broader decision-making processes regarding the welfare state? Barry himself claims
that these academic theories are ‘esoteric’ and are ‘virtually unknown to the wider public’
(Barry 2001: 365–6, quoting Pascal Zachary). But if the broader public is blissfully unaware of
both academic multiculturalism theories and actual multiculturalism policies, how then does
the misdiagnosis argument work?
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arriving at a more adequate diagnosis of the full range of injustices faced
by different groups in our society.

In short, none of the arguments for the alleged harmful impact of MCPs
on the welfare state are self-evident. They may seem to have some initial
plausibility, but there are equally plausible arguments why MCPs would
strengthen the welfare state. Many of the these critiques blame MCPs for
problems that in fact pre-date the adoption of MCPs (e.g. interethnic
mistrust; fatalism about economic structures); others assume political
energies and moral sensitivities are zero-sum (i.e. that concern for cultural
inequality inevitably reduces concern for other struggles).

It should be clear, we hope, that this debate cannot be resolved by
more armchair theorizing, or by trading anecdotes. We need to look more
closely and systematically at the evidence.

3. The available evidence

What then is the evidence that MCPs erode the welfare state? As we
noted earlier, the critics themselves do not provide systematic evidence
to support their claims. Nor do they cite any empirical studies showing a
correlation between the adoption of MCPs and the erosion of the welfare
state. This is perhaps not surprising because, so far as we can tell, there
are no empirical studies for critics (or defenders) to cite. No one has even
attempted to test the recognition/redistribution trade-off hypothesis.

This is an important gap in what is otherwise an enormous and impres-
sive comparative literature on the factors that shape the welfare state.
One stream within this literature seeks to explain variations in the level
of social spending across OECD countries by reference to a wide range of
factors, such as the level of economic development, the openness of the
economy, the size of the elderly population, the strength of organized
labour, the historic dominance of parties of the left or right, and the
structure of political institutions and the electoral system (see, for exam-
ple, Huber and Stephens 2001; Swank 2002; Castles 2004; Hicks 1999).
However, none of these studies has integrated MCPs into the analysis.

The same gap exists in the related literature on ‘welfare state regimes’.
Drawing on Esping-Andersen’s ground-breaking work (1990, 1996), sev-
eral scholars have examined why countries differ, not only in their level
of social spending, but also in the way welfare benefits are structured,
focusing on the balance between income transfers and social services,
and the role of universal versus targeted programmes. Studies of these
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different welfare state ‘regimes’ have also not yet integrated MCPs into
their analysis (e.g. Castles 1989, 1998; Ferrera 1996).

In short, discussions of the recognition/redistribution trade-off to date
are unsupported by any systematic empirical research. In Chapter 2, we
list twenty-three multiculturalism policies that have been adopted by var-
ious Western democracies, and so far as we know, no one has attempted
to test the impact of any of these MCPs on the welfare state.

The only partial exception concerns recent work on the relationship
between federalism and the welfare state. As we discuss in Chapter 2,
federalism is one way in which countries can seek to accommodate the
aspiration for self-government by national minorities, and so the adop-
tion of federalism can be seen, in some contexts, as a form of ‘MCP’.
Several cross-national studies of the welfare state have concluded that, all
other things being equal, federal states tend to have lower levels of social
spending (Swank 2002; Huber and Stephens 2001; Huber, Ragin, and
Stephens 1993; Hicks and Misra 1993; Hicks and Swank 1992; and Crepaz
1998). This might be seen as preliminary evidence that at least one form
of MCP erodes the welfare state. However, such studies do not distinguish
between ‘multi-nation’ countries such as Canada, Belgium, Spain, and the
United Kingdom, where federal or quasi-federal institutions were adopted
at least in part to accommodate substate nationalism, from countries such
as Australia, Germany, and the United States, where federalism owes its
roots to other considerations. Federalism counts as an MCP in the former,
but not in the latter. For our purposes, the question is not how federal
states compare to unitary states in general, but rather whether states that
adopt federalism to accommodate national minorities fare worse in social
spending compared to states that do not accord territorial autonomy
to their national minorities. And that question, like all questions about
the relationship between MCPs and the welfare state, has not yet been
empirically tested.

In contrast to this virtual silence on the impact of MCPs on the welfare
state, there is a recent and growing literature on the related hypoth-
esis discussed earlier that ethnic/racial diversity itself weakens economic
redistribution (what we called the ‘heterogeneity/redistribution trade-off’
hypothesis). Given the importance of distinguishing between the impact
of heterogeneity and the impact of MCPs, it is worth reviewing this
literature here.

In one sense, the idea that ethnic/racial heterogeneity can weaken the
pursuit of a robust welfare state is an old one. Karl Marx argued that
racial divisions within the working class in the USA would undermine
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its capacity to demand progressive reforms, and this has been a recurring
theme in American politics.16 Hints that ethnic diversity was potentially
important occasionally emerged in the literature on the development
of the welfare state in the post-war era (Wilensky and Lebeaux 1965;
Wilensky 1975). For example, in his early cross-national study of the
emergence of the welfare state, John Stephens found that ethnic and
linguistic diversity was strongly and negatively correlated with the level
of labour organization, a key variable in analysis of the determinants of
social spending across OECD countries (Stephens 1979). The implication
would seem to be that heterogeneity weakens the mobilization of the
working class by dividing organized labour along ethnic and linguis-
tic lines, making it more difficult to focus on an agenda of economic
inequality. Unfortunately, subsequent generations of this research did
not follow up on this lead, and ethnic, racial, and linguistic diversity
has not been included as a variable in several of the most influen-
tial cross-national studies of welfare state spending (e.g. Swank 2002;
Hicks 1999).17

Including ethnic/racial heterogeneity as an explanatory variable in
comparative studies of social spending is therefore a recent trend, which
initially emerged in two discrete geographical contexts. First, devel-
opment economists, including some associated with the World Bank,
pointed to ethnic and tribal diversity in attempting to explain the poor
economic and social performance of countries in sub-Saharan Africa.
The focus here was initially on the impact of ethnic heterogeneity on
economic growth, rather than social policy. The primary concern was
that ethnic tensions lead to communal rent-seeking in government, poor
macroeconomic policies, and in some cases high levels of violent conflict,
all of which retard the rate of economic growth in developing countries.
However, subsequent research has extended the focus to examine the
negative impact of heterogeneity on the provision of public goods, such
as public education. Studies suggest that while the association between
ethnic diversity and the size of the state is weak, spending on pri-
vate as opposed to public education tends to be higher in developing
countries with more religious and linguistic diversity, and transfer pay-
ments tend to be lower in countries with high levels of ethnic diversity
(Collier 2000, 2001; Collier and Gunning 1999; Easterly and Levine 1997;
Easterly 2001a, 2001b; Montalvo and Reynal-Querol 2005; Nettle 2000;

16 For a discussion of the history of this argument, see Lipset and Marks (2000).
17 Interestingly, this observation also applies to Stephens’ own recent work, which does

not incorporate ethno-linguistic diversity. See Huber and Stephens (2001).
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James 1987, 1993; Grafton, Knowles, and Owen 2002; Miguel 2004;
Miguel and Gugarty 2005).18 In a similar vein, La Ferrara has demon-
strated the importance of ethnicity in conditioning access to informal
credit and group loans in Africa (La Ferrara 2002, 2003).

The second context concerns the United States. Race has played a
central role in the history of US social programmes from their earliest
origins (Skocpol 1992). During the passage of the Social Security Act in
1935, resistance from southern congressmen and other conservatives led
to the exclusion of agricultural and domestic labourers, denying coverage
to three-fifths of black workers; and southern congressmen led a successful
campaign in the name of ‘states’ rights’ against national standards in
public assistance, leaving southern blacks at the mercy of local authorities
(Quadagno 1988; Orloff 1988). In the 1960s, racial politics swirled around
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and the Great Society
programmes. As welfare rolls expanded and new poverty programmes
were put in place, the profile of the poor became racially charged. Black
families represented close to half of the AFDC caseload and Hispanic
groups were increasingly over-represented. Resentment against these pro-
grammes helped fracture the New Deal coalition and the base of the
Democratic Party. White union members, white ethnics, and southerners
deserted their traditional political home, especially in presidential elec-
tions, in part because of its image on race and welfare issues. The effect
was so powerful that the Democratic Party sought to insulate itself in
the 1990s by embracing hard-edged welfare reforms, including the 1995
reforms signed by President Clinton.

Given this history, it is not surprising that scholars interested in the
US experience increasingly add ethnic and racial heterogeneity to models
that seek to explain differences in social spending, both within the USA
and between the USA and other countries. The size of racial minorities
helps explain differences in social expenditures across cities and states in
the USA (Alesina, Baqir, and Easterly 2001; Hero 1998; Hero and Tolbert
1996; Plotnick and Winters 1985; Johnson 2001, 2003; Soss et al. 2001;
Soss, Schram, and Fording 2003; Fellowes and Rowe 2004; Luttmer 2001).
These studies consistently show, for example, that the higher the propor-
tion of African-Americans or Hispanics within a state, the more restrictive
state-level welfare programmes such as Medicaid are.19 More recently,

18 One of the few exceptions is Posner (2005), who did not discover the expected correla-
tion between ethnic diversity and public goods provision in Uganda.

19 See the overview of this research in Chapter 4 below. This correlation is backed up by
survey evidence showing that the best predictor of people’s support for welfare in the USA is
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Alesina and Glaeser have extended this analysis to the cross-national
level, arguing that differences in racial diversity are a significant part of
the explanation of why the United States did not develop a European-
style welfare state (Alesina and Glaeser 2004).

Such results have led several scholars to conclude that there is a univer-
sal tendency for people to resist interethnic redistribution. Explanations
differ as to why this tendency exists.20 Some simply view it as a brute
preference or ‘taste’ (Luttmer 2001). Others argue that ethnocentrism is
a genetically determined disposition, since evolution would select for
‘ethnic nepotism’ (Salter 2004).21 Others offer a more nuanced account
for this tendency. Even if people are willing in principle to make sacrifices
for co-citizens who are not co-ethnics—perhaps motivated by some sense
of common citizenship or shared patriotism—they are only likely to do
so if they trust the would-be recipient to reciprocate. However, this sort of
trust is difficult to generate across ethnic lines. For one thing, it is easier
to sanction ‘defectors’ within one’s own ethnic group than to sanction
members of other ethnic groups (Miguel and Gugarty 2005). Also, trust
can be seen as a component of social capital that develops in associational
life, and Putnam argues that the sort of associational life that generates
social capital is lower in ethnically heterogeneous neighbourhoods.22 Yet
other explanations focus on the impact of ethnic and racial diversity
on the political coalitions and parties that normally support the welfare
state. Ethnic cleavages may pose particular challenges for the formation
of a united and powerful labour movement (Alesina and Glaeser 2004;
Stephens 1979), and offer particular openings for right-wing populist

not whether they self-identify as right or left, or liberal or conservative, or even whether they
believe that the poor are lazy. Rather, the most powerful predictor is the belief that blacks are
lazy (Gilens 1999).

20 For a more extensive discussion of these competing explanations, and the objections
to each, see Kymlicka (forthcoming a). It is important here to distinguish episodic ‘humani-
tarian’ charity in response to disasters from ongoing institutionally compelled redistribution.
The debate concerns resistance to the latter.

21 The expression of this universal tendency may be influenced by the presence of racialist
ideologies that have been developed to provide intellectual justification for privileging co-
ethnics. However, for those who endorse the evolutionary account, the tendency to privilege
co-ethnics is prior to, and more widespread than, any particular ideology of racialism or
ethnocentrism, and is found as much in African or Asian societies as in European societies.

22 Putnam argues that social capital, in the form of trust and engagement in social
networks, is critical to a wider sense of public purpose and a capacity for collective action
through the public sector. But social capital, he has recently concluded, is weakened by ethnic
diversity. Early findings based on his Social Capital Benchmark Study suggest that individuals
in ethnically diverse regions and neighbourhoods in the United States are much less engaged
in their community and wider social networks than individuals living in more homogeneous
parts of the country (Putnam 2004; also Goodhart 2004).
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parties that combine anti-immigrant nativism with attacks on the welfare
state (Kitschelt 1995).

Whatever the explanation—whether seen as an inherent genetic dis-
position or as a predictable by-product of social capital deficits, weak-
ened pro-welfare coalitions or electoral processes—there is an increasing
tendency to assume that ethnic/racial heterogeneity erodes redistribu-
tion. Although the main evidence for this assumption comes from two
specific contexts—namely, sub-Saharan Africa and the United States—it
is increasingly treated as a universal tendency. The strongly racialized
dimension of US welfare politics is no longer seen as an anomaly—a perni-
cious legacy of the peculiar American history of slavery and segregation—
but rather as a normal, even inevitable, reaction to the simple fact of eth-
nic/racial heterogeneity. Indeed, the United States has come to represent
the leading international example of the proposition that heterogeneity
as such erodes redistribution. Its story has emerged as a sort of ‘master nar-
rative’, the quintessential model of the (inherently weak) heterogeneous
welfare state.

Based on this assumption, scholars have drawn rather dire predictions
about the future of the welfare state across the Western democracies. If it
is the mere presence of ethnic and racial minorities that has weakened the
welfare state in the United States, then increasing immigration threatens
to do the same in Europe. In 1986, Gary Freeman predicted that immi-
gration would lead to ‘the Americanization of European welfare politics’
(Freeman 1986: 62), and more recent commentators have reiterated this
prediction (Glazer 1998; Faist 1995; Goodhart 2004). In their comparison
of the US and European welfare states, Alesina and Glaeser conclude with
a caution about current directions in European politics: ‘As Europe has
become more diverse, Europeans have increasingly been susceptible to
exactly the same form of racist, anti-welfare demagoguery that worked
so well in the United States. We shall see whether the generous welfare
state can really survive in a heterogeneous society’ (Alesina and Glaeser
2004: 180–1).

However, there are important reasons for being careful about assertions
of a general tendency for ethnic heterogeneity to erode the welfare state.
The empirical evidence is drawn from two contexts that are arguably atyp-
ical. In the sub-Saharan context, the artificiality of state boundaries, com-
bined with the weakness of state institutions at the time of independence,
meant that states had no usable traditions or institutional capacity for
dealing with diversity. In the American context, racial animosity had been
sedimented by centuries of slavery and segregation, whose maintenance
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depended on state-sponsored ideologies and practices that dehumanized
Blacks. One could argue that neither of these contexts provides a reli-
able basis for predicting the impact of, say, increasing Turkish immigra-
tion on the German welfare state, or increasing Philippine immigration
on the Canadian welfare state. Where minorities are newcomers rather
than historically enslaved groups, and where state institutions are strong
rather than weak, the impact of increasing heterogeneity may be quite
different.

Indeed, recent attempts to test the heterogeneity/redistribution hypoth-
esis beyond the USA and Africa have a number of limitations. Alesina and
Glaeser (2004: 141) report a negative relationship between racial diversity
and social spending across a wide range of countries at very different levels
of economic development. While the relationship holds when the level of
development is controlled, the strength of the correlation in the case of
developed countries is influenced strongly by the USA, which is an outlier
in terms of both racial diversity and levels of social spending (Hvinden
2006). Moreover, Alesina and Glaeser adopt the unusual assumption
that several factors which normally figure prominently in comparative
analyses of the welfare state, especially the strength of the political left,
are simply a reflection of the level of racial diversity, and therefore do
not include them in this phase of their analysis. Other researchers, how-
ever, have challenged this assumption. For example, when Taylor-Gooby
(2005) includes the strength of the political left among the controls,
racial diversity has no statistically significant effect on social spending
in Western Europe. He concludes that there is, as yet, no evidence that
immigration will have the same effect on European welfare states that
race has historically had on the American welfare state. Similarly, after a
comprehensive analysis of cross-national data on public attitudes, Crepaz
warns against extrapolating from the American experience. The challenge
posed by immigration in Europe unfolds in a context in which the
welfare state has reached maturity and is embedded deeply in public
expectations, unlike the American experience in which the politics of
race hampered movement towards a more comprehensive welfare state
from the outset. As a result, he concludes, ‘there is little evidence that
immigration-induced diversity will lead to an “Americanization” of the
European welfare state’ (Crepaz forthcoming).

An additional problem concerns the ways in which different forms
of multicultural diversity are integrated into analyses of the politics of
redistribution. The literature tends to be concerned primarily with immi-
grant minorities, and treats national minorities and indigenous peoples
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in a very inconsistent manner—sometimes they are included, sometimes
not. This can be seen in the Index of Ethno-linguistic Fractionalization
developed by Alesina and his colleagues, which is used increasingly in
studies of these issues (Alesina et al. 2003). The UK data on ethno-
linguistic fractionalization, for example, ignores national minorities in
Scotland and Wales, as well as white immigrants such as the Irish. As a
result, the Index is only measuring ‘racial’ differences in the UK: white
93.7 per cent; Indian 1.8 per cent; other UK 1.6 per cent; Pakistani 1.4 per
cent; Black 1.4 per cent. In Canada, however, the Index subdivides the
white majority into a range of different ethnic and linguistic subgroups,
including French 22.8 per cent; British 20.8 per cent; German 3.4 per
cent; Italian 2.8 per cent; Dutch 1.3 per cent and so on.23 As a result,
the Index is not a consistent measure of either the diversity of the ethnic
origins of a population or its politically salient ethnic identities. As we
will see in Chapter 2, when we test on a more consistent basis the impact
of national minorities and indigenous peoples on the welfare state in
Western democracies, no significant relationship emerges.

In the end, John Myles and Sébastian St-Arnaud conclude that existing
research on the relationship between ethnic diversity and the welfare state
is ‘simply too thin and contradictory to draw strong conclusions’ (Myles
and St-Arnaud, this volume). Claims about an inherent trade-off between
heterogeneity and redistribution should therefore be treated with caution.

It is not clear how widespread the phenomenon is, or what mechan-
isms underlie it. Although a growing literature suggests that such an
effect exists in particular times and places—and of course we can see
evidence of that every day in countries suffering from ethnic conflict
and racist violence—we cannot assume that it is a universal tendency.
Much more research is required before any definitive judgement can be
made.

Our focus here is on the link between ethnic diversity and redistri-
bution, but it should be noted that this was just one part of a larger
debate swirling in the late 1990s around the potentially negative polit-
ical and economic implications of ethnic diversity. For example, there
were preliminary studies suggesting that countries with high levels of
ethnic diversity were more prone to civil war, and were less likely to
develop into democracies. However, more recent research, using more
rigorous methods, suggests that ethnically diverse societies are not in

23 The full listing for Canada (in per cent) is: French 22.8; other Canadian 43.5; British
20.8; German 3.4; Italian 2.8; Chinese 2.2; Amerindian 1.5; Dutch 1.3.
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fact more prone to civil war (Fearon and Laitin 2003; Young 2002), or
less likely to be democracies (Fish and Brooks 2004). Similarly, early
assertions that ethnic diversity has negative effects on economic growth
have been qualified by more recent research demonstrating, among other
things, that the negative relationship fades away at higher levels of
development and in democratic countries (Alesina and La Ferrara 2005;
Collier 2000; Lian and Oneal 1997). Thus earlier assumptions about
the inherently negative impact of ethnic diversity on peace, democracy,
and economic development are now widely seen as overstated. In the
same way, the evidence about the relationship between diversity and
social spending summarized here points to the need for caution about
assumptions that there is a universal trade-off between heterogeneity and
redistribution.

The need for more research applies even more forcefully to the
issue of primary concern in this volume, the alleged trade-off between
multicultural recognition and economic redistribution. As we have seen,
this is much less explored territory. Yet it is also critical in policy terms.
From the perspective of public policy debates, studies of the link between
levels of ethnic/racial heterogeneity and the welfare state represent a
rather academic discussion. For most practical purposes, the level of
ethnic/racial heterogeneity is a given. A country simply finds itself with
certain ethnic/racial minorities, and unless it is willing to contemplate
genocide or ethnic cleansing, this must be accepted as a reality. The size
of ethnic/racial minorities can be affected at the margins, by increasing or
decreasing immigration, but this only has a significant effect on overall
levels of diversity over the long term.

For most policy makers, therefore, the crucial issue is not ‘what level
of ethnic heterogeneity is desirable’, but rather ‘how should we respond
to the ethnic heterogeneity that already exists in our society’. As we
noted earlier, during the last two decades of the twentieth century, many
Western democracies shifted towards a more accommodating approach
to diversity, reflected in the adoption of MCPs for immigrant groups,
national minorities, and indigenous peoples. This shift has generated
widespread controversy, including anxiety over its implications for the
welfare state. Whether these fears are justified is one of the compelling
issues in contemporary policy debates.

We believe that the research reported in the following chapters, while
perhaps not definitive, provides a crucial first step in exploring issues that
will be of fundamental importance for the future of the welfare state in
the twenty-first century.
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4. Overview of the volume

This volume adopts a number of methodological approaches to increase
our understanding of the relationship between MCPs and the welfare
state. In part, we rely on cross-national statistical analysis. This approach
is well suited to testing the extent to which there is a systematic rela-
tionship between MCPs and the welfare state, as implied by the critics
of such policies. Statistical techniques are also helpful in attempting to
distinguish between the impact of ethnic diversity on one hand and MCPs
on the other, as well as to taking account of a wide range of other factors
that are known to influence the strength of the welfare state. These are
important advantages. However, statistical methods also face important
constraints in this context. First, cross-national data sets on our issues are
less than ideal at the best of times, and the limited number of Western
democracies for which any data are available limits how far multivariate
analysis can take us. Second, while statistical analysis can reveal whether
or not there is a systematic relationship between MCPs and the welfare
state, it does not answer questions about the range of causal mechanisms
that might be at work. Moreover, cross-national analysis is inevitably
silent on the nature of the relationship in particular cases. As we will
see, while the cross-national analysis in Chapter 2 finds no statistically
significant negative relationship between MCPs and the welfare state, this
does not preclude the possibility that such tensions exist in particular
countries or periods, or that some particular forms of MCPs do have
corrosive potential.

To explore the dynamics in particular cases, the volume includes a
number of case studies that examine in depth particular countries or sets
of countries. We include some countries that have adopted multicultural
policies, where a tension between recognition and redistribution has been
widely predicted or assumed. But we also include studies of countries
which have resisted multicultural approaches, in part to understand
whether a fear that MCPs might weaken the welfare state and other
dimensions of solidarity help explain why they have not followed that
path.

The volume is organized in three parts. Part I reports the findings
of two cross-national statistical tests of the linkage between the levels
of MCPs and the strength of the welfare state across the OECD coun-
tries. Part II contains the case studies examining the link between MCPs
and the welfare state in particular countries, or in relation to particular
types of diversity, trying to identify some of the underlying trends and
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mechanisms at work. Finally, Part III provides two concluding reflections
on the relevance of our findings for broader debates in political theory
and social science.

Part I: Cross-national studies

We begin with two chapters that explore the relationship between MCPs
and the welfare state on a broad cross-national comparative basis among
OECD countries. In Chapter 2, Banting, Johnston, Kymlicka, and Soroka
introduce a new framework for testing the recognition/redistribution
hypothesis. First, they develop an index of twenty-three different types of
MCPs that have been adopted for three different types of minority groups
(immigrants, national minorities, and indigenous peoples); second they
categorize Western countries in terms of their level of MCPs; and third,
they test whether countries with higher levels of MCPs have faced an
erosion of the welfare state as compared to countries with lower levels of
MCPs. Their findings show no negative correlation between the strength
of a country’s commitment to MCPs and its ability to sustain welfare
spending or economic redistribution. As part of the multivariate analysis,
this chapter also examines the heterogeneity/redistribution hypothesis,
and shows that this too is overstated. In general, the size of immigrant
groups, national minorities, and indigenous peoples in Western countries
does not affect a country’s ability to sustain its welfare commitments,
although a rapid change in the size of immigrant groups does seem to
have an effect. Yet even here, the authors argue, there are hints that
adopting MCPs can help to mitigate whatever negative effect a rapidly
increasing immigrant population may have.

These results provide some preliminary reassurance that the conflicts
between multicultural recognition and economic redistribution are not as
severe as many people believe. However, it is possible that the negative
effects of MCPs simply take a long time to show up. Welfare states evolve
slowly, as complex policy changes in some programmes, such as pensions,
can take considerable time to come fully into effect. For this reason, it
is useful to look, not only at welfare spending levels, but also at public
support for the welfare state. This is the focus of Chapter 3, by Markus
Crepaz. As he notes, we can view public attitudes as the ‘canary in the
mine’. If the politics of multicultural recognition are going to have a
corroding impact on the politics of redistribution, this will likely show
up first in a drop in public support for the welfare state, before it shows
up in actual changes in spending levels. Drawing on public opinion data
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from a variety of surveys across the Western democracies, Crepaz asks
whether states with higher levels of MCPs have seen an erosion in public
support for redistribution, in comparison with countries with lower levels
of MCPs. Here again, the results are encouraging: he finds no evidence
that adopting MCPs erodes trust, solidarity, or support for redistribution.

Part II: Case studies

While cross-national studies provide fairly strong evidence that there is
no general or systematic tendency for multicultural recognition to erode
economic redistribution, they leave a number of questions unanswered,
many of which can only be addressed through more detailed case studies.

We begin Part II with a study of the American context, which has driven
much of the debate. The impact of racial diversity on welfare policy in the
United States has been well studied, and indeed has often served as the
paradigm case for the heterogeneity/redistribution trade-off. In Chapter 4,
Rodney Hero and Robert Preuhs summarize the clear evidence that sup-
port for welfare programmes diminishes in American states that have
higher levels of Blacks and Hispanics. The main question they address,
however, is how the presence of MCPs, such as bilingual education for
Hispanics, affects this familiar dynamic. They develop an index of state-
level MCPs, including the interesting category of ‘anti-MCPs’—that is,
policies adopted precisely to prevent the future adoption of MCPs (such
as ‘Official English’ laws). Drawing on cross-state statistical analysis, they
show that there is no tendency for states that have adopted stronger MCPs
to suffer more serious erosion in their welfare programmes compared to
other states.

Another context where a recognition/redistribution trade-off has been
widely predicted concerns immigrants in Europe, particularly the recent
growth in non-white immigration. We have included three case studies
of this phenomenon, focusing on three countries that have been at the
epicentre of these trends: the Netherlands, Germany, and the United
Kingdom. In each case, we are interested, not only in whether we can
find empirical evidence for this predicted trade-off, but also in exploring
why so many political actors believe that such a trade-off exists. In all
three countries, we can observe the political realignment we mentioned
at the start of this introduction—namely, a growing tendency within the
social-democratic left to question its previous support for immigration
and multiculturalism, in part on grounds of their impact on the welfare
state. Many people in these three countries believe that they face the
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‘progressive’s dilemma’ of choosing between diversity and redistribution,
and this is affecting political alliances and strategies. So we are interested
in political attitudes and public discourse, as well as actual impacts on the
welfare state.

In Chapter 5, Geoffrey Evans examines the case of Britain, focusing on
the nature of public attitudes towards ethnic diversity, MCPs and the
welfare state in that country, and their implications for party politics.
Evans focuses on two predictions implicit in the critics’ worries about
multiculturalism: that public opposition to increasing ethnic diversity
and MCPs will lead to an erosion in social trust and a decline in support
for the welfare state; and that the politics of diversity will crowd out the
politics of recognition, increasing the salience of cultural over redistrib-
utive issues in shaping voters’ choices of which party to support, with
negative consequences for left parties. Evans concludes the predictions
fail on several fronts. First, there has been no backlash against ethnic
diversity and MCPs in Britain. Public attitudes towards minorities have
become more tolerant over time, and public opposition to MCPs has
softened. Second, although there has been some weakening in public
support for redistribution, this trend has much more to do with changing
economic conditions than with immigration or MCPs. Finally, although
there is some evidence that immigration may sometimes crowd out redis-
tributive concerns in determining people’s voting behaviour, there is no
evidence that MCPs for already settled minorities have had this effect. In
short, Evans concludes, ‘we must cast doubt on the prognosis of a trade-
off between multiculturalism policies and commitment to the welfare
state.’

In Chapter 6, Han Entzinger examines the case of the Netherlands. If
Britain has witnessed a mild pulling back from multiculturalism on the
left, the Netherlands is often seen as the paradigm case of a wholesale
retreat. During the post-war years, the Dutch built one of the most
generous welfare states in Europe and adopted a strongly multiculturalist
Minorities Policy, which reflected an extension of their approach to his-
toric diversities, known as pillarization. During the 1990s, however, the
Netherlands reduced the scope of its welfare state and shifted away from
multiculturalism. Were these two trends related? Did the allegedly corro-
sive effects of MCPs contribute to the decline of the Dutch welfare state?
Entzinger argues no. The two policy currents were driven by different
concerns. On one side, restructuring the welfare state reflected economic
and ideological trends common to Western democracies, and there is little
evidence that issues of immigration or multiculturalism played a role in
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the political shift. On the other side, the shift away from the traditional
approach to multiculturalism was driven by concern that the approach
was contributing to the exclusion of minorities from the economic and
social mainstream of Dutch society, and not by concerns about the impact
of multiculturalism on the welfare state. While the Dutch experience of
the 1990s does not correspond to the political dynamics anticipated by
the critics of MCPs, Entzinger nonetheless predicts that the retreat from
MCPs in the Netherlands is likely to endure, and that government policies
to enhance the solidarity that underpins the welfare state will not, and
perhaps should not, include a revival of multiculturalism.

In Chapter 7, Peter Kraus and Karen Schönwälder examine the case
of Germany. Whereas the left in both Britain and the Netherlands had
embraced multiculturalism in the 1980s, the left in Germany had always
felt much more conflicted. Kraus and Schönwälder describe the historical
factors that explain this resistance to multiculturalism, which are partly
rooted in the nature of the German welfare state and labour relations.
They also examine the more recent cautious opening towards ideas of
multiculturalism. In this sense, the German case represents a slightly
different trajectory from the Britain and the Netherlands. In the past
decade, the German left (particularly the Social Democratic Party) has
had an intense internal debate about whether to embrace MCPs, and how
such a shift towards multiculturalism would affect its electoral chances
and its traditional social policy goals. This chapter examines the dif-
ferent positions adopted in this debate, the basis for fears that MCPs
might jeopardize welfare state goals, and the factors shaping the resulting
political strategies. While the authors find no evidence that MCPs have
weakened the welfare state, the German case suggests that fears of such
an impact can weaken the political alliances necessary to introduce or
sustain MCPs.

Chapter 8 focuses on another specific context where MCPs have been
predicted to have corroding effects—namely, when they are linked to
issues of historical redress. As we noted earlier, some commentators
have suggested that MCPs are most likely to corrode solidarity and trust
when they involve highlighting issues of historical injustice, generating a
form of ‘grievance politics’. This backward-looking focus on past wrongs
against particular groups is said to inhibit forward-looking campaigns to
achieve justice for all. In this chapter, Matt James examines this issue in
the particular context of three redress campaigns in Canada: redress for
the harms of residential schooling for aboriginals; redress for the wartime
internment of Japanese- and Ukrainian-Canadians; and redress for the
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demolition of Africville, a black neighbourhood in Halifax. He argues that
while redress campaigns can indeed promote attitudes that render cross-
ethnic cooperation more difficult, they also help create the conditions
under which such coalitions are possible.

While much of the literature on the recognition/redistribution trade-
off has focused on the case of immigrant multiculturalism, there
are other forms of ethnic diversity that also raise potential recogni-
tion/redistribution issues. In Chapter 9, Nicola McEwen focuses on the
case of national minorities, particularly the Scots, Flemish, and Québécois.
In a sense, it is surprising that more attention has not been paid to this
issue, since minority nationalism has arguably had a much greater impact
on the development of the welfare state than immigration. Most Western
states with sizeable national minorities have accommodated minority
nationalist aspirations through some form of federal or quasi-federal ter-
ritorial autonomy. This sort of political restructuring of the state can have
a dramatic impact on the evolution of the welfare state, and many com-
mentators have argued that it is typically a detrimental impact, making
it more difficult to sustain or build comprehensive welfare programmes.
McEwen examines the impact of this sort of devolution/regionalization
on the welfare state in the UK, Belgium, and Canada. She argues that
the institutional reforms intended to enable national self-government
for these minorities have had complex effects on social policy, both at
the central level and in the self-governing regions. It has set in play
political dynamics that sometimes work to strengthen social policy, as a
tool of nation building, and sometimes serve to inhibit new redistributive
policies. As a result, no simple, general pattern leaps out.

We conclude Part II with two chapters that move beyond OECD coun-
tries and focus on the case of indigenous peoples in Latin America. Many
of the issues being raised in the recognition/redistribution debate in the
West had already been extensively debated in the Latin American context,
where the trend towards greater recognition of indigenous rights has
occurred at roughly the same time as the trend towards neoliberal reforms
that have cut back on social spending. There are several contending the-
ories about how these two trends are related, many of which are actually
more developed versions of the arguments that have been advanced in
the West. In Chapter 10, Donna Lee Van Cott outlines these theories, and
examines the empirical evidence for and against them, drawing on both
case studies and cross-national statistics regarding structural reform in the
region. While some commentators have argued that the trend towards
indigenous rights has unintentionally reinforced neoliberal restructuring,
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Van Cott argues, on the contrary, that the mobilization for indigenous
rights has often served as an effective vehicle for building new left-wing
coalitions that challenge neoliberalism.

In Chapter 11, Willem Assies examines in detail one of the most con-
troversial cases in Latin America regarding the link between indigenous
rights and neoliberal retrenchment. Bolivia is a central case because some
indigenous leaders have entered into alliances with neoliberal parties,
gaining modest indigenous MCPs in return for not opposing structural
reforms. Yet this alliance did not last, and many indigenous leaders insist
that neoliberalism and indigenous rights are inherently in conflict. This
chapter explores what the Bolivian case tells us about the potential for
alliances between MCPs and neoliberalism, and their limits.

As we said earlier, the picture that emerges from these various chap-
ters about the relationship between MCPs and the welfare state is not
a simple or straightforward one. Most of the chapters acknowledge that
potential tensions could emerge under particular conditions or scenarios.
Yet, overall, the research described here provides grounds for cautious
optimism. None of the chapters has found clear evidence that MCPs have
seriously weakened the welfare state, even in countries or contexts where
commentators have predicted such trade-offs to exist. In that sense, the
case studies support the main conclusion of the cross-national studies in
Part I.

Part III: Theoretical reflections

We finish with reflections from leading scholars in two fields at the heart
of the controversies examined in this book, political theory and the study
of the welfare state. David Miller and John Myles and Sébastien St-Arnaud
review the contributions in the volume and reflect on the implications
for theoretical debates and future research in their respective fields. Both
Miller and Myles/St-Arnaud conclude that the critics’ original complaints
against MCPs were overstated, but that there are still potential tensions
here that require further analysis and careful managing.

David Miller accepts that the adoption of MCPs, taken by itself, cannot
be held responsible for the weakening of the redistributive impact of
the welfare state in Western democracies. Nevertheless, he sees dangers,
particularly in the case of immigration. Miller distinguishes between
multiculturalism as policy and multiculturalism as ideology, arguing that
problems can emerge if the ‘discourse’ or ‘ideology’ of multiculturalism
seems to imply that immigrants can claim rights to accommodation of
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their difference without accepting any corresponding civic responsibilities
to adapt and integrate. Such a view, he argues, is deeply unpopular among
Western electorates. It is therefore critical, in his view, to pay careful
attention to whether MCPs conform or not to citizens’ everyday sense of
fairness. In particular, MCPs are likely to corrode solidarity when they are
seen as providing ‘free-rider’ benefits to immigrants who are unwilling (or
indeed discouraged) from making a good-faith effort to integrate. Clearly,
this is a narrower claim than earlier critiques of MCPs, which, as we
have seen, anticipated a general pattern of crowding out, corrosion, and
misdiagnosis. Moreover, the solution, according to Miller, does not lie in
abandoning multiculturalism. Supplementing MCPs with robust nation-
building policies that expect and encourage immigrants to make an effort
to integrate can help prevent the potentially corrosive possibilities of
multiculturalism. The task is to think hard ‘about how integration policies
can work alongside multiculturalism policies’ (Miller, this volume).

Myles and St-Arnaud reach a similar emphasis on integration through
a very different route. They note that ethnic diversity has been largely
absent in conventional welfare state theories, and conclude that the evi-
dence in this volume confirms that ethno-racial heterogeneity and MCPs
have not played a significant role in the development of contemporary
welfare states, outside the well-documented US case. However, in their
view, evidence from the past, even the recent past, does not settle the
issue for the future. There is still a danger, especially in Europe, that
rising ethno-racial diversity due to immigration might be transformed
into ethno-racial political cleavages, which can be manipulated by right-
wing populist political parties, with corrosive effects for the welfare state.
Forestalling this danger requires the successful economic and political
integration of immigrants, which in turn depends on a complex range
of factors, including the immigrant selection process, labour market insti-
tutions and policies, and the electoral strength of minority groups them-
selves. MCPs can contribute to this integration, especially if they conform
to popular perceptions of just desert and fair competition, but only as part
of a much larger package.

Thus both Miller and Myles/St-Arnaud agree that the initial critiques of
MCPs have proven unfounded to date, but that it is premature to dismiss
the concerns that motivated the critics in the first place, at least in relation
to the case of immigrant ethnic diversity.24

24 Neither attempts to revive the critics’ worry in relation to MCPs of national minorities
and indigenous peoples, even though, as we noted earlier, these MCPs arguably involve a
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5. Future directions

The chapters in this volume, while covering a wide range of groups
and countries, can only be seen as a starting point for further research.
As the commentaries by Miller and Myles/St-Arnaud make clear, there
are many unanswered questions about the relationship between het-
erogeneity, multiculturalism policies, and the welfare state. In particu-
lar, both commentaries emphasize the importance of situating debates
within a broader framework that examines how MCPs interact with
other public policies relating to citizenship, national cohesion, and socio-
economic integration. Taken on their own, MCPs are unlikely to have
any ‘inherent’ or ‘natural’ tendency to undermine (or strengthen) the
welfare state. However, in conjunction with other policies, and when
operating under particular socio-economic and political conditions, MCPs
may turn out to be important components in a larger constellation of
factors that can strongly affect social solidarity and the welfare state. It is
these constellations of factors, not MCPs in isolation, which we need to
study.

Based on the analyses provided in the various chapters of this volume,
we see at least two broad areas for future research: (a) the role of MCPs
within a broader process of political integration that can sustain the forms
of solidarity and citizenship upon which the welfare state depends; and
(b) the role of MCPs within a broader process of socio-economic integration
that can prevent the rise of ‘welfare chauvinism’ and other forms of
populist backlash against the inclusion of minorities in the welfare state.

Regarding the first, many critics such as Gitlin, Wolfe, and Barry
assumed that MCPs inherently corrode any sense of common national
identity, or any sense of a common civic relationship between citizens
and the state. It is clear from the various case studies in this volume that
this fear is overstated. There are real-world examples of ‘multicultural citi-
zenship’, or what we might even call ‘multicultural nationhood’, in which
MCPs coexist with a strong sense of shared nationhood and citizenship.
However, much work remains to be done in analysing how precisely MCPs
relate to ideas of nation building and citizenship.

One way to proceed, following David Miller’s earlier work, would be to
distinguish ‘moderate’ from ‘radical’ conceptions of multiculturalism. In
the former, but not the latter, MCPs are supplemented with policies that

much more dramatic reconfiguration of our inherited ideas of statehood, citizenship, and
nationhood.
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nurture an overarching political identity. A ‘moderate’ conception of mul-
ticulturalism in Britain, for example, would tell citizens there are many
different and legitimate ways of ‘being British’, and that being British
is consistent with the public expression and accommodation of other
identities, including ‘being Muslim’ or ‘being Scottish’. However, such
MCPs recognizing and accommodating minority identities would also be
accompanied by policies that actively promote the sense of ‘being British’.
By contrast, a ‘radical’ philosophy of multiculturalism would suggest that
minorities should be absolved or discouraged from adopting such a pan-
ethnic superordinate political identity (Miller 1995: ch. 5; Miller 2000:
105–6). The radical conception, he argues, is corrosive of solidarity and
the welfare state. In the absence of appropriate nation-building policies,
MCPs will reduce solidarity and trust, by focusing exclusively on the
minority’s difference. But in the presence of such nation-building policies,
the same MCPs may in fact enhance solidarity and trust, by reassuring
members of the minority group that the larger identity promoted by
nation-building policies is an inclusive one that will fairly accommodate
them.

The case studies in this volume suggest that such a simple dichotomy
does not capture the complexity of the relationship between MCPs and
national citizenship. So far as we can tell, no country in the West has
adopted radical multiculturalism. All Western countries adopt a range
of policies to inculcate overarching national identities and loyalties,
including the mandatory teaching of the nation’s language, history, and
institutions in schools, language tests for citizenship, the funding of
national media and museums, and the diffusion of national symbols,
flags, anthems and holidays, to name just a few. Even in those Western
countries that have strongly moved in the direction of MCPs, the resulting
approach is best described as ‘robust forms of nation-building combined
and constrained by robust forms of minority rights’ (Kymlicka 2001: 3).25

So all of the countries that we describe in Chapter 2 as having ‘strong’
or ‘modest’ levels of MCPs fall into the moderate category on Miller’s
terminology. We do not believe there is any Western democracy that has
adopted ‘radical’ multiculturalism in Miller’s sense.

However, it is certainly true that countries vary in the strength and
effectiveness of their nation-building policies, and that countries peri-
odically need to reassess whether to strengthen their policies in this

25 For a more detailed discussion of the enduring centrality of nation-building policies,
even in pro-MCP countries like Canada or Australia, see Kymlicka (1998, 2001). On the way
MCPs interact with pro-citizenship policies in Canada, see Bloemraad (2006).
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area—e.g. by providing greater funding for immigrants to learn the official
language, or by providing citizenship education classes, or establishing
citizenship oaths and ceremonies for immigrants who naturalize. This
indeed is part of what we see in the last few years in some Western
European countries, such as the Netherlands or Britain. The Netherlands
has decided that more effort must be spent on encouraging and enabling
immigrants to learn the official language (Fermin 2001; Baubock 2003;
Entzinger 2003). So too has Britain, which has also adopted a national
policy of promoting citizenship education in the schools, and creating
citizenship ceremonies and oaths (White Paper 2002).

These shifts in Britain and the Netherlands have been described as
a ‘retreat from multiculturalism’ by Christian Joppke (Joppke 2004;
cf. Brubaker 2001). But in the British case the ‘retreat from multicultural-
ism’ is primarily at the level of rhetoric, and few MCPs have been replaced
or abolished (Hansen, forthcoming).26 Even in the Netherlands—which
has certainly undergone a wrenching national debate around these issues,
and a marked growth in public anxiety about immigrant integration—
a number of MCPs remain in place.27 The primary change has been to
strengthen the nation-building policies that accompany those MCPs.

Joppke is surely right that these policy shifts are often perceived by the
general public as a wholesale ‘retreat from multiculturalism’. This is due,
at least in part, to the fact that political leaders in many countries have
shifted away from the discourse or rhetoric of multiculturalism, which
has become less fashionable. Fewer politicians extol its virtues or identify
themselves as ‘multiculturalists’, although nor do they propose to abolish
or retrench all existing MCPs.28 In this context, decisions to supplement
MCPs with nation-building policies are nonetheless perceived by many
citizens (and academic commentators) as a ‘retreat’ from MCPs. If Miller
is correct that multicultural ideology can be as significant as multicultural

26 It is particularly puzzling to describe the new British policy as a retreat from multicultur-
alism, since it is explicitly modelled on Canadian policies. For example, the new citizenship
oaths and citizenship ceremonies, as well as the language tests for citizenship, are drawn in
part on similar Canadian policies, and are defended in part by emphasizing their role in the
success of the Canadian approach to immigrant integration. Indeed, with the adoption of
these enhanced nation-building policies, Britain has become closer to, not farther from, the
Canadian model of immigrant integration, with its ‘robust nation-building combined and
constrained by robust minority rights’.

27 As Entzinger notes in Chapter 6 below, ‘Today’s assimilative rhetoric, particularly at the
national level, disguises the perpetuation of certain multicultural practices.’ Dutch MCPs that
remain wholly or partially in place include consultative bodies, funding for minority religious
schools, and provisions for multiculturalism in the media.

28 For speculation on the decline of the rhetoric of multiculturalism, despite the persis-
tence of MCPs, see Kymlicka (2003).
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policy, then this change may be important.29 But unfortunately, it has
often obscured rather than clarified the range of existing and potential
relationships between multicultural policies and nation-building poli-
cies.

In short, we need to be careful not to prejudge the connection
between MCPs and nation-building, or the connection between rhetoric
and policy. There are substantial variations between countries, or over
time within countries, in the rhetorical significance attached to ideas
of ‘nationhood’, ‘citizenship’, and ‘multiculturalism’. In some times and
places, a resurgent rhetoric of nationhood and citizenship crowds out any
talk of multiculturalism; in other cases, the opposite seems to hold. But
these highly visible shifts in rhetoric may obscure an ongoing, and less
visible, process by which countries try to build policy frameworks that
combine MCPs with nation-building and citizenship-promoting policies
in a mutually supporting way. The viability of a multicultural welfare
state may depend on a more nuanced understanding of the nature and
functioning of such frameworks.

Equally important is the economic and social integration of minorities.
Much of the current tension in Europe is rooted in economic and social
exclusion of immigrants. Unemployment haunts non-EU immigrants
throughout Europe. Even in the countries with the best records, the
unemployment rate of non-EU foreigners is twice that of the population
as a whole, whereas in other countries, the rate can range as high as five
times that for the population as a whole (Koopmans 2005, as summarized
in Hansen, forthcoming). The economic exclusion implicit in unem-
ployment is often compounded by social separateness, reflecting parallel
societies with few links bridging across cultural divides. More worryingly,
the seeds of exclusion are being sown in the second generation. The
2000 Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) revealed a
stunning gap between migrant children and other children in reading,
mathematics, and science knowledge in a diverse set of countries, includ-
ing the Netherlands, Germany, Switzerland, France, and Sweden (ibid.).

Here the interaction between integration and the welfare state is more
direct and obvious. Minority groups with persistently high levels of
unemployment are likely to be disproportionately dependent on social
assistance and other welfare programmes, creating dry tinder for political
firestorms. Two forms of backlash have emerged in different countries.

29 We consider the claim that focusing on ideology would generate different results than
our focus on policies in Chapter 2, n. 3.
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First, many governments have resorted to ‘welfare chauvinism’, which
supports the welfare state but seeks to deny newcomers access to its
benefits (Banting 1999; Kitschelt 1995; Andersen 1992; Andersen and
Bjørklund 1990). A long list of countries have introduced or length-
ened minimum residency periods for social programmes, limiting immi-
grants access to benefits. Second, a political backlash against minority
dependency on welfare might help fuel a broader neoliberal attack on
the welfare state, strengthening radical right-wing parties and/or leading
mainstream parties to quietly withdraw their support for social redis-
tribution. The impact might be felt primarily by programmes which
support the poor generally but on which minorities have been particu-
larly dependent. The classic example here is welfare reform in the USA
in the mid-1990s, which eliminated Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) and replaced it with the term-limited Temporary Aid
to Needy Families (TANF). However, the impact might be a more per-
vasive weakening of the redistributive aspects (as opposed to the social
insurance aspects) of the welfare state, as anticipated by David Miller
in his reflections (this volume). These two forms of backlash—welfare
chauvinism and a broader neoliberalism—obviously distribute the bur-
dens of retrenchment differently. But both represent an erosion of the
universalistic conception of the welfare state.

Overcoming the economic and social exclusion of immigrant minori-
ties is clearly one of the great policy challenges confronting European
countries.30 A wide range of policy instruments are relevant, including
immigration policies, settlement programmes, language acquisition pro-
grammes, anti-discrimination laws, education and training, labour mar-
ket institutions and policies, to name a few. Some critics have assumed
that MCPs crowd out or displace such policies, but here again our case
studies show that this is not true. Countries can combine strong MCPs
with strong policies to improve the access of immigrants to education
and the labour market. Indeed, one immigrant MCP—namely, affirmative
action—is exclusively focused on this issue. But as Myles and St-Arnaud
emphasize, MCPs are likely to be only one part of a larger incorporation
regime, and questions remain about what exactly is the link between
MCPs and labour market integration. For example, how do different

30 As Schierup et al. (2006) argue, Europeans confront this challenge at the same time as
they face powerful pressures to restructure the welfare state. The restructuring and integration
agendas are driven by separate forces, with the pressures on the welfare state flowing primarily
from globalization, economic restructuring, technological change, and neoliberal ideologies.
However, while the two agendas are propelled by different forces, their resolution is clearly
interrelated.
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kinds of multicultural education, mother-tongue services, and culturally
sensitive settlement programmes interact with different kinds of labour
market policies?

Thus one promising field for future research is to develop a more subtle
conceptualization of the possible links between MCPs and political and
economic integration of minorities, and then to test which packages or
combinations of these policies have been most successful in sustaining
the welfare state. In effect, we need to develop a typology of incorpora-
tion regimes, analogous to the typologies of welfare state regimes which
proved so productive in comparative welfare state research. We make
some tentative suggestions along this line at the end of Chapter 2.

6. Conclusions

How to maintain and strengthen the bonds of community in ethnically
diverse societies is one of the most compelling questions confronting
Western democracies. The growing diversity of Western societies has gen-
erated pressures for the construction of new and more inclusive forms
of citizenship and national identity. Finding our way forward requires
much more knowledge about the underlying relationships between ethnic
diversity, multiculturalism, and solidarity than we have today.

We therefore close with a caution. Given the limited nature of our hard
information in this area, there is a danger that the experiences of one
country will emerge as a sort of master narrative, a story that is seen
as capturing the essence of the issues in play. For many Europeans, the
United States has become the quintessential multicultural country, and
the key test case of the relations between diversity, recognition, and redis-
tribution. In the United Kingdom, for example, analysts such as David
Goodhart (2004) depict the American experience as clear evidence that
ethnic heterogeneity and multicultural approaches erode redistribution,
and as providing a warning about the future of their country. The corro-
sive aspects of US welfare politics are no longer seen as a reflection of a
particular history of slavery and segregation, but rather as a normal, even
inevitable, reaction to the simple fact of diversity and its recognition in
public policy.

This is a field in which simple narratives are as likely to mislead as
inform. Distinctive histories and traditions matter here, and it is impor-
tant not to project the experience of one country onto the rest of the
world. Rather, the priority is to uncover diverse narratives, a variety of
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stories that point to different possible relationships between diversity,
multiculturalism, and redistribution. The evidence in this book stands
as an antidote to fatalistic assertions that multiculturalism policies
necessarily weaken support for social programmes. The complex pat-
terns across countries are hopeful signs, which suggest that there is no
inevitability at work and that wise policy choices matter.
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Do multiculturalism policies erode the

welfare state? An empirical analysis

Keith Banting, Richard Johnston, Will Kymlicka,
and Stuart Soroka

There is a growing debate about the impact of diversity on the welfare
state. As discussed in Chapter 1, there are in fact two separate debates here.
Some people fear that ethno-linguistic or racial diversity by itself weakens
the welfare state, because it is difficult to generate feelings of trust and
solidarity across ethnic and racial lines. We call this the ‘heterogeneity/
redistribution trade-off’ hypothesis: the larger the size of ethnic/racial
minorities as a percentage of the population, the more difficult it is to
build or sustain a robust welfare state. Others fear that the adoption of
multiculturalism policies (MCPs) to recognize and accommodate ethnic
groups generates political dynamics that inadvertently undermine the
welfare state in Western democracies. We call this the ‘recognition/
redistribution trade-off’ hypothesis: the more a country embraces the
multicultural ‘politics of (ethnic) recognition’ through MCPs, the more
difficult it is to sustain a ‘politics of (economic) redistribution’ through the
welfare state. This is the heart of the critics’ case against MCPs discussed
in Chapter 1.

These two debates are obviously connected. Many people who believe
that ethnic/racial heterogeneity erodes the welfare state assume that
MCPs must do so as well. After all, if the presence of sizeable ethnic and
racial minorities tends to weaken the welfare state, presumably our goal
should be to reduce the public visibility and political salience of these
ethnic/racial differences, rather than emphasizing and celebrating them,
as is done by MCPs.
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However, as far as we can tell, no one has actually empirically tested
the relationship between MCPs and social redistribution. As we saw in
Chapter 1, there is a growing literature on the first hypothesis, which
suggests that, in at least some contexts, increasing ethnic and racial
diversity is correlated with weaker welfare states. But all of these studies
focus on ethnic diversity as a demographic phenomenon, and are silent
on the implications of the adoption of MCPs. Such studies tell us nothing
about whether MCPs increase any tension that may exist between ethnic
diversity and social redistribution, as the critics suggest, or potentially
mitigate it, as the defenders reply. We are therefore left with the need
to find a way of illuminating this issue more directly.

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an initial answer to
this question, by focusing on the experience of Western democra-
cies and utilizing the tools of empirical analysis. Is it true that coun-
tries that adopt multiculturalism policies for immigrant minorities have
greater difficulty in sustaining and developing their welfare state? Do
countries that recognize and support national minorities and indige-
nous peoples pay a price in terms of their wider social commit-
ments? Is the very idea of a multicultural welfare state a contradiction
in terms?

To examine this question, the chapter proceeds in three stages. Section 1
takes the first step by providing a more rigorous definition of MCPs
and measuring differences in the strength of such policies in Western
democracies, grouping the countries into three broad categories, those
with strong MCPs, those with modest MCPs, and those with weak MCPs.
Section 2 then introduces a set of indicators of the strength of the
welfare state, and examines whether the group of countries with strong
MCPs fared worse in terms of the evolution of their welfare states when
compared with countries with modest or weak MCPs. As we shall see,
this section finds no evidence of a systematic relationship between the
adoption of MCPs and the erosion of the welfare state over the last
two decades of the twentieth century. Section 3 takes the final step,
conducting a multivariate analysis that also takes account of other fac-
tors that influence the welfare state. Given the debate about whether
ethnic diversity itself weakens social redistribution, we seek to disentangle
empirically the effects of ethnic diversity and the effects of MCPs. In
addition, we incorporate a number of other factors that previous studies
have identified as powerful drivers of social spending in OECD countries.
This multivariate analysis confirms that fears of the impact of MCPs
on the welfare state are overstated. Indeed, there are some suggestive
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hints in the data that adopting MCPs might in fact, under some circum-
stances, strengthen the welfare state. Finally, Section 4 pulls together the
threads of the argument and reflects on their implications for the larger
debates.

1. The nature and strength of multiculturalism policies

Determining whether there is a correlation between MCPs and changes in
social redistribution requires a clear definition of MCPs and a classification
of countries in terms of the extent to which they have adopted such
policies. Unfortunately, there is no consensus in the literature on how
to define the term ‘multicultural policies’. The term has quite differ-
ent connotations in different countries. Many writers employ the term
without ever defining it, and those who do make an effort to define
it offer very different accounts of the necessary or sufficient conditions
for a policy to qualify as a ‘multicultural’ policy. Given this lack of
consensus, any account that we provide will inevitably be contestable,
and to some extent stipulative. Some commentators will find our defi-
nition unduly narrow, others will find it unduly broad. We will discuss
some of these objections as we go. However, for reasons we explain
below, we think it unlikely that expanding or narrowing the definition of
MCPs would change the basic empirical findings we present in sections 2
and 3.

What then do we mean by MCPs? To begin with, we are focusing
on the treatment of ethnocultural groups. This is already to narrow
the field compared to some other accounts of MCPs. In some contexts,
the term multiculturalism is used to cover a broader range of forms of
diversity, including gender/sexual orientation/disability and so on. On
this broader view, ‘multiculturalism’ is virtually coextensive with ‘the
politics of recognition’. In this study, however, we are restricting the term
multiculturalism to the context of ethnocultural diversity.

Even if we limit our focus to ethnocultural groups, there is still plenty
of scope for disagreement about what counts as a ‘multicultural’ policy
towards such groups. In the account we give below, we have tried as much
as possible to follow what we take to be the most common usages of
the term, in both public as well as scholarly debate. However, we have
also tried to ensure that our account reflects the issues raised by the
critics of MCPs. For this reason, we have excluded from our account of
MCPs any policies that simply involve the non-discriminatory access to,
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or non-discriminatory enforcement of, the traditional civil and political
rights of citizenship for the individual members of ethnic groups. In some
countries, the rhetoric of multiculturalism is advanced to defend such
non-discriminatory protection of the common rights of liberal-
democratic citizenship. For example, some German politicians have
invoked multicultural rhetoric to eliminate legal provisions that made
it more difficult for ethnic Turks than for ethnic Germans to become
citizens, and to extend the scope of anti-discrimination laws to cover
the Turks. While described by some politicians as a form of ‘multicul-
turalism’, and defended as ‘recognizing’ or ‘accommodating’ Germany’s
ethnic diversity, these are not the sorts of policies that our critics view as
a threat to the welfare state. Respecting the common individual rights of
citizenship is indeed one essential form of accommodating the members
of minority groups, but the critics are not objecting to ‘recognizing’
immigrants in this sense—i.e. as equal individual citizens. They are only
concerned with policies that go beyond the protection of traditional
individual rights of citizenship to provide some additional form of public
recognition or support or accommodation of ethnic groups, identities,
and practices. Since this is the concern of critics, we will limit our
definition of MCPs to such policies of public recognition, support, and
accommodation.

But what does it mean to provide public ‘recognition’, ‘support’, or
‘accommodation’ to ethnic groups? It is difficult to answer this question
in the abstract, since different groups seek quite different forms of recog-
nition, support, and accommodation. To help identify these policies more
precisely, it is useful to distinguish different categories of ethnic groups,
and to see how Western states have accommodated them (or not). For the
purposes of this chapter, we will focus on three types of ethnic groups:
immigrants, national minorities, and indigenous peoples.

Before turning to an examination of specific policies for these three
groups, however, two further clarifications are important. First, our focus
in this chapter is on multiculturalism policies, and we are not address-
ing the impact of multiculturalist discourse. In many cases, policies and
discourse go together. Countries with strong MCPs are likely to be
characterized by the rhetoric of multiculturalism. But the relationship
between multiculturalist policies and multiculturalist rhetoric is compli-
cated. One can have multiculturalist rhetoric without MCPs. For example,
as we noted earlier, in Germany today the rhetoric of multiculturalism
is invoked to defend policies of the non-discriminatory enforcement of
traditional individual civil and political rights. Conversely, one can have
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multiculturalist policies without multiculturalist rhetoric. This is the case
in Britain, where senior government officials explicitly express their dis-
like for the term ‘multiculturalism’. It is also true, to a lesser extent, in
Australia, where the word multiculturalism is less common than ten or
fifteen years ago.1

We emphasize this point in part to avoid potential misunderstandings
about our categorization of countries below. When we describe Germany
as ‘minimally’ MCP, we are referring to the relative absence of multicul-
turalist policies, not the absence of multiculturalist rhetoric. Conversely,
when we describe Australia as strongly MCP, we are referring to the wide
range of MCPs that are present, not to the varying level of multiculturalist
rhetoric. But we also emphasize this point because it raises an interesting
issue about the empirical critique of multiculturalism. All of the critics
we have cited claim that multiculturalism policies erode the welfare state.
But, as David Miller notes in Chapter 12 below, it is possible that what
some of them are really concerned about is the rhetoric or discourse of
multiculturalism (see also Brubaker 2004: 125 n. 15). For example, it is not
clear that either the misdiagnosis effect or the corroding effect described
in Chapter 1 really depends on the presence of MCPs, rather than simply
multiculturalist discourse. It is not clear how one would measure the
level of multiculturalist discourse cross-nationally, to see whether it is
correlated with erosion of the welfare state, but it is a hypothesis that
might be worth investigating.2 In this chapter, however, we are focused
exclusively on multicultural policies.

Second, because some of the critical data on welfare state redistribution
are available on a cross-national basis only for the period up to 2000,
we examine the relationship between MCPs and the welfare state in the
period from 1980 to 2000. As a result, we categorize the strength of MCPs
in different countries based on the policies they had in place for a substan-
tial portion of those years. This two-decade period saw intense debates
over MCPs, and several countries adopted or significantly extended MCPs
in these years. Our aim is therefore to assess the impact of these policy

1 Conversely, countries that have dogmatically rejected the discourse of multiculturalism
may contain a (minimal) number of MCPs. This is true, for example, of France (Schain 1999).
As Schain argues, the anti-multiculturalist government rhetoric in France obscures as much
as it reveals about France’s actual policies.

2 We suspect that the results of such a test would not significantly differ from our results in
this chapter, since the adoption of MCPs is both the result of political mobilization employing
multiculturalist rhetoric, and typically encourages further utilization of that rhetoric by
non-state actors seeking access to public institutions. So, while multicultural policies and
multicultural political rhetoric are not the same, they are likely to be highly correlated, and
testing the former is arguably a good proxy for testing the latter.
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choices on the welfare state. As a result, our rankings may not reflect the
most recent changes in some countries. For example, with the legislation
adopted in Britain in 1998 to devolve powers to Scotland and Wales, one
could argue that Britain should now fall into the strong-MCP category
in its approach to sizeable national minorities. However, this change is
too recent to have affected the evolution of the welfare state from 1980
to 2000. If devolution has an eroding effect on social redistribution, it
will only show up in later years. Similarly, some commentators have
argued that the Netherlands and Britain have recently ‘retreated’ from
multiculturalism in their treatment of immigrant groups. As we discuss
more fully in section 4, the nature of these policy shifts is complicated, but
in any event, this shift is too recent to have affected social programmes
in the period we are studying. We categorize a country as ‘strongly’ or
‘modestly’ MCP if it had in place strong or modest MCPs for a significant
portion of the period between 1980 and 2000, and we are interested in
the relationship between these policies and the welfare state in those
years.

With those qualifications in mind, it is time to develop our classification
of specific MCPs and to rank Western countries in terms of the strength of
the MCPs adopted in response to the concerns of three ethnic minorities:
immigrants, national minorities, and indigenous minorities.

Immigrants

Historically, the most important countries of immigration (i.e. Australia,
Canada, New Zealand, and the USA) had an assimilationist approach to
immigration. Immigrants were encouraged and expected to assimilate to
the pre-existing society, with the hope that over time they would become
indistinguishable from native-born citizens in their speech, dress, recre-
ation, and way of life generally. Any groups that were seen as incapable
of this sort of cultural assimilation were prohibited from immigrating in
the first place, or from becoming citizens. This was reflected in laws that
excluded Africans and Asians from entering these countries of immigra-
tion for much of the twentieth century, or from naturalizing.

Beginning in the late 1960s, however, we saw a dramatic change in
this approach. There were two related changes: first, the adoption of
race-neutral admissions criteria, so that immigrants to these countries are
increasingly from non-European (and often non-Christian) societies; and
second, the adoption of a more ‘multicultural’ conception of integration,
one which expects that many immigrants will visibly and proudly express
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their ethnic identity, and which accepts an obligation on the part of
public institutions (like the police, schools, media, museums, etc.) to
accommodate these ethnic identities.

These twofold changes occurred, to varying degrees, in all of the tradi-
tional countries of immigration. All of them shifted from discriminatory
to race-neutral admissions and naturalization policies. And all of them
shifted from an assimilationist to a more multicultural conception of
integration. Of course, there were important differences in how official or
formal this shift to multiculturalism has been. In Canada, as in Australia
and New Zealand, this shift was formally and officially marked by the
declaration of a multicultural policy by the central government. But even
in the United States, we saw similar changes on the ground. The USA
does not have an official policy of multiculturalism at the federal level,
but if we look at lower levels of government, such as states or cities, we
often find a broad range of multiculturalism policies. If we look at state-
level policies regarding the education curriculum, for example, or city-
level policies regarding policing or hospitals, we often find that they are
indistinguishable from the way provinces and cities in Canada or Australia
deal with issues of immigrant ethnocultural diversity. As in Canada, they
have their own diversity programmes and/or equity officers. As Nathan
Glazer (1977) puts it, ‘we are all multiculturalists now’, although this
perhaps understates the considerable variation across cities and states in
the USA in their commitment to MCPs.3

Similarly, in Britain, while there is no nationwide multiculturalism
policy, many of the same basic ideas and principles are pursued through
their race relations policy.4 All of these countries have accepted the
same twofold change—adopting race-neutral admissions and naturaliza-
tion policies, and imposing on public institutions a duty to accommo-
date immigrant ethno-cultural diversity—although the degree and formal
recognition of the latter change varies from country to country.

This trend applies primarily to countries of immigration—i.e. coun-
tries which legally admit immigrants as permanent residents and future
citizens. Amongst such countries, the main exception to this trend is
France, which retains an assimilationist conception of French republican
citizenship. It is a different story, however, in those countries that do not

3 Experts in immigration and integration issues have repeatedly demolished the mythical
contrast between the American ‘melting pot’ and the Canadian ‘mosaic’, yet the myth
endures in the popular imagination. For more on MCPs in the American context, see Chapter
4 below.

4 For the British model of multiculturalism through race relations, see Favell (2001),
Hansen (forthcoming).
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legally admit immigrants, such as most countries of northern Europe.
These countries may well contain large numbers of ‘foreigners’, in the
form of illegal economic migrants, asylum seekers, or ‘guest-workers’,
but these groups are not admitted as part of an immigration policy. As
it happens, even some of these countries adopted aspects of a ‘multi-
cultural’ approach in the period we are studying (e.g. Sweden and the
Netherlands). But in general, the trend from assimilation to multicul-
turalism is one that has taken place most strongly within countries of
immigration.

What then are the specific MCPs that reflect this shift in approach? For
the purposes of this chapter, we will take the following eight policies as
the most common or emblematic forms of immigrant MCPs:

(1) Constitutional, legislative or parliamentary affirmation of multicul-
turalism, at the central and/or regional and municipal levels;

(2) the adoption of multiculturalism in the school curriculum;5

(3) the inclusion of ethnic representation/sensitivity in the mandate of
public media or media licensing;

(4) exemptions from dress codes, Sunday closing legislation etc. (either
by statute or by court cases);

(5) allowing dual citizenship;6

(6) the funding of ethnic group organizations to support cultural
activities;7

5 Not all forms of education that teach about immigrant cultures qualify as ‘multicultural
education’. In Germany, for example, special education arrangements were set up for the
children of Turkish guest-workers with the goal of preparing them to return to their ‘home’
(even if they were in fact born in Germany), on the assumption that they did not really
belong in Germany. This sort of ‘preparationist education’ clearly differs from what is typically
understood as ‘multicultural education’, and does not count as an MCP on our account.
As discussed earlier, MCPs on our view are policies that seek to recognize and accommo-
date ethnic diversity as a fact of society, not policies that seek to encourage ethnic groups
to leave.

6 As noted earlier, we do not consider non-discriminatory access to citizenship as itself a
form of MCP, in part because it would not be contested by most critics of MCPs. Naturalization
policy only qualifies as an MCP where it has been modified in order to accommodate
immigrant ethnic identities, most obviously by recognizing and accommodating the desire
of immigrants to maintain a link with their country of origin through dual citizenship. As
with many of these criteria, questions can be raised about the motive for these policy shifts.
In some cases, dual citizenship has been allowed, not in order to accommodate the desires of
immigrants within the country to maintain their previous nationality, but rather to enable
emigrants or expatriates who live outside the country to retain a link with the country. But
this is not the standard case in countries of immigration.

7 In many countries, ethnic organizations are eligible to receive public funding to pro-
vide social services, alongside other non-governmental organizations. To qualify as an MCP,
however, public funding must also be available to support the cultural life of the minority.
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(7) the funding of bilingual education or mother-tongue instruction;
(8) affirmative action for disadvantaged immigrant groups.8

Some commentators have suggested including a ninth policy—namely,
a policy of admitting large numbers of immigrants as permanent resi-
dents and future citizens. Some people view a pro-immigration policy
as itself a form of MCP, on the assumption that only a country that is
willing to accommodate diversity would voluntarily admit immigrants as
future citizens. However, the link between immigration policy and MCPs
is complex. Many critics of MCPs are in fact defenders of more open
borders: they are happy with the idea of greater ethnic and racial diversity
in the population, but simply oppose any government recognition or
accommodation of this diversity through MCPs. This is a long-standing
view amongst libertarians. Conversely, in some countries, support for
MCPs is dependent on sharply limiting the number of new immigrants
who can take advantage of these policies. This is often said to be the
case in Britain. The quasi-multiculturalism policies adopted in the 1970s
(under the heading of race relations) were part of a package in which the
government said to Britons: ‘we will close the door to new immigrants;
but we expect you to accept and accommodate the immigrants from the
Caribbean and South Asia who have already arrived’. Reopening the door
to immigration was seen as undermining the tenuous support for MCPs.9

So for our purposes, we limit immigrant MCPs to policies that concern

8 Including affirmative action as an MCP is potentially controversial, since it need not
involve any recognition or affirmation of cultural difference. Indeed, some of its defenders
have defended it precisely as a tool of assimilation. By ‘artificially’ fostering integration into
common institutions, it discourages the formation of distinct ‘ethnic economies’ in which
members of particular groups specialize in a particular economic niche and reproduce the
cultural traditions associated with that niche. So this is a case of a policy that ‘recognizes’
distinct groups, for the purposes of making various admission or employment decisions,
but which need not be centrally concerned with ‘accommodating’ ethno-cultural diversity.
However, in many cases, the adoption of affirmative action policies has gone hand-in-hand
with a commitment to reform the institution to make it more accommodating of members
of minority groups (e.g. the adoption of multiculturalism in school curricula, or changes to
the work schedule or work uniforms to accommodate minority groups). Affirmative action to
recruit more teachers or police officers from minority communities is also often defended as a
way of making these institutions better able to accommodate the needs of the ethnic groups
in their clientele. So affirmative action is often, though not always, part of a larger package of
MCPs.

9 A similar comment applies to refugee policy. While there is a clear trend for pro-MCP
countries to have more generous policies on the admission of refugees (Kate 2005), this is not
always the case, as witnessed by the harsh treatment of refugees in Australia, compared with
the (formerly) generous openness to refugees in Germany, even though the former is pro-
MCP and the latter not. Policies about whether to admit people as immigrants or refugees,
and policies about how to accommodate them once admitted, raise quite distinct issues.
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the treatment of immigrant groups that already reside on the territory of
the state, such as the eight policies listed above.

For each of the MCPs in our list, we gave each country a score of 1.0
if it had explicitly adopted and implemented the policy for much of the
period we are examining (1980 to 2000), 0.5 if it adopted the policy in an
implicit, incomplete, or token manner, and 0 if it did not have the policy.
This generates a total possible score of 8.0, and the detailed scoring for
each county is reported in Appendix 2.1. If a country scored at least 6.0
out of a possible 8.0, we have categorized it as ‘strong’. If it scored between
3.0 and 5.5, we have categorized it as ‘modest’. If it scored under 3.0, we
have categorized it as ‘weak’. On this basis, we have categorized countries
this way:

STRONG: Australia, Canada
MODEST: Belgium, Netherlands, New Zealand, Sweden, UK, US
WEAK: Austria, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland,

Italy, Japan, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland

Sizeable national minorities

A second trend concerns the treatment of substate/minority nationalisms,
such as the Québécois in Canada, the Scots and Welsh in Britain, the
Catalans and Basques in Spain, the Flemish in Belgium, the German-
speaking minority in South Tyrol in Italy, and the Hispanics in Puerto
Rico in the United States.10 In all of these cases, we find a regionally con-
centrated group that conceives of itself as a nation within a larger state,
and mobilizes behind nationalist political parties to achieve recognition
of its nationhood, either in the form of an independent state or through
territorial autonomy within the larger state.

In the past, most if not all of these countries have attempted to
assimilate or suppress these forms of substate nationalism. To have a
regional group with a sense of distinct nationhood was seen as a threat
to the state. Various efforts were made to erode this sense of distinct
nationhood, including restricting minority-language rights, abolishing
traditional forms of regional self-government, and encouraging mem-
bers of the dominant group to settle in the minority group’s home-
land so that the minority becomes outnumbered even in its traditional
territory.

10 We could also include the French- and Italian-speaking minorities in Switzerland,
although some people dispute whether they manifest a ‘national’ consciousness.
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However, there has been a dramatic change in the way most Western
countries deal with substate nationalisms. Today, all of the countries
we have just mentioned have accepted the principle that these substate
national identities will endure into the indefinite future, and that their
sense of nationhood and nationalist aspirations must be accommodated
in some way or other. This accommodation has typically taken the form
of what we can call ‘multination federalism’: that is, creating a federal or
quasi-federal subunit in which the minority group forms a local major-
ity, and so can exercise meaningful forms of self-government. Moreover,
where the group has a distinct language, this language is typically recog-
nized as an official state language, at least within their federal subunit,
and perhaps throughout the country as a whole.

At the beginning of the twentieth century, only Switzerland and Canada
had adopted this combination of territorial autonomy and official lan-
guage status for substate national groups. Since then, however, most
Western democracies that contain sizeable substate nationalist move-
ments have moved in this direction. The list includes the adoption of
autonomy for the Swedish-speaking Aland Islands in Finland after the
First World War, autonomy for South Tyrol and Puerto Rico after the Sec-
ond World War, federal autonomy for Catalonia and the Basque Country
in Spain in the 1970s, for Flanders in Belgium in the 1980s, and most
recently devolution for Scotland and Wales in the UK in the 1990s.

This shift from suppressing substate nationalisms to accommodating
them through regional autonomy and official language rights is now
widespread. Amongst the Western democracies with a sizeable national
minority, the most obvious exception to this trend is France, in its refusal
to grant autonomy to its main substate nationalist group in Corsica. How-
ever, legislation was recently adopted to accord autonomy to Corsica, and
while a ruling of the Constitutional Court prevented its implementation,
France too may join the bandwagon soon.

There are some other potential exceptions. Northern Ireland is difficult
to categorize, since Catholics are clearly a national minority, but are not
territorially concentrated, and so the model of multination federalism is
not available. Even here, however, we see clear movement in the direc-
tion of greater recognition of minority nationalism. Northern Ireland has
recently adopted a peace agreement that explicitly accords Catholics a
number of guarantees in terms of representation, and acknowledges their
identification with co-nationals in Ireland.

Another complicated case is the Netherlands, where the sizeable
Frisian minority lacks territorial autonomy or significant language rights,
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although this is largely because (virtually alone amongst such sizeable
national minorities in the West) the group has not in fact mobilized along
nationalist lines to acquire such rights. It is not clear that the Netherlands
would reject such claims if clearly supported by most Frisians, but we do
not include the country in our analysis.

Amongst Western countries, perhaps the only country that remains
strongly and ideologically opposed to the official recognition of substate
national groups is Greece, where the once sizeable Macedonian minority
has now been swamped in its traditional homeland.

We can call this a shift towards a ‘multicultural’ approach to substate
national groups, although this terminology is rarely used by these groups
themselves, who prefer the language of nationhood, self-determination,
federalism, and power sharing. What then are the specific policies that
are indicative of this shift? We consider the following six policies as
emblematic of a multicultural approach to substate national groups:

(1) federal or quasi-federal territorial autonomy;
(2) official language status, either in the region or nationally;
(3) guarantees of representation in the central government or on Con-

stitutional Courts;
(4) public funding of minority-language universities/schools/media;
(5) constitutional or parliamentary affirmation of ‘multinationalism’;
(6) according international personality (e.g. allowing the substate

region to sit on international bodies, or sign treaties, or have their
own Olympic team).

It is important to emphasize that this category only refers to ‘sizeable’
national minorities. There are many much smaller national groups within
the Western democracies who lack the numbers or territorial concentra-
tion to be able to exercise territorial autonomy or to support separate
institutions such as mother-tongue universities. This would include, for
example, the Slovenians in Austria, the Sorbs in Germany, the Germans in
Denmark, the Tornedal-Finns in Sweden, and so on. We have, somewhat
arbitrarily, set the dividing line between ‘small’ and ‘sizeable’ national
minorities at 100,000 people, although all of the smaller groups just
mentioned are in fact under 50,000 people. The treatment of such small
national minorities raises a different set of issues, and deserves a separate
category, which we have not been able to cover in this chapter.

Once again we gave each country a score of 1.0, 0.5, or 0 for each of the
MCPs, and the total scores for each country can be found in Appendix 2.1.
If a country scored 4.0 or more out of a possible 6.0, we have categorized
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it as ‘strong’; if it scored between 2.0 and 3.5, we have categorized it as
‘modest’; and if it scored under 2.0, we have categorized it as ‘weak’.
Based on these criteria, we have categorized those Western democracies
that contain sizeable national minorities this way:

STRONG: Belgium, Canada, Finland, Spain, Switzerland
MODEST: Italy, UK, US (with respect to Puerto Rico)
WEAK: France, Greece, Japan

Indigenous peoples

A third trend concerns the treatment of indigenous peoples, such as the
Indians and Inuit in Canada, the Aboriginal peoples of Australia, the
Maori of New Zealand, the Sami of Scandinavia, the Inuit of Greenland,
and Indian tribes in the United States. In the past, all of these countries
had the same goal and expectation that indigenous peoples would even-
tually disappear as distinct communities, as a result of dying out, or inter-
marriage, or assimilation. Various policies were adopted to speed up this
process, such as stripping indigenous peoples of their lands, restricting
the practice of their traditional cultures, languages, and religions, and
undermining their institutions of self-government.

However, there has been a dramatic change in these policies, starting
in the early 1970s. Today, all of the countries we have just mentioned
accept, at least in principle, the idea that indigenous peoples will exist
into the indefinite future as distinct societies within the larger country,
and that they must have the land claims, cultural rights (often including
recognition of customary law), and self-government rights needed to
sustain themselves as distinct societies.

We see this pattern in all of the Western democracies. Consider the
constitutional affirmation of Aboriginal rights in the 1982 Canadian con-
stitution, along with the land claims commission and the signing of new
treaties; the revival of treaty rights through the Treaty of Waitangi in New
Zealand; the recognition of land rights for Aboriginal Australians in the
Mabo decision; the creation of the Sami Parliament in Scandinavia, the
evolution of ‘Home Rule’ for the Inuit of Greenland; and the laws and
court cases upholding self-determination rights for American Indian tribes
(not to mention the flood of legal and constitutional changes recognizing
indigenous rights in Latin America). In all of these countries there is a
gradual but real process of decolonization taking place, as indigenous
peoples regain their lands, customary law, and self-government.
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Here again, we will call this a shift towards a more ‘multicultural’
approach, although this term is not typically used by indigenous peoples
themselves, who prefer the terminology of self-determination, treaty
rights, and aboriginality or indigeneity. What are the specific policies that
are indicative of the shift to a more multicultural approach? We consider
the following nine policies as emblematic of the new approach:

(1) recognition of land rights/title;
(2) recognition of self-government rights;
(3) upholding historic treaties and/or signing new treaties;
(4) recognition of cultural rights (language; hunting/fishing);
(5) recognition of customary law;
(6) guarantees of representation/consultation in the central govern-

ment;
(7) constitutional or legislative affirmation of the distinct status of

indigenous peoples;
(8) support/ratification for international instruments on indigenous

rights;
(9) affirmative action.

The total score for each country is again to be found in Appendix 2.1.
We have categorized countries as ‘strong’ if they scored at least 6.0 out of
a possible 9.0; ‘modest’ if they scored between 3.0 and 5.5, and ‘weak’ if
they scored 2.5 or under. On this basis, we have categorized those Western
countries containing indigenous peoples as:

STRONG: Canada, Denmark, New Zealand, USA11

MODEST: Australia, Finland, Norway
WEAK: Japan, Sweden

Given the limited resources at our disposal, this classification must obvi-
ously be considered preliminary along several dimensions. Our list of

11 There is some dispute amongst experts about whether to list the USA as ‘strong’ or ‘mod-
est’ in its approach to indigenous peoples. On the one hand, the ‘domestic dependent nations’
status recognized by the US Supreme Court in the nineteenth century has provided American
Indian tribes with a legal status throughout much of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries
that most indigenous peoples around the world could only dream of. On the other hand, that
status has recently been whittled away by the increasing assertion of state jurisdiction over
Indian reservations, and there has been no dramatic reaffirmation of indigenous rights in the
USA to match the Treaty of Waitangi Commission in New Zealand, the ‘reconciliation’ process
in Australia, or the constitutional entrenchment of indigenous rights in Canada. We have
decided to leave the USA in the ‘strong’ category, in part to avoid any suggestions of biasing
the analysis. If the USA were included in the ‘modest’ category, as some experts suggested,
the numbers would even more strongly refute the argument advanced by the critics of MCPs.
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MCPs is inevitably partial; one could quickly think of other possible
policies to include, if one wanted to expand the list. Others might want
to adopt a more restrictive list, applying the term MCPs only to policies
that ‘recognize’ and ‘accommodate’ minorities in a very specific way (e.g.
through legal exemptions to common laws). We discuss some of these
issues in Appendix 2.1, which considers alternative ways of defining
MCPs.12 However, we believe that our list is a fair representation of the
sorts of policies that have been adopted or debated by various countries,
defended by advocates of multiculturalism, and attacked by their critics.
While there is undoubtedly room for refinement, we believe that our
classification scheme and ranking represent a reasonable starting point
for our discussion.

There are of course other kinds of ethno-cultural groups, often tied to
the unique circumstances of particular countries. An important case is
that of the African-Americans. Indeed, some of the critics who argue that
MCPs harm the welfare state are primarily concerned with this particular
case. Although they state their critique in a very general form that con-
demns MCPs across the board, their real concern is with this one group
in particular. Our focus here, however, is to test the critique in its general
form. And so we have focused on three types of groups that are sufficiently
common across a range of Western countries that we can make cross-
national comparisons.

2. MCPs and the welfare state: A first look

Having categorized Western democracies in terms of the strength of
MCPs, the next step is to examine the implications for the evolution of
the welfare state. Do countries with stronger MCPs show signs of a weak-
ened welfare state? Is there any evidence for a ‘recognition/redistribution’
trade-off?

In making this assessment, we look at the relationship between the
strength of MCPs and two types of measures: changes in the strength
of the welfare state; and changes in social outcomes. For evidence of
changes in the strength of the welfare state, we rely primarily on two
types of indicators: social spending as a proportion of GDP; and the

12 Brian Barry, for example, sometimes restricts the term multiculturalism to policies that
involve granting minority groups a legal exemption from common laws; and/or that involve
granting groups separate and parallel institutions. See our discussion of Barry’s definition in
Appendix 2.1.
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redistributive impact of government taxes and transfers. These indica-
tors capture two dimensions of the strength of the welfare state. Social
spending as a proportion of GDP measures the proportion of the nation’s
resources directed by government to social purposes. On its own, however,
this indicator says little about the extent of redistribution that emerges
from these expenditures. We therefore also present two measures of the
redistributive impact of government: we compare the level of poverty
before and after government taxes and transfers are taken into account;
and we compare the level of inequality in market incomes and inequality
in disposable incomes (after taxes and transfers are taken into account).
These are probably the measures that go most directly to the heart of the
questions raised by the critics of MCPs.

Unfortunately, however, data on redistribution are only available for
twelve of our countries. We therefore also provide two measures of social
outcomes, for which data are available for a larger set of countries: the
level of child poverty; and the level of income inequality. These measures
are not direct measures of the strength of social programmes, since trends
in child poverty and income inequality are also influenced powerfully
by other factors, including economic cycles and unemployment levels,
change in family formation, and so on. However, the two measures add
useful supplementary information. The level of child poverty measures
the extent to which one vulnerable section of the community is protected;
and the level of inequality measures the overall distribution of well-being
in the country.

In sum, we have five distinct measures of changes in the welfare
state:

� social spending as a proportion of GDP;
� the effect of redistribution in reducing poverty;
� the effect of redistribution in reducing inequality;
� the level of child poverty;
� the level of inequality.

The first three directly measure social policy; the latter two measure social
outcomes that are influenced by social policy. Appendix 2.2 provides
details on the ways in which these measures are calculated, as well as
descriptions of the data sets on which we draw.13

13 Because of lack of data on key variables, Greece, Japan, New Zealand, Portugal, and
Switzerland are excluded from the analysis. See Appendix 2.2 for details.
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It is important to emphasize that our focus is on change in measures of
the welfare state from the early 1980s to 2000, not on the level of social
spending and redistribution in different countries. When critics argue that
there is a correlation between MCPs and a weakened welfare state, they
are not arguing that only weak welfare states adopt MCPs. Their claim is
that even if countries with strong welfare states adopt MCPs, they will
have more difficulty sustaining the strength of their welfare states over
time than countries with only weak MCPs. So their argument is not that
countries with strong MCPs will necessarily have lower absolute levels of
spending and redistribution than countries with weak MCPs. Rather, their
claim is that countries adopting strong MCPs are likely to have witnessed
relative decline in levels of spending and redistribution as compared to
countries with weak MCPs. Their claim is not about differences in absolute
levels, but about changes in levels over time. Hence our test, too, focuses
on the size and direction of changes in redistribution in the 1980s and
1990s.

To illustrate this point, we do not ask why Australia, Canada, and the
United States failed to develop European-style welfare states during the
post-war years. Rather, we are interested in changes in levels of social
redistribution in these countries since their adoption of stronger MCPs
in recent decades in comparison with changes in social redistribution in
countries that did not. If social redistribution faded in such countries rel-
ative to other countries, then the critics’ case gains considerable support.
But if there is no systematic relationship between the adoption of MCPs
and changes in redistribution, the critics’ case is considerably weakened.

At this stage, we are simply comparing the strength of MCPs and the
evolution of the welfare state over a twenty-year period. No effort is made
to control for other factors influencing social spending, including the pos-
sibility that ethnic diversity on its own may constrain the redistributive
role of the state. We address those issues in the next section.

The results of our examination of measures of change in social spending
and redistribution are clear: there is no consistent relationship between
the adoption of MCPs and the erosion of the welfare state. Tables 2.1, 2.2,
and 2.3 present our MCP groupings and our measures of change in the
welfare state, as well as the background information on social outcomes.14

We discuss the results for each type of minority group separately.

14 The detailed data on levels, from which the measures of change were calculated, can
be found in Appendix 2.2. The data presented here have been updated to the year 2000, and
therefore differ marginally from those presented in earlier versions of this analysis (Banting
and Kymlicka 2003, 2004a).
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Immigrants

Table 2.1 summarizes our five indicators in the case of immigrant minor-
ities. Some readers may be surprised that, despite decades of cuts in many
countries, social spending continued to rise as a proportion of GDP.
Demographic and cost pressures in major programmes such as pensions
and health care have more than counterbalanced retrenchment efforts. In
our context, however, what is striking is that countries with strong MCPs
saw the largest rise in social spending and the greatest strengthening of
their redistributive effort. It is true that countries with modest MCPs did
less well than the two other groups on both dimensions. But the overall
pattern does not support the critics’ case.

While overall social spending is up across the Western democracies, the
two measures of social outcomes help to explain the widespread belief
that the welfare state is not fulfilling its post-war aspirations. Average mea-
sures of child poverty and inequality show a drift upwards in our period,
reflecting the impact of all of the forces debated in the literature on the
welfare state: globalization, technological change, political conservatism,
social policy retrenchment, and so on. Our focus, however, is whether
MCPs exacerbate these trends. And here the two outcome measures point
in different directions. Child poverty grew less in countries with strong
and modest MCPs than in those with weak MCPs, whereas the pattern
in overall inequality is the opposite. Clearly, there is no evidence of a
systematic relationship between the adoption of MCPs and the erosion of
the welfare state here.

National minorities

Table 2.2 provides the same data for the case of national minorities.
While the details are different, the overall conclusion points in the same
direction. In this case, the strong-MCP counties outperformed the modest
group on every indicator except child poverty, which was a dead heat.
The weak-MCP category had a stronger performance on most of the indi-
cators, but the evidence here has limitations. There is only one country
in the category, France, and the available data for France on four of the
five indicators is particularly limited, as it ends in 1994.15 Once again,
there appears to be no consistent relationship between MCPs and the
performance of the welfare state.16

15 It is clear the politics of retrenchment continued in France throughout the 1990s as in
many countries. For an excellent analysis, see Smith (2004).

16 There is a complication here that should be noted. As we have seen, one feature of
a strong MCP approach towards sizeable national minorities is the adoption of a federal
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Table 2.1 MCPs and immigrant minorities: change in social spending, redistribution, and social outcomes, 1980–2000 or near
year

MCP Country Social spending Redistribution Social outcomes
category

Proportion of Reduction in Reduction in Child poverty Inequality
GDP poverty inequality � in percentage %�

%� %� %� points

Country Average Country Average Country Average Country Average Country Average

Strong Australia 64.6 42.8 1.0 10.5 7.6 11.8 2.0 1.1 10.7 8.5
Canada 21.0 20.0 15.9 0.1 6.3

Modest Belgium 10.8 −5.9 −8.4 2.7 22.0
Netherlands −19.0 −14.5 −2.5 7.1 −4.6
Sweden −0.7 3.8 −3.5 −5.1 −16.3 −9.2 −0.6 1.8 27.9 13.8
UK 21.2 −7.1 −14.6 2.8 13.9
USA 6.8 5.5 −4.4 −3.1 9.9

Weak Austria 15.6 3.0 14.5
Demark −0.7 13.1 23.2 0.3 −7.1
Finland 32.4 2.0 −9.0 0.0 18.2
France 34.1 4.9 11.2 1.0 0.0
Germany 18.3 18.3 −3.8 4.8 14.8 10.6 6.2 2.3 8.2 6.7
Ireland −20.0 3.4 −1.5
Italy 31.0 5.2 8.8
Norway 28.5 7.7 13.0 −1.4 12.6
Spain 25.2 3.4 6.9

Average � All 16.8 1.6 2.5 2.0 9.2

Notes: See Appendix 2.2 for data sources and details of calculations, and Appendix 2.3 for the data upon which the calculations are based.

Zeros indicate no change; blank cells indicate insufficient data to complete calculation.6
7
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Table 2.2 MCPs and national minorities: change in social spending, redistribution, and social outcomes, 1980–2000 or near
year

MCP Country Social spending Redistribution Social outcomes
category

Proportion of Reduction in Reduction in Child poverty Inequality
GDP poverty inequality � in percentage %�

%� %� %� points

Country Average Country Average Country Average Country Average Country Average

Strong Canada 21.0 20.0 15.9 0.1 6.3
Belgium 10.8 22.4 −5.9 5.4 −8.4 −0.5 2.7 1.6 22.0 13.4
Finland 32.4 2.0 −9.0 0.0 18.2
Spain 25.2 3.4 6.9

Modest Italy 31.0 5.2 8.8
UK 21.2 19.7 −7.1 0.8 −14.6 −9.5 2.8 1.6 13.9 10.9
USA 6.8 5.5 −4.4 −3.1 9.9

Weak France 34.1 34.1 4.9 4.9 11.2 11.2 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0

Average � All 22.8 3.2 1.6 1.5 10.8

Notes: See Appendix 2.2 for data sources and details of calculations, and Appendix 2.3 for the data on which calculations are based.

Zeros indicate no change; blank cells indicate insufficient data to complete calculations.

6
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Indigenous peoples

Table 2.3 completes the evidence by providing measures for the case of
indigenous peoples. Because a smaller number of countries have indige-
nous peoples, the patterns are particularly vulnerable to the experience of
individual countries. In particular, once again only one country (Sweden)
has been classified as weak-MCP, although in contrast to France in the case
of national minorities, the data on Sweden does cover the entire period
from 1980 to 2000. For what it is worth, the strong-MCP countries lead
on redistribution and child poverty; the modest-MCP countries perform
best on social spending and overall inequality; and the weak-MCP country
performs least well on every measure.

In short, we see no consistent relationship between adopting MCPs
and changes in social spending, redistribution, or social outcomes. We
can make the same point more simply. The last two decades have been
turbulent times for the welfare state in all Western countries. On average,
for example, across the Western world:

� social spending increased by 16.8 per cent;
� the redistributive reduction of poverty increased by 1.6 per cent;
� the redistributive reduction in inequality increased by 2.5 per cent;
� child poverty increased by 2 per cent;
� inequality grew by 9.2 per cent.

These numbers represent the norm for how Western welfare states
responded to the challenges of last twenty years of the twentieth century.
If the critics were correct, we would expect countries with strong MCPs
to have fared worse than average. Focusing on the case of immigrant
minorities, however, the result is exactly the opposite for four of our five
measures. Countries with strong MCPs have done better than average on
changes in social spending, reduction in poverty, reduction in inequality,
and overall child poverty.

or quasi-federal regime that devolves substantial powers of self-government to a region
dominated by a national minority. These powers of self-government often include jurisdiction
over issues that affect both MCPs and the welfare state. As a result, many of the questions we
have been addressing in this chapter at the national level also arise at the substate level.
For example, the Québécois, Scots, Flemish, and Catalans have all been engaged in their
own debate about how adopting substate-level MCPs would affect substate-level welfare state
policies. A full investigation of the relationship between MCPs and welfares state would need
to examine their relationship at this substate level as well. It would be interesting to see, for
example, whether substate governments with strong MCPs (like Quebec) have fared worse, in
terms of changing levels of welfare state spending, than substate governments with weaker
MCPs (like Flanders).
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Table 2.3 MCPs and indigenous peoples: change in social spending, redistribution, and social outcomes, 1980–2000 or near
year

MCP Country Social spending Redistribution Social outcomes
category

Proportion of Reduction in Reduction in Child poverty Inequality
GDP poverty inequality � in percentage %�

%� %� %� points

Country Average Country Average Country Average Country Average Country Average

Strong Canada 21.0 20.0 15.9 0.1 6.3
Denmark −0.7 9.0 13.1 12.9 23.2 11.6 0.3 −0.9 −7.1 3.0
USA 6.8 5.5 −4.4 −3.1 9.9

Modest Australia 64.6 1.0 7.6 2.0 10.7
Finland 32.4 41.8 2.0 3.6 −9.0 3.9 0.0 0.2 18.2 13.8
Norway 28.5 7.7 13.0 −1.4 12.6

Weak Sweden −0.7 −0.7 −3.5 −3.5 −16.3 −16.3 −0.6 −0.6 27.9 27.9

Average � All 21.7 6.5 4.3 −0.4 11.2

Notes: See Appendix 2.2 for data sources and details of calculations, and Appendix 2.3 for the data upon which calculations are based.

Zeros indicate no change; blank cells indicate insufficient data to complete calculation.
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Narrowing the sample

So far, we have been looking across the broad sweep of the Western
democracies. In fairness, however, it must be said that most of the critics
are focused on a narrower set of countries, and it is possible that if we
reduce the sample, a pattern may emerge that is obscured when the full
set of Western democracies is included.

For some critics, the focus is quite narrow—namely, the ‘Anglo’ coun-
tries. In Brian Barry’s book, for example, virtually all of his examples of
MCPs (and virtually all of the multicultural theorists he criticizes) are
drawn from the UK, USA, Canada, and Australia. He argues that MCPs
have had deleterious effects at least in these four countries. Narrowing
our sample to these four countries should, therefore, provide another test
of his theory. Although Barry does not provide a systematic ranking of
countries in terms of their level of MCPs, he does say that Canada has
‘gone farther down the path’ of MCPs than the United Kingdom and the
United States (Barry 2001: 294), and implies that Australia is closer to
Canada in this regard (e.g. Barry 2001: 169). If his argument is correct,
we should expect Canada and Australia to have fared worse on welfare
state measures than the USA and the UK. In fact, the results are just the
opposite. As Table 2.4 indicates, if we compare the performance of these
four countries on social spending and redistribution, which reflects Barry’s
main concern, the strong-MCP pair has superior performance to that of
the more modest pair, especially in the overall redistributive impact on
inequality, which strengthened in Canada and Australia and weakened in
the United Kingdom and the United States.

In short, the more we narrow our focus to the countries that are of
most concern to the critics, the more problems their argument faces. The
statistical evidence from across a large sample of Western democracies

Table 2.4 MCPs and immigrant minorities in Anglo-American countries:
change in social redistribution, 1980–2000

MCP ranking Social spending Redistribution
Reduction in poverty Reduction in inequality

%� %� %�

Canada 64.6 1.0 7.6
Australia 21.0 20.0 15.9
UK 21.2 −7.1 −14.6
USA 6.8 5.5 −4.4
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provides no support for the critics, but if we narrow our focus to the Anglo
countries, the evidence actually contradicts the charge.

Summary

The cumulative weight of the evidence is clear. While indicators for
specific groups occasionally move in the direction predicted by critics
of MCPs, there are at least as many indicators moving in precisely the
opposite direction. Moreover, the most comprehensive indicator of the
social role of the state, change in redistribution, favours the strong-MCP
group. Strong-MCP countries outperform modest-MCP countries in redis-
tribution in all three minority group contexts. Strong-MCP countries also
perform better than weak-MCP countries on both measures of redistrib-
ution in the case of immigrants and indigenous peoples, and on one of
the measures in the case of national minorities. So far, the bottom line is
that there is no evidence of a consistent pattern of the adoption of MCPs
leading to the erosion of the welfare state.

3. Diversity, multiculturalism policies, and the welfare state:
A multivariate analysis

We believe that the data described in the previous section provide strong
evidence against the critics of MCPs. However, the results would be more
conclusive if the analysis was extended to incorporate a wider range of
factors that influence social spending. The large literature on the welfare
state has identified a number of powerful drivers of social spending in
advanced democracies (see for example Hicks 1999; Huber and Stephens
2001; Swank 2002; Castles 2004). For example, we know that social spend-
ing tends to increase alongside both the proportion of the population over
65 years of age and the proportion of women in the workforce. In this
section, we build on existing models of social spending that include such
factors, to see what impact (if any) MCPs have once these other factors
are controlled for.

There are at least two important reasons for engaging in this more
complicated multivariate analysis. First, it is theoretically possible that
once the impact of these other factors is held constant, a negative relation-
ship will emerge between MCPs and social spending. We know from the
previous section that strong-MCP countries have not had more difficulty
sustaining social programmes compared to the OECD average. However,
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perhaps that is because strong-MCP countries happen to have higher-
than-average numbers of elderly or higher-than-average percentages of
women in the labour market. If so, then one would have expected these
factors to have pushed social spending well above the OECD average; that
is, these other factors may mask a negative impact of strong MCPs. We
can only rule out such a possibility if we control for these other factors
that influence social spending.

There is a second, more specific, reason for engaging in multivariate
analysis. Chapter 1 refers to the recent literature examining the link
between the size of ethno-racial minorities and the welfare state. Accord-
ing to a number of scholars, welfare states are easier to build and maintain
in countries that are ethnically/racially homogeneous, but become harder
to build or to sustain as ethnic/racial minorities increase in size. This
effect has been measured in several contexts based solely on the size of
the minorities, without attention to whether government policies seek
to manage this diversity through the adoption of MCPs. If it is true
that there is a tension between ethnic/racial diversity and redistribution,
this has important consequences for our test. For as we will see below,
countries with strong MCPs also tend to be countries with higher-than-
average levels of ethnic and racial diversity. Not surprisingly, countries
where minorities are demographically stronger are more likely to adopt
MCP policies that recognize and accommodate them.

This means that many of the strong-MCP countries would be predicted
to face special difficulties in supporting the welfare state, given their
above-average levels of ethnic and racial diversity. Yet, as we have seen,
strong-MCP countries have not fared below average, at least in terms
of changes in social spending over the twenty-year period in question.
This suggests the intriguing possibility that MCPs may in fact have a
positive impact on social spending, in the sense that they help mitigate
the negative impact that ethnic and racial diversity as such is predicted
to have. Perhaps strong-MCP states will turn out to have higher-than-
expected levels of social spending, given their levels of ethnic and racial
diversity.

In order to evaluate these hypotheses, we need a model that both
incorporates other principal drivers of social spending and allows for the
effect of diversity to be mediated (augmented or diminished) by the scope
of MCPs. We develop this model below. First, however, we explore the
relationship between the size of minorities and the level of MCPs, as an
initial step towards disentangling the effects of the level of ethnic diversity
on one hand and the adoption of MCPs on the other.
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Figure 2.1 Minority population and minority policy

Minority demography and MCPs

Multicultural politics do not exist in a vacuum. Not surprisingly, there is
a strong relationship between the size of the various minorities and the
strength of MCPs in response to their concerns, as Figure 2.1 shows. The
figure contains six panels, two for each of the three types of minorities.
The horizontal axis in each panel displays the average 1980–2000 share
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of the population for the indicated minority, by country, except for the
second panel for immigrant minorities, which captures the extent of
change in the immigrant share of the population between 1980 and 2000.
(We draw on this particular panel in the next section.) The vertical axis
of all of the panels represents the country’s MCP score for the relevant
minority. In each domain the regression line linking policy outcome to
population share is also plotted.17

As the first panel confirms, the commitment to immigrant MCPs is pow-
erfully related to the immigrant share of the total population. Australia
and Canada have the strongest immigrant MCPs, and both also have
large percentages of foreign born. Several other countries cluster at the
low end on both dimensions. It is the middle of the range that is most
interesting. Here one finds the United Kingdom and the Netherlands with
relatively strong MCPs relative to the proportionate size of their foreign-
born populations, as well as Germany and France with the least supportive
MCPs relative to the size of their foreign-born communities. The pattern is
highly suggestive of the underlying political dynamics. The political base
for MCPs is strong in countries with large immigrant populations; and
the issue simply does not break through in countries with small numbers
of foreign born. It is in countries in the middle where the politics of
multiculturalism are most uncertain and the policy outcomes most varied.

The relationship between national minorities and MCPs is illustrated
in the third and fourth panels. The third panel shows the normal, lin-
ear relationship between the two variables, and suggests a clear link.
However, the slope here is driven in large part by a striking outlier,
Belgium, which fittingly has the highest multicultural score. It also has by
quite a margin the largest national minority, since our characterization
of national minority politics requires labelling the Flemish majority as
the leading minority.18 A better sense of the relationship can be had

17 To facilitate comparison among domains, scores are scaled to a 0.1 interval, even though
the number of potential MCPs varies from scale to scale. For a given regression line only
countries that can reasonably have a multicultural policy enter the calculation. In the case
of indigenous peoples, nine countries are relevant. For national minorities, the number of
relevant countries is eight. Switzerland does not appear in the latter group because data
problems preclude its inclusion in the analysis of social spending. Including Switzerland,
however, would not alter any conclusion about the link between population percentage and
policy.

18 To recall, we characterize ‘national minorities’ as historically disadvantaged homeland
groups that mobilize against the central state for greater language rights, self-government, and
institutional completeness. While the Flemish are now a demographic majority in Belgium,
they have historically been subordinate to the francophone Walloons, and hence it is they,
more than the numerically smaller Walloons, who have engaged in substate nationalist
mobilization.
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by using the natural log of the national minority population, which
serves to stretch out the low end of that axis while at the same time
compressing the high end. Results are shown in the fourth panel. Here,
the relationship between population and MCPs emerges much more
clearly. Canada and Belgium have large national minorities and strong
MCPs. Japan and France have essentially no MCPs for their respective
national minorities, which are small. Italy and the USA have relatively
supportive policies given the size of their minorities, whereas the United
Kingdom (for the pre-devolution era) lies below the line, although not
outstandingly so.

The story is similar for indigenous minorities, in the fifth and sixth pan-
els. Once again, the normal, linear relationship suggests a link between
the size of the minority population and the strength of related MCPs.
But again, the slope is driven by an outlier, in this case New Zealand,
which is tied with the USA as having the second strongest MCPs. However,
the Maori share of the New Zealand total is so much larger than the
indigenous share for any other country (four times as large as the share in
second-place Canada, for instance) that even were New Zealand to have
the world’s highest indigenous multicultural policy score, the relation-
ship in this figure would still appear deceptively weak. The relationship
therefore emerges much more clearly when we use the natural log of
the indigenous population, which appears in the final panel: marginal
increases in indigenous population at the low end of the scale are asso-
ciated with relatively large increases in MCPs; at the high end of the
scale, the effect of marginal increases is considerably lower. The fact that a
log transformation provides a better fit raises interesting questions about
the nature of the relationship. Perhaps after a certain point, MCPs are
relatively well developed, and further increases in the indigenous popula-
tion will have little effect. Alternatively, as Donna Lee Van Cott suggests
in her discussion of experience in Latin America (this volume), it may
be easier to gain acceptance for indigenous rights when the groups are
smaller.

In short, for all three types of MCPs, there is a tendency for the level of
MCPs in any given country to be correlated with the size of its minority.
That said, there are enough exceptions and outliers that we can try
to examine the independent effects of both on social spending in our
multivariate analysis. As we will see, results confirm findings in previous
sections—namely, there is no systematic tendency for MCPs to erode
social spending.
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Minorities, MCPs, and the determinants of social spending

We now model the effect of minority populations and MCPs on social
welfare spending. To do so, we use a model of the determinants of social
spending in OECD countries which has been adapted from standard
models developed in the literature on the welfare state, and which is more
fully described in Soroka, Banting, and Johnston (2006). Our dependent
variable is growth in social spending over the period 1980–2000.19 As
noted above, social spending grew in all of the countries in our sample, so
the issue is the relative rate of growth. Our independent variables include
the following set of controls:

� The level of social spending in 1980, as a percentage of GDP. This
appears as the first factor accounting for 1980–2000 change, as much
spending growth may be ‘catch-up’ by initially low-spending states. If
it is, the coefficient should be negative; low initial levels of spending
should lead to higher growth.

� The strength of the political left in government, as measured by the
percentage of the parliamentary seats of the governing coalition that
are held by left parties. This reflects the finding in the welfare state
literature that the strength of the left is a key factor in spending
growth (Huber and Stephens 2001; Swank 2002).

� The percentage of females in the labour force. According to Huber
and Stephens (2001), this a major driver of child-care costs.

� The percentage of the population over 64, the most powerful single
driver of social spending growth.

These variables serve two general purposes. To the extent that they covary
with the size of minorities or the strength of MCPs, controlling for them is
necessary to address the possibility that the findings of our initial test are
spurious, that is, to reveal whether or not MCPs have a negative impact
that was obscured by our earlier test. At the same time, any factor that
contributes to the overall explanation of spending growth should make
the impact estimated for MCPs more precise.

For each type of minority group, the sequence of our regression models
is essentially the same. We start with the control variables above, along
with the population percentage for the group in question—immigrant

19 As in the analysis in section 2, data on social spending are from the OECD Social
Expenditures database, which is described in Appendix 2.2. Social spending is measured as
a percentage of GDP, and values are percentage-point gains.
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minorities, national minorities, or indigenous minorities. We then add
the MCP score as a ‘main effect’. This indicates if the strength of policy has
an effect, positive or negative, over and above that from the mere size of
the group itself. In this second model, then, both the minority group and
MCPs can have direct, independent effects on changes in social spending.
However, it is likely that these two variables interact; as discussed in the
preceding section, the effect of minority groups may be mediated by the
existence of MCPs. This possibility is explored in a third model, which
includes an interaction between the strength of policy and the minority
population.

Note that in these models we represent minority populations differ-
ently. For national minorities and indigenous peoples, we use these
groups’ share of the population. But in the case of immigrant minor-
ities, two dimensions seem potentially relevant: their share of the total
population, and the extent of change in that share. In contrast to the
cases of national minorities and indigenous minorities, the immigrant
share of the population in many Western nations—what the United
Nations rather inelegantly calls ‘migrant stock’—changed significantly
in our period. For most countries, immigrant stocks were low in 1980,
and the stocks that had accumulated by 2000 were mainly the result
of inflows over the interim. This is the case for most European Union
countries but also for the USA. Moreover, for all countries, even traditional
countries of immigration, the 1980–2000 shift captures the change in
origins, the shift from mainly European to mainly non-European sources.
So percentage-point change in the foreign-born share is arguably the vital
political indicator, for it captures more precisely than any alternative the
growth in pressure for specifically cultural recognition, as opposed to
other, structural elements in immigrant accommodation. Accordingly, we
tested both the average level of migrant stock over the period and changes
in migrant stock.

Results

Estimated models are shown in Tables 2.5 and 2.6. For the most part,
factors other than the size of the minority or MCPs are critical elem-
ents in spending growth. As suspected, the level of spending in 1980
is important for 1980–2000 growth, as initially weaker spenders caught
up with the early leaders. Also critical is the population share of persons
over 64, actual or potential retirees. The left-party share in government
and the female share of the labour force were also factors. The partisan
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Table 2.5 Immigrant minorities, MCPs and social spending: 20-year change cross-
sectional models (1980–2000)

Dependent variable:
� Social welfare spending (% GDP)

Immigrant minorities (levels) Immigrant minorities (changes)

Population −.014 .004 .039 −.064∗
−.064∗

−.086
(.102) (.170) (.168) (.032) (.033) (.063)

MCPs — −.425 .456 — .004 −.623
(3.178) (3.180) (1.759) (2.384)

Interaction — — −.118 — — .064
(.092) (.156)

Spending −.721∗∗∗
−.719∗∗∗

−.688∗∗∗
−.672∗∗∗

−.672∗∗∗
−.674∗∗∗

(1980) (.104) (.108) (.108) (.094) (.098) (.102)
Left parties in .128∗∗∗ .126∗∗ .128∗∗ .141∗∗∗ .141∗∗∗ .142∗∗∗

govt. (.040) (.043) (.042) (.035) (.036) (.038)
Female labour .087 .087 .122 .126∗ .126∗ .118

force (.067) (.069) (.073) (.060) (.063) (.068)
Population over 1.220∗∗∗ 1.214∗∗∗ .983∗∗ .991∗∗∗ .991∗∗ 1.051∗∗

64 yrs (.359) (.374) (.408) (.302) (.342) (.383)
Constant −5.736 −5.651 −4.359 −4.531 −4.535 −4.946

(4.866) (5.085) (5.069) (4.007) (4.475) (4.735)

Observations 20 20 20 20 20 20
Adjusted R2 .75 .73 .74 .85 .85 .86

∗ p < .10; ∗∗ p < .05; ∗∗∗ p < .01

Note: Cells contain coefficients from OLS regression with standard errors in parentheses.

indicator is consistently significant, the female labour force one intermit-
tently so. These are the important drivers, as the welfare state literature
suggests.

Our primary interest is of course in the effects of minority populations,
MCPs, and the interaction between the two. For the most part, however,
we find that these variables are much less important than the structural
factors outlined above, and results confirm the findings in our initial tests
in Section 2.

We start with immigrant minorities. We have previously reported that
the relative size of the immigrant minority has no impact on social
spending—it is the change in the size of the immigrant minority that
matters (Soroka, Banting, and Johnston 2006). Table 2.5 supports this
hypothesis. The first three columns show results from a model in which
change in spending is regressed on the average level of the immigrant
minority over the time period. The size of this minority has no significant
impact on spending growth (column one); nor do MCPs (column two),
or the interaction between MCPs and the size of the immigrant minority
(column three).
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Change in immigrants’ share of the population does seem to influence
welfare state growth, however, as the final three columns of Table 2.5
show. The first estimation (column four) indicates that the greater the
growth in the foreign-born percentage, the slower is the growth in welfare
spending, ceteris paribus.20 The average level of increase in foreign-born
lowers the predicted growth in welfare spending by 0.8 points, about 21
per cent of the average expenditure growth during the period. The pattern
is thus interesting. As the first three columns in the table confirm, immi-
grants’ actual share of the population did not matter—countries with
large but stable immigration populations did not have greater difficulty
in developing or sustaining their welfare states in this period than did
other countries. But growth in immigrants’ share of the population did
matter. As often in social life, change in one’s social setting may be more
important than the nature of the setting itself. And, of course, more recent
flows of immigrants have been the source of greater racial diversity in
many countries.21

What about the effects of MCPs? Strictly speaking, the answer is that
there are none. In column five, we introduce the MCP variable, and it
has no negative impact on social spending (indeed, it has a positive sign,
albeit very small and statistically insignificant). In column six, we then
introduce the interaction variable (allowing the effects of migrant stock
to vary with different levels of MCPs), with the same result—no negative
effect.22

20 Immigration growth appears as a quadratic term, consistent with the argument and
evidence in Soroka, Banting, and Johnston (2006). The implication is that change in migrant
stock becomes more important at the margin as the margin shifts upward. The USA and the
Netherlands are critical to the story as countries with two of the three highest foreign-born
gains (Austria is the third) and the two slowest rates of spending growth.

21 The precise causal link between diversity and social welfare spending is of course
difficult to tease out using aggregate data. That the effect is at least partly a product of
individuals reacting to increasing diversity appears to be supported by work at the individual
level, however. See Soroka, Johnston, and Banting (2006).

22 The statistical techniques involved in estimating the ‘interaction effect’ in the third row
of column six require changing the basis on which both the ‘population change’ and ‘MCPs’
effects (in the first two rows) are interpreted. To oversimplify, the first row now estimates the
impact of maximal population change with minimal MCPs, whereas the second row now
estimates the impact of maximal MCPs with minimal population change. Of course, most
real-world cases fall in between these two extremes—they have both population change and
MCPs—and results for these cases are captured through a combination of the ‘direct’ effect of
‘population change’ or ‘MCPs’, and the interaction coefficient in the third row. One result of
this statistical technique is that the direct effect of MCPs seems to switch signs, from positive
(in row 2, column 5) to negative (in row 2, column 6), although statistically insignificant in
both cases. However, this apparent negative effect of MCPs in column six is misleading. As
we can see in panel 2 of Figure 2.1, there are no real-world cases of countries with maximal
MCPs and no increase in immigrant population, and so row two of column six is estimating
a hypothetical scenario. The real issue is the impact of varying levels of MCPs under varying
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We thus find no statistically significant effect of immigrant MCPs on
social welfare spending. Having said that, there are hints of an interesting
story in column six. Though statistically insignificant, the interaction
term here is positive. The implication is that an accommodating policy
may in fact mitigate the main effect of immigration, offsetting its ten-
dency to reduce spending growth. More precisely, it may be true that,
particularly under higher-migration conditions, adopting stronger MCPs
is positively correlated with spending growth. Whereas some commenta-
tors worry that high levels of immigration will inevitably erode European
welfare states (Freeman 1986; Alesina and Glaeser 2004: 180–1), then, our
results point to the possibility that the depressive effect of immigration
growth may be offset by robust MCPs.

Again, recall that these are statistically fragile results: the interaction
coefficient is not even half as large as its standard error, not significantly
different from zero by any reasonable criterion.23 The trends shown here
do remain in other specifications, however, which lends some more cred-
ibility to the results.24 Nevertheless, the trend in the data is, at best, sug-
gestive. It is not a statistically significant finding, although it is certainly
an intriguing one that deserves further study.

The story for national and indigenous minorities is more straightfor-
ward. In contrast to indigenous peoples, the size of national minorities
varies across a considerable range. But as Table 2.6 indicates, their demo-
graphic strength, the depth of MCP commitment, and the interaction
between MCP commitment and population share are all simply irrelevant
to growth in social spending.25 The story for indigenous peoples is similar:
no representation of indigenous presence or indigenous MCPs affects
welfare spending for the country as a whole. The relative size of the
indigenous population has no effect. This is not surprising, perhaps, as the
actual variance, New Zealand aside, in the indigenous percentage is tiny.
MCP commitment is similarly unrelated to spending growth, and this

levels of population change. And to assess this, the effect of the MCP coefficient here must
be interpreted in conjunction with the effect of the interaction term. For all our cases, the
interaction mitigates entirely the negative effect of MCPs apparent in column six.

23 Note, moreover, that both the direct effect of change in migrant stock and the interac-
tion coefficient are dogged by multicollinearity. Their standard errors are inflated by factors
of 2.5 and 3.1 respectively.

24 For example, the results remain with additional controls and using a yearly time-series
cross-sectional set-up.

25 If this finding seems to fly in the face of claims that US social spending levels are low
because of anti-black prejudice, recall that in our terms African-Americans are not a national
minority. They do not make (or they make few) claims that distinguish them as an internal
nation, in contrast to Puerto Ricans and, for that matter, Native Americans.
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Table 2.6 Indigenous peoples and national minorities, MCPs and social spending:
20-year change cross-sectional models (1980–2000)

Dependent variable:
� Social welfare spending (% GDP)

Indigenous peoples National minorities

Population .045 .046 .059 .056 .043 −.352
(.062) (.064) (.070) (.097) (.115) (.409)

MCPs — −.767 −.406 — .398 .194
(2.305) (2.446) (1.764) (1.774)

Interaction — — −.191 — — .609
(.330) (.605)

Spending −.739∗∗∗
−.740∗∗∗

−.745∗∗∗
−.715∗∗∗

−.717∗∗∗
−.739∗∗∗

(1970) (.103) (.106) (.109) (.102) (.106) (.108)
Left parties in .127∗∗∗ .125∗∗∗ .129∗∗∗ .134∗∗∗ .134∗∗∗ .130∗∗∗

govt. (.038) (.040) (.041) (.041) (.042) (.042)
Female labour .084 .103 .122 .076 .080 .080

force (.063) (.086) (.095) (.065) (.069) (.069)
Population over 1.269∗∗∗ 1.230∗∗∗ 1.176∗∗∗ 1.242∗∗∗ 1.243∗∗∗ 1.378∗∗∗

64 yrs (.309) (.340) (.361) (.309) (.320) (.346)
Constant −6.174 −6.142 −6.109 −6.100 −6.305 −7.577

(4.403) (4.551) (4.671) (4.431) (4.678) (4.843)

Observations 20 20 20 20 20 20
Adjusted R2 .82 .82 .83 .82 .82 .83

∗ p < .10; ∗∗ p < .05; ∗∗∗ p < .01

Note: Cells contain coefficients from OLS regression with standard errors in parentheses.

commitment also does not interact in an interesting way with population
share.26

In sum, our results show only marginal effects of the size of minority
populations and the level of MCPs on social spending. The size of indige-
nous peoples and national minorities are irrelevant to growth in social
spending, as are the level of MCPs in each of these domains. Post-1980
increases in immigration are a factor in inhibiting spending growth, but
adopting MCPs for newcomers, if it has any effect at all, may mitigate the
relationship, helping to sustain social spending from the potentially erod-
ing effects of increased ethnic/racial diversity, particularly where there is
medium to high growth in migrant stock. With these results in mind,
strident claims about the impact of MCPs on the welfare state hardly seem
justified.

26 While we show results using just the linear version of national minorities and indige-
nous population here, no transformation of those variables (exponential or log, for instance)
shows any relationship either. Also, if we substitute any representation of spending level, as
opposed to change, the result is the same: no effects of any sort.
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4. Summary and reflections

To return to our original question, do multiculturalism policies erode
the welfare state? Is there a ‘recognition/redistribution’ trade-off? The
evidence in this chapter is clear. There is no systematic pattern of coun-
tries that have adopted strong MCPs seeing erosion in their welfare states
relative to countries that have resisted such programmes.

For students of the welfare state, this result is not surprising. Social pol-
icy analysts established long ago that the social role of the state is rooted
in core features of the political economy of each country. As we have seen,
the political strength of the political left, the participation of women in
the paid labour force, and the age structure of the population are powerful
drivers of social spending. Other analysts have turned to such factors as
economic growth, the openness of the economy, unemployment levels,
the strength of organized labour, the dominance of Christian Democratic
parties, the structure of political institutions, and the nature of electoral
systems. In comparison with such core features of Western democracies,
it would be surprising if MCPs proved to be as powerful a factor as their
critics have suggested.

Perhaps more surprising is the lack of evidence we have found for
the ‘heterogeneity/redistribution’ trade-off. While many scholars have
recently asserted that social spending is negatively related to the propor-
tion of ethnic and racial minorities in the population, we found little
evidence for this assumption. In the case of indigenous peoples and
national minorities, changes in social spending in the period in question
do not seem to vary at all with the size of the minority group. There
is some evidence for a heterogeneity/redistribution trade-off in the case
of immigration, although it is not the relative size of the foreign-born
population per se that seems to affect social spending. Rather, it is the rate
of growth in the foreign-born population that may exert downward pres-
sure on social spending. (That is, countries with small but fast-growing
foreign-born populations have had smaller increases in social spending
than countries with larger but stable numbers of foreign-born.) Moreover,
there is some preliminary evidence that even here, the adoption of MCPs
can mitigate the negative effect of rapid growth in immigration-based
heterogeneity on social spending.

If confirmed by further research—and Markus Crepaz finds similar
evidence at the level of public attitudes in Chapter 3—this is an inter-
esting finding that some people may find counter-intuitive. If growth
in ethnic and racial diversity from immigration tends to depress social
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spending, then surely it is dangerous to highlight diversity, and render
it more politically salient, through MCPs. If diversity is bad for social
spending, surely it is better to ignore or downplay the existence of
diversity, rather than to publicly acknowledge and affirm it. Yet it is
possible that MCPs can acknowledge diversity in a way that makes it
less threatening to members of the dominant group, and that reduces
the ‘otherness’ of ethnic and racial minorities, enabling members of the
dominant group to view minorities as ‘one of us’. This, of course, is
precisely what defenders of MCPs have long argued. As was discussed in
Chapter 1, the ability of MCPs to achieve this goal may depend on how
they fit into a larger package of public policies, including nation-building
policies and policies designed to enhance the economic integration of
newcomers.

In short, the evidence in this chapter suggests that both the heterogen-
eity/redistribution and the recognition/redistribution trade-off have been
overstated. Of course, as we have repeatedly emphasized, this is just a first
attempt at trying to develop a method for testing the critics’ claims, and
it is possible to raise a number of objections to our conclusions.

One objection, raised by Philippe Van Parijs in response to an earlier
version of this research, is that the corrosive effects of MCPs take time to
weaken the welfare state, and that the twenty-year period examined here
is too short to draw definitive conclusions: ‘time (is) required for these
sociological processes to work themselves out and be politically exploited’
(Van Parijs 2004: 382).27 However, the multivariate analysis presented
here renders this objection less plausible. The twenty-year period was long
enough for other political factors, such as the role of left-wing parties, to
emerge strongly in the multivariate analysis; more tellingly, perhaps, the
effects of change in the proportion of the population born outside of the
country also emerged clearly in the twenty-year analysis. The objection
must assume that there is something special about the effects of MCPs,
compared to immigration and other political factors, which slows the
impact. It is difficult to see what that critical difference might be. In the
final analysis, only time can finally answer this objection definitively. But
as Van Parijs himself concedes, ‘the longer the prophecies of doom fail
to show up in the figures’, the less plausible the basic critique of MCPs
becomes (ibid.).

Others might object that our definition of MCPs is too broad, and
that we need to distinguish different ways in which diversity can be

27 John Myles and Sébastien St-Arnaud (this volume) raise a related objection.
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‘recognized’ and ‘accommodated’. For example, someone might argue
that policies designed to accommodate diversity within common institu-
tions are consistent with the welfare state, but that policies that establish
‘parallel institutions’ are more likely to erode redistribution. As we discuss
in Appendix 2.1, Barry sometimes defines MCPs in this narrower way. Yet
our earlier observations stand here as well. It is doubtful that narrowing
the definition of the MCPs would alter the results. The rankings of dif-
ferent countries implicit in Barry’s own analysis are fully consistent with
our own, and it is unlikely that adopting his narrower definition would
alter the rank order of countries or affect the empirical analysis of the
relationship between MCPs and the welfare state.

A final objection is that conclusions flowing from cross-national analy-
ses do not necessarily apply with equal force to individual countries.
One can go further. The conclusion that there is no statistically signif-
icant relationship between MCPs and redistribution is consistent with
two interpretations. The first is that MCPs have no effect. The second
is that MCPs have potentially significant effects but these effects differ
and may be in the opposite direction depending on other social and
political conditions in the country. That is, in some contexts MCPs may
indeed reinforce the politics of retrenchment in the welfare state, as the
critics contend, whereas in other contexts MCPs may enhance a sense
of social solidarity and reinforce redistribution, as the defenders reply.
We acknowledge that there may well be tension between MCPs and the
welfare state in particular places and in particular periods, just as there are
undoubtedly contexts in which MCPs mitigate tensions between diversity
and redistribution. Refining our analysis further will therefore depend on
rich case studies of the experience of individual countries. Other chapters
in this book take precisely this approach.

Nevertheless, the broad comparative approach in this chapter does
have powerful implications. Chapter 1 summarized two vigorous debates:
the heterogeneity/redistribution debate, which centres on arguments
that ethnic diversity itself erodes the welfare state; and the recognition/
redistribution debate, which centres on arguments that MCPs erode the
welfare state. These are critical debates, which cannot be dismissed lightly.
There is no question that there is a potential conflict between ethnic
diversity and solidarity. We do not need social scientists to tell us that.
There is far too much evidence of ethnic and racial intolerance on our
television screens. But we need to avoid premature judgements about the
universality—indeed, the inevitability—of trade-offs and tragic choices
between economic redistribution and cultural recognition. The evidence
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presented in this chapter about the relationship between immigration and
social spending on one hand, and the impact of multiculturalism policies
on the welfare state on the other, point to the need for nuanced analyses.
The findings also underscore the need to understand the factors that
mediate between diversity, multiculturalism strategies, and redistribution.
There is a compelling research agenda here.

Appendix 2.1. Measuring MCP levels

Table A 2.1 Country MCP scores

Country Immigrant National Indigenous
MCPsa minority MCPsc

MCPsb

Australia 7.0 — 3.5
Austria 0.5 — —
Belgium 3.5 5.0 —
Canada 7.5 4.5 7.5
Denmark 0.0 — 6.0
Finland 1.0 4.0 3.5
France 2.0 0.5 —
Germany 0.5 — —
Greece 0.5 0.0 —
Ireland 1.5 — —
Italy 1.5 3.0 —
Japan 0.0 0.0 0.5
Netherlands 4.5 —
New Zealand 5.0 — 7.0
Norway 0.0 — 4.0
Portugal 0.0 — —
Spain 1.0 4.5 —
Sweden 3.0 — 1.5
Switzerland 1.0 4.5 —
United Kingdom 5.0 2.5 —
United States 3.0 3.5 7.0

a
Immigrant MCPs score is out of a possible 8.0.

b
National Minorities MCPs score is out of a possible 6.0.

c
Immigrant MCPs score is out of a possible 9.0.

Source: Lisa Vanhala, ‘Multicultural Policies: Cross-Country Com-
parison (1980–2000)’ (unpublished report, September 2004, on
file with authors).

Note on Defining MCPs

As we noted earlier, our definition and list of MCPs is not necessarily equivalent
to that of any particular critic (or defender) or MCPs. We think our view is broadly
consistent with the implicit definition of MCPs used by two of the most influential
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critics—namely, Todd Gitlin (1995) and Alan Wolfe and Jyette Klausen (1997,
2000). However, it is important to note that our definition of MCPs is broader than
that offered by Barry (2001). Since Barry’s book has had an important influence on
the debate, it may be useful to clarify how our account of MCPs differs from his,
and how this might affect the empirical results.

Consider the issue of education. Barry specifically denies that the adoption of
a multicultural curriculum within common public schools qualifies as a form of
MCP. To qualify as an MCP, on his view, an educational policy must go beyond
recognizing or accommodating diversity within a common curriculum in common
schools. One way it can go beyond is to create institutional separateness—that is,
separate publicly funded schools for distinct ethnic or religious groups. This is a
lively issue in many Western countries, often debated as a form (or implication) of
‘multiculturalism’. And as we noted in Chapter 1, Barry is particularly concerned
about the impact of institutional separateness on trust and solidarity and hence the
welfare state (Barry 2001: 88). Yet in places, Barry wants to narrow the definition
of MCPs even further, to restrict it to policies that involve some form of group-
specific legal right or exemption (Barry 2001: 294–5). A policy that granted all
groups a right to public funding for separate schools would not qualify, on this very
narrow definition, since there is no group-specific right or exemption. Educational
policy would only qualify as an MCP if it allowed specific groups to be exempted
from general educational laws (e.g. allowing fundamentalist Christians or Muslim
girls to be exempted from sex education classes) or granted specific groups specific
rights to educational facilities (e.g. granting one ethnic group the right to mother-
tongue education, but not others).

We have obviously not restricted our account of MCPs in this way. Depending
on how broadly or narrowly the idea of group-differentiated rights/exemptions is
interpreted, it is possible that only two of the eight immigrant MCPs we identify
would qualify as MCPs on Barry’s definition (i.e. group-specific exemptions and
affirmative action).28 We have several reasons for not following Barry’s narrow
definition. First, as Barry himself notes, his definition is wildly at odds with
everyday usage, since for many people the idea of a multicultural curriculum is
the very paradigm of an MCP (Barry 2001: 234). Second, Barry’s emphasis on
the narrow set of group-specific rights/exemptions seems more relevant to his
philosophical critique of MCPs than his empirical critique. Most of Barry’s book
is devoted to arguing that MCPs tend to violate liberal principles of freedom
and equality, and for this philosophical purpose he argues that group-specific
rights/exemptions are more likely to be illiberal or inegalitarian than policies that
accommodate diversity within common rules in common institutions. However,
it is not clear whether he thinks that the empirical critique advanced in the final
chapter of his book only applies exclusively or even primarily to the narrower

28 By contrast, virtually all of the nine MCPs we identify under indigenous people would,
we assume, qualify under Barry’s definition.
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range of policies. After all, according to Barry, MCPs in this more narrow sense
of group-specific rights and exemptions tend to be adopted without any public
discussion, and are often completely unknown by the general public (Barry 2001:
295). The crowding, corroding, and misdiagnosing effects Barry attributes seem
to require a significant level of public awareness, and on Barry’s own account,
this public awareness applies more to the broader issues such as multicultural
education rather than to the narrow issues of group-specific exemptions. Moreover,
Barry expresses sympathy with Gitlin’s empirical critique, yet Gitlin (like Wolfe)
argues that the crowding, corroding, and misdiagnosis effects apply to the broader
range of MCPs, not just the narrow range Barry emphasizes. Indeed, the case
Gitlin spends most time on in his book is precisely the struggles over multicultural
textbooks in the public schools. So it is possible, although not certain, that Barry
intends his empirical critique to apply to broader forms of MCPs.

Finally, and most importantly, we doubt that adopting the narrow definition
of MCPs would affect the test results. It is possible, in principle, that countries
which are categorized as ‘strongly’ MCP on our broad criteria might turn out to be
‘weakly’ MCP on Barry’s narrow criteria (and vice versa). However, Barry himself
suggests otherwise. While he does not offer a systematic categorization of countries
as more or less multicultural in their public policies, he does observe that MCPs
have primarily been adopted within the traditional countries of immigration, and
that within this camp Canada has ‘gone further along the path of multiculturalism
than Britain or the United States’ (Barry 2001: 294). This suggests a ranking in
which Canada is more strongly MCP than the USA/Britain, which in turn are
more strongly MCP than, say, Austria or Germany. This is entirely consistent with
our own ranking. So we suspect that adopting Barry’s narrow criteria would not
significantly affect the country rankings, and hence would not affect the empirical
findings about how the level of MCPs affects the welfare state. However, this
conclusion must be provisional, until someone engages in a systematic attempt
to categorize countries on Barry’s narrower criteria.29

29 One additional reason is that it is unclear (to us) what policies would qualify under
this more narrow definition. In the case of national minorities or indigenous peoples, for
example, does the decision to create a territorial subunit controlled by the minority group
qualify as a group-specific right, given that the state would not create such a subunit for
immigrant enclaves? Does according official language status to the language of a national
minority qualify as a group-specific right when the languages of equally large immigrant
groups are not given this status? (For example, German is an official language in Belgium, but
German-speakers are outnumbered by Arab-speakers. So too with Romansch in Switzerland.)
Barry expressed general support for the policy of according territorial autonomy and official
language status to national minorities, and according land claims and self-government to
indigenous peoples, so long as these groups exercise their self-governing powers in accordance
with liberal constitutional values. Yet it is not clear whether he views these policies that
recognize and empower particular groups and support their languages and separate institu-
tions as exceptions to the rule that group-specific policies are illegitimate, or as somehow not
involving group-specific rights. Since we are not sure how to apply Barry’s narrow criteria, we
have stuck instead with the more familiar broader definition.
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Appendix 2.2. Data sources

Welfare state measures

This chapter employs two types of direct indicators of the strength of the welfare
state and redistribution in countries: public social expenditures as a per cent of
GDP; and two measures of the redistributive impact of government taxes and
transfers. In addition, it uses two measures of social outcomes: the child poverty
rate; and the level of income inequality.

Data for public social expenditures as a per cent of GDP are from the OECD Socx
data set, and can be obtained from www.oecd.org. Data on the other measures
are from the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS), a cooperative research project that
has established a collection of household income surveys from countries around
the world. The LIS team harmonizes and standardizes the micro-data from the
different surveys to facilitate comparative research. Because the original country
surveys were conducted in different years, LIS-based research normally compares
countries in five-year periods (early 1980s, etc.), a practice followed here. The latest
data available at the time of writing are for 2000 or near year. More information
on the LIS database can be found at www.listproject.org.

The five specific measures employed in this chapter are calculated as follows:

Public social spending as a per cent of GDP. In general terms, public social expen-
diture includes expenditures on health, income transfers, and social services (but
not education). In specific terms, the category includes: old age benefits, disability
cash benefits, occupational injury/disease benefits, sickness benefits, services for
elderly and disabled people, survivors, family cash benefits, family services, active
labour market programmes, unemployment benefits, health, housing benefits,
and other contingencies. Appendix 2.3 provides the basic levels of public social
expenditures as a per cent of GDP for 1980 and 2000. The figures for ‘change’ in
Tables 2.1–2.3 measure the change between 1980 and 2000 as a per cent of the
1980 level.

Redistribution measures. The two measures of redistribution capture the extent to
which the levels of poverty and inequality implicit in market or private incomes
are reduced by government taxes and transfers. Data for both measures are from
Mahler and Jesuit (2005). We are grateful to the authors for their willingness to
share their detailed data appendix with us, and for assistance in interpreting the
results. Figures for specific periods in Appendix 2.3 (e.g. early 1980s) measure the
extent to which poverty and inequality were reduced by government taxes and
transfers, and are expressed in percentage terms. Figures for ‘change’ in Tables 2.1–
2.3 are the change in these redistribution measures between the earliest and latest
period available as a per cent of the earliest period.
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Social outcomes. The measures of child poverty and inequality refer to patterns
after government taxes and transfers are taken into account. Data are from the LIS
website, as downloaded on 21 June 2005. In the LIS database, the poverty line is set
at 50 per cent of median adjusted disposable income for all persons. Appendix 2.3
reports the child poverty rate, defined as the percentage of all children in poverty,
for specific periods (e.g. the early 1980s). The figures for ‘change’ in Tables 2.1–2.3
are the change in the rate of child poverty between the earliest and latest data
available for each country. In this calculation, a change from a child poverty rate
of 6 per cent in the earliest period to 8 per cent in the latest period is a change of 2.
Data on inequality are for disposable income for all households, the LIS aggregate
income variable labelled DPI. Figures for specific periods in Appendix 2.3 (e.g.
early 1980s) are gini coefficients, a measure of inequality in which the higher the
number, the greater the level of inequality. Figures for ‘change’ in Tables 2.1–2.3
are the percentage change in the gini coefficient for the earliest and latest periods
available for each country (i.e. the change between the earliest and the latest gini
coefficients expressed as a per cent of the earliest gini coefficient).

Demographic data

Data on the size of immigrant minorities are based on United Nations estimates
of ‘foreign-born migrant stock’. Data on the size of national minorities and indi-
genous minorities are from Minority Rights Group 1997.

Other variables

The regressions in Tables 2.5 and 2.6 also include the following: (1) left parties in
government, drawn from Duane Swank’s Comparative Parties Dataset and updated
to 2001 using recent electoral results; (2) female labour force participation, drawn
from OECD Labour Statistics, and (3) population over 64 years, drawn from OECD
Health Data.

The sample of countries

Countries included in the analysis are Western democracies, and had democratic
political institutions throughout the period under study (1980 to 2000). The
primary limitation on inclusion in the sample was availability of data. Data on
redistribution were available for only twelve countries. However, other countries
were included in the analysis of the evolution of the welfare state if data on both
social spending and social outcomes measures were available. See Appendix 2.3 for
details.
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Appendix 2.3. Welfare state indicators: Social spending, redistribution, and social outcomes, 1980–2000 or near year

Country Public social Redistribution Social outcomes
expenditures

% GDP Reduction in poverty Reduction in inequality Child poverty rate Inequality
(%) (%) (%) gini coefficient

1980 2000 Early Late Early 2000 Early Late Early 2000 Early Late Early 2000 Early Late Early 2000
80s 80s 90s 80s 80s 90s 80s 80s 90s 80s 80s 90s

Australia 11.3 18.6 61.7 62.2 62.3 29.0 29.0 31.2 13.8 15.0 15.8 .281 .304 .311
Austria 22.5 26.0 4.8 9.7 7.8 .227 .280 .260
Belgium 24.1 26.7 88.0 82.8 50.1 45.9 4.0 3.8 4.6 6.7 .227 .232 .224 .277
Canada 14.3 17.3 51.1 59.0 63.2 61.3 23.2 26.9 30.6 26.9 14.8 14.8 15.3 14.9 .284 .283 .281 .302
Denmark 29.1 28.9 71.7 81.1 36.2 44.6 4.7 5.0 .254 .236
Finland 18.5 24.5 84.1 84.1 85.8 46.8 48.4 42.6 2.8 2.3 2.8 .209 .210 .247
France 21.1 28.3 77.1 75.0 80.9 36.5 39.5 40.6 6.9 8.3 7.9 .288 .287 .288
Germany 23.0 27.2 82.2 80.3 77.7 79.1 37.1 39.0 41.0 42.6 2.8 4.1 9.5 9.0 .244 .257 .272 .264
Ireland 17.0 13.6 13.8 14.6 17.2 .328 .333 .323
Italy 18.4 24.1 11.4 14.0 16.6 .306 .290 .333
Netherlands 26.9 21.8 89.7 87.5 83.0 76.7 44.7 46.1 40.6 43.6 2.7 5.2 8.1 9.8 .260 .256 .266 .248
Norway 17.9 23.0 74.2 78.2 79.9 33.8 38.2 38.2 4.8 4.3 5.2 3.4 .223 .233 .231 .251
Spain 15.9 19.9 12.7 12.2 16.1 .318 .303 .353 .340
Sweden 28.8 28.6 85.7 80.3 83.9 82.7 52.1 49.1 50.3 43.6 4.8 3.5 3.0 4.2 .197 .218 .229 .252
UK 17.9 21.7 77.2 65.0 71.7 36.3 29.4 31.0 12.5 18.5 15.3 .303 .336 .345
USA 13.3 14.2 40.0 44.6 42.2 22.5 23.6 21.5 25.0 25.6 21.9 .335 .338 .368

Notes: See Appendix 2.2 for data sources and details of calculations.
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‘If you are my brother, I may give

you a dime!’ Public opinion on

multiculturalism, trust, and the

welfare state

Markus Crepaz

I am a part of all that I have met.

Lord Alfred Tennyson

Since the mid-1970s a veritable ‘crisis literature’ on the welfare state has
developed, heralding its death in multitudinous ways: women joining the
workforce, rising individualism, the ‘greying’ of societies, globalization,
declining organizational capacity of unions, post-materialism, the decline
of the family, deindustrialization, diminishing class identity, ‘post-Fordist’
production methods, and a whole host of other explanations. Recently,
yet a new element has been identified that is argued to pierce the heart
of the welfare state: rising diversity as a result of increased immigration
is said to inject different religions, races, ethnic groups, and languages
into the national polity. As a result, the foundation of citizenship which
‘requires a direct sense of community membership based on loyalty to a
civilization which is a common possession’ (Marshall 1950: 25) can no
longer be taken for granted.

The question of ‘who belongs’ becomes critical when distributional
issues arise. Societal homogeneity, according to many observers, is crucial
because the sacrifice involved in giving up part of your income is more
easily made if the benefits go to someone who looks and behaves like

This chapter builds on my forthcoming book (Crepaz, forthcoming).
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you, hence the title of this chapter. For the welfare state to function, so
the argument goes, requires a certain amount of fellow feeling, a caring
about other people’s life chances and a sense of belonging to a community
of fate. It is said that this is easier to come by if the person in need shares
similar ‘primordial’ characteristics with you.1

Intriguingly, much of this literature highlights the American experience
with diversity. Racial diversity combined with a mainstream media that
‘racializes’ images of poverty and of African-Americans as illegitimate
receivers of welfare benefits are often cited as the main reasons why
America has failed to develop a more complete welfare state (Gilens 1999;
Alesina and Glaeser 2004). Those who apply the American experience to
the European context typically end with dire proclamations such as the
warning from one of the keenest observers of matters of race, ethnicity,
and the American welfare state, Nathan Glazer (1998: 17): ‘what will
happen to European social benefits as they are seen to go disproportion-
ately to immigrants . . . and to fellow citizens different in religion and
race[?] . . . One may well see a withdrawal in European countries from
the most advanced frontier of social policy . . . because these are seen as
programs for “others”’.

This argument has raised its head not only in explanations for the
relative meagreness of the American welfare state and of the impact of
rapid immigration on European forms of social provision, but also in the
context of multiculturalism policies (MCPs). MCPs not only recognize the
ethnic, racial, and religious differences of newcomers but actively support
them through state-sanctioned efforts designed to protect and further
the interests of such groups. Assimilation, or perhaps more properly,
integration, is an alternative strategy which calls for newcomers to adjust
and ultimately to blend into the host society.2

The critiques of multiculturalism generally centre around the perceived
loss of the majority identity, what Brian Barry called, ‘losing our way’

1 Such ‘primordial’ arguments are enjoying an unexpected comeback. For the general valid-
ity of these arguments and why they are arising now, see Crepaz (forthcoming). Brian Barry,
who rarely left one guessing where he stood exactly, dealt with the ‘primordial’ argument as
follows: ‘The wiseacres who say that there is something “natural” or “primordial” about these
forces merely reveal their historical and sociological illiteracy. It was said of the Bourbons
when they were restored to the throne in France in 1815 that they had learned nothing
and forgotten nothing. The same may be said of those who pursue policies of ethnocultural
nationalism and particularism, and also of those who lend them intellectual support’ (Barry
2001: 4).

2 Nathan Glazer speaks of a school pageant in a Dearborn school in Michigan in the 1930s
in which distinctly dressed immigrants enter a ‘melting pot’ on one side and exit it on the
other side all dressed alike (Glazer 1997).
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(Barry 2001: 1). In addition, critics of MCPs argue that by highlighting dif-
ferences between different groups, the sense of common identity, which is
necessary for the welfare state to command support, is undermined. Alan
Wolfe and Jytte Klausen pinpoint ‘a difficult dilemma for identity groups:
they can choose to strengthen the group and in the process, to weaken the
state (whose purpose, presumably, is to provide enhanced benefits back to
the group) or they can choose to strengthen the state, thereby expanding
benefits to members of the group, but only by weakening the formal
political claims of the group as a group’ (Wolfe and Klausen 1997: 247).
They do believe that the modern welfare state is robust and can absorb
‘mild forms of identity politics . . . as long as there are well-understood
principles of assimilation and accommodation’. However, ‘if claims for
recognition on behalf of those groups weaken government, such groups
may be accorded symbolic equality without government provisions to
back them up—a Pyrrhic victory indeed’ (Wolfe and Klausen 1997: 242).
For Wolfe and Klausen, redistribution is prior to recognition; in fact,
recognition of identity groups is ineffective without active government
support. Focusing on identity politics, so the critics argue, directs atten-
tion away from the truly important issues such as rising inequality, and
issues of economic redistribution. This critique was evocatively captured
in one of Todd Gitlin’s (1995: 126) chapter titles, ‘Marching on the English
Department while the Right Took the White House’.

Critics have been unsparing in the demolition of multiculturalism par-
ticularly the essential claim by multiculturalists that different groups must
not only be recognized but their interests must be specifically supported
by the state. A defender of nationality, David Miller, has argued that
such a singling out of groups ‘is liable to backfire, by exposing groups to
outright rejections and rebuffs which they would not experience under a
less politically charged regime of toleration’ (Miller 2000: 75). Brian Barry
(2001: 21) echoes that view by scolding that ‘the politics of difference is a
formula for manufacturing conflict, because it rewards those groups that
can most effectively mobilize to make claims on the polity’. And Harold
Wilensky (2002: 653), a long-time observer of welfare states, bluntly states
that ‘A country that makes a serious effort to . . . assimilate immigrants
via inclusionary naturalization policies, job creation, training, and place-
ment, and language training and citizenship education will minimize
nativist violence.’

Keith Banting and Will Kymlicka (Chapter 1 of this volume) summarize
one of the critiques against MCPs, the so-called ‘corroding effect’. This
thesis claims that ‘multiculturalism policies erode solidarity because they
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emphasize differences between citizens, rather than commonalties. Cit-
izens have historically supported the welfare state, and been willing to
make sacrifices to support their disadvantaged co-citizens, because they
viewed these co-citizens as “one of us”, bound together by a common
identity and common sense of belonging. However, multiculturalism
policies are said to corrode this overarching common identity.’

While concisely summarizing the critics’ arguments, multiculturalists
such as Banting and Kymlicka, of course, take a very different view claim-
ing that at least as far as Canada and Australia are concerned, evidence
indicates that multiculturalism policies have not eroded social unity. If
anything, Kymlicka (2001: 37) argues, such policies have enhanced social
unity as evidenced by ‘increases in the levels of interethnic friendships
and intermarriage’. He claims that Canada and Australia ‘do a better
job integrating immigrants into common civic and political institutions
than any other country in the world’ (Kymlicka 2001: 37). If it is indeed
the case that newcomers or minorities and natives engage in each other’s
traditions, history, and culture it seems apparent that more empathy for
the respective conditions ensues. As Keith Banting and Will Kymlicka
(p. 17 above) put it, ‘By adopting multiculturalism policies, the state can
be seen as trying both to encourage dominant groups not to fear or despise
minorities, and also to encourage minorities to trust the larger society.’

These are radically opposing viewpoints that are more deeply exam-
ined by the theorists in later chapters of this volume. The purpose of
this chapter is to examine empirically public reactions to MCPs using
survey instruments. The central question that arises flows directly out
of the brief theoretical overview just provided: do MCPs undermine the
public’s willingness to continue funding the welfare state? Two opposing
reactions are theoretically plausible. The first holds that precisely because
MCPs highlight differences between natives and newcomers, such policies
should lead to adverse reactions by natives. As they see government
policies favouring ‘out-groups’ they may ‘detach’ from the welfare state
and no longer support a redistributive system that benefits ‘others’.

Alternatively, as a result of official recognition by the state, both minori-
ties and natives may develop a sense of belonging to an ‘imagined com-
munity’ that unites them through common citizenship and the sharing
of basic liberal values that make such recognition possible in the first
place. Thus, it is the very sharing of basic liberal values that not only
allows a politics of difference to flourish but that ultimately makes up
the cement of society upon which continued support for the welfare state
may be built. Primordial differences often become salient when overlaid
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or reinforced by class, income, or education. It is rarely the case that
primordial differences alone are responsible for social conflicts between
newcomers and natives. A welfare state that includes newcomers com-
bined with policies that recognize and support the cultural idiosyncrasies
of minorities may help reduce the differences in life chances between
natives and newcomers.

This chapter examines two central issues: first, how widespread are
multiculturalist attitudes? This question is relevant because many critics
of multiculturalism argue that it is a project driven by elites with very little
support by the public. This charge raises serious issues of the democratic
legitimacy of multiculturalism. Therefore, the first section will probe how
widespread multiculturalist attitudes among the public are, relying on
four major, large-scale, multinational public opinion surveys, the World
Values Survey (WVS), the European Social Survey (ESS), the International
Social Survey Programme (ISSP), and the Eurobarometer (EB) series.

The second major issue is the impact of MCPs on the welfare state. The
central claim of the critics of MCPs is basically twofold: first, that MCPs
undermine interpersonal trust and secondly, as a result of reduced trust a
diminishing readiness by natives to fund the welfare state should ensue.
If this is indeed the case, such sentiments should be observable in two
crucial ways: first, interpersonal trust should decline over the time frame
in which MCPs have been applied and secondly, declining public support
for the redistributive state should be observable.

These issues are examined by analysing responses to questions about
multiculturalism, support for the welfare state, and ‘trust’ across differ-
ent publics and across time as much as possible. This should provide
a dynamic picture in different countries as to how MCPs have been
perceived and how they affect the publics’ readiness to support the wel-
fare state. Examining such attitudes can be done in basically two ways:
by aggregating individual attitudes to the national level, and by using
‘multilevel analysis’ or ‘hierarchical linear modelling’. Both methods will
be employed and special emphasis will be placed on examining attitudes
over time.

This contribution centres on public opinion for the following reason:
public opinion is the first causal link in the chain between proposed
policies and their estimated effects. Critics of MCPs claim that such
policies lead to a fragmenting of community which will ultimately be
visible in reduced aggregate welfare measures. However, welfare measures,
even disaggregated to health policies, sickness benefits, or unemployment
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compensation are very complex policy outputs that reflect the vector sum
of many different, often cross-cutting interests.

Consequently, before multiculturalism policies manifest themselves in
concrete policy outputs they affect public opinion. Any adverse public
reactions to MCPs and the welfare state should manifest itself in public
sentiments long before aggregate data on public expenditures would show
such a connection. In that sense, public opinion is like the proverbial
canary in the coalmines giving warnings that the environment is becom-
ing toxic, allowing coalminers and policy makers to extract themselves
before the (social) explosion occurs. If there is any truth to the corroding
effect of multiculturalism policies, i.e. that such policies corrode the
‘fellow feeling’ among natives, an undermining of the sense of ‘that
could be me in need of help’, such changes should become visible in
public opinion surveys long before they manifest themselves in aggregate
statistics.

At the same time it is important to be cautious when examining public
opinion. As in real life it is advisable not to always believe what people say.
It is true that public opinion is temperamental, suffers from systematic
measurement problems, and is oftentimes skilfully manipulated by polit-
ical actors to such an extent that instead of public opinion being the final
arbiter of public policy, debates about public policy shape public opin-
ion. Despite all these caveats, one hopes that there is some connection
between public opinion and policy.3 At the end of the day, it is impossible
to deny vox populi in a liberal democratic system.

1. For elites only? The expanse of multiculturalism attitudes
across modern societies

Before delving into the connections between MCPs and attitudes on the
welfare state, this section explores the public support and distribution
of multiculturalism attitudes across modern societies. Many critics of

3 Much of the literature that uses public opinion polls, takes public opinion as the ‘popular
will’, in other words public opinion is prior to public policy which is supposed to reflect,
ultimately, public opinion. However, ‘Public opinion is not a genuine “will of the citizens”,
it only tells how people have responded to the questions asked’ (Forma 1999: 90). One of the
most contested issues is the degree to which public opinion actually impacts public policy.
Some observers found that public opinion does impact public policy (Erikson 1976; Monroe
1979; Whiteley, 1981), while others such as Harold Wilensky (1981) and Murray Edelman
(1977) believe that public opinion can be selectively created by politicians so that in fact it is
public policy that drives public opinion rather than the other way round.
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multiculturalism have highlighted how these policies are ‘out of touch’
with ‘the people’ and that they are driven by elites such as ‘advo-
cacy groups, judges and educational bureaucrats’ (Barry 2001: 228) who
impose these policies on the common man. According to Brian Barry,
these ‘behind the scenes manipulations’ have ‘strong[ly] anti-majoritarian
implications’ and, thus, are inconsistent with democratic principles. Barry
(2001: 299) goes on to explain ‘That multiculturalist policies continue to
be pursued in the face of a high degree of public hostility is a remarkable
tribute to the effectiveness of the elites who are committed to them.’

How widespread are multiculturalism attitudes? There are very few
comparative surveys that have specifically tapped such attitudes. Among
the ‘big four’ surveys, the ISSP, the WVS, the ESS, and the EB, only the
last has specifically asked European publics about MCPs. Most surveys ask
more general questions, e.g. whether ethnic and racial minorities should
keep their customs or whether they should adapt to the larger society.
For example, the WVS in 2000 asked the following question: ‘Which
statement is nearest to your opinion? Immigrants should 1) maintain
distinct customs and traditions; 2) take over the customs of the coun-
try.’ Most proponents of multiculturalism would take the answer option
‘maintain customs and traditions’ as the central goal of multiculturalism.
On average, across eleven countries (Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland,
France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Sweden, and the United
Kingdom), 33.7 per cent of the respondents indicated that immigrants
should maintain customs and traditions and two-thirds thought that
immigrants should take over the customs of the country. However, in
Ireland and Italy there was a majority favouring multiculturalism of 56.8
per cent and 59.7 per cent respectively.

In 2002 the European Social Survey (ESS) asked a similarly worded
question: ‘Tell me how much you agree or disagree with each of these
statements. It is better for a country if almost everyone shares the same
customs and traditions.’ On average across thirteen European coun-
tries (Austria, Germany, Belgium, Switzerland, Denmark, Finland, France,
Great Britain, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden) around
58 per cent either agreed strongly or agreed with this statement while
42 per cent disagreed or disagreed strongly—the latter 42 per cent of
course representing the multiculturalist option. Interestingly, across this
sample there was only one country in which there was a majority that
disagreed with the statement: Switzerland. Their reaction is not surprising
since Switzerland has had a long tradition of giving political, linguistic,
and ethnic autonomy to the people in its cantons.
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In 1995 the International Social Survey Programme asked the following
question: ‘Some people say that it is better for a country if different racial
and ethnic groups maintain their distinct customs and traditions. Others
say that it is better if these groups adapt and blend into the larger society.
Which of these views comes closer to your own?’ Again, ‘maintaining
distinct customs and traditions’ is closely related to the central idea of
multiculturalism while ‘adapting and blending into the larger society’
denotes the integrationist or assimilationist option. Figure 3.1 shows
results for two groups: a group of twelve liberal democracies and a second
group of nine Eastern European transition countries.

The only country which passes the majority threshold is West Germany
where slightly over 52 per cent of respondents believe that different
ethnic and racial groups should maintain their distinct customs and
traditions. The two countries with the strongest multiculturalism policies,
Australia and Canada, score lower with only slightly over 17 per cent in
Australia and over a third in Canada believing that minorities should
maintain their distinct customs and traditions. The fieldwork for this
survey was done in 1995, even before Pauline Hanson had made her
maiden speech in the Australian House of Representatives and before her
flash in the pan ‘One Nation’ party won an astonishing almost 25 per
cent of the popular vote in Queensland in 1998. Since then, however,
her party has fizzled out and today The Economist describes her and her
party as ‘merely a footnote of history’ (Economist 2005). ‘To the visitor’,
The Economist continues, ‘Australia seems like a model of harmonious
race relations. No matter where you come from, people assume you are
a native, because in this melting pot of race you might very well be.’

One of the most intriguing aspects of Figure 3.1 is the observation that
multiculturalism policies appear to be much more favoured in Eastern
European countries which are transitioning from communist, authoritar-
ian rule to capitalist democracy. Even between West and East Germany
there is an almost 10 per cent difference. What could explain these
differences between Eastern and Western Europe?

The difference between Eastern and Western Europe (in political terms)
is most likely explained by the different types of minorities existing in
the two parts of Europe. The lower support in Western Europe may be
driven by the fact that these minorities are relatively new immigrant
minorities. When publics in Eastern Europe are asked about whether
‘groups’ should maintain their customs and traditions, they think first
and foremost of long-standing, historic minorities, not recent immigrant
groups, of which there are few if any in these societies. For instance,
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Figure 3.1 Multiculturalist attitudes in Eastern and Western Europe

Survey question: ‘Some people say that it is better for a country if different racial and
ethnic groups maintain their distinct customs and traditions. Others say that it is better
if these groups adapt and blend into the larger society. Which of these views comes
closer to your own?’

Note: Entries represent the percentage of those who believe that it is ‘better for society if
groups maintain their distinct customs and traditions’ as opposed to that ‘groups adapt
and blend into the larger society’.

Source: ISSP (1998).

people in Bulgaria would be thinking about their historic Turkish minor-
ity; people in Slovakia would be thinking about their historic Hungarian
minority. While oftentimes relationships with these minorities are tense,
the basic legitimacy of their existence as culturally distinct ‘groups’ is
largely unquestioned. These groups have been living side by side with
the majority group for centuries and can plausibly claim that this is as
much their homeland as it is the majority group’s.4

In Western Europe, on the other hand, the minorities are ‘new’, i.e.
immigrant minorities. Thus, most West Europeans will interpret the sur-
vey question as referring to the rights of newcomers who have no his-
toric claim to practise their traditional culture in their new country of
residence. After all, they have voluntarily left their homeland, and, as

4 I thank Keith Banting and Will Kymlicka for their insights in the interpretation of the
survey results in the Eastern European countries.
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a result, may be thought of as having waived their right to practise their
traditional culture (Kymlicka 1995). As a result, West European publics are
more hesitant to allow immigrant minorities to practise their culture and
customs which manifests itself in lower scores on that particular survey
question.

Asking more specifically about public support for MCPs the Eurobarom-
eter series in the year 2000 asked publics across Europe how much support
there is for such policies (Eurobarometer 53, 2000). The precise question
was as follows: ‘What do you think ought to be done to improve the
relationship between people of different races, religions or cultures in
[your country]?’ Respondents could either ‘mention’ or ‘not mention’ the
respective policies. Entries in Figure 3.2 represent percentages of people
who mentioned the following policies:

1. Do nothing.
2. Promote understanding of different cultures and lifestyles in [your

country].
3. Promote equality of opportunity in all areas of social life.
4. Encourage the creation of organizations that bring people from dif-

ferent races, religions, or cultures together.
4. Promote the teaching of mutual acceptance and respect in schools.

Figure 3.2 reveals a rather intriguing picture. There is strong support
across European publics for schools to teach ‘mutual acceptance and
respect’ (on average over 55 per cent) and also for promoting policies
that assist in understanding different cultures and lifestyles (on average 42
per cent). When it comes to promoting equality of opportunity European
publics are becoming a bit more hesitant with only 38 per cent mention-
ing this option. Less than a third (31.5 per cent) encourage the creation
of organizations to bring together people of different races, religions, and
cultures. When asked whether nothing should be done to ‘improve the
relationship between people of different races, religions and cultures’ only
around 6 per cent of respondents mentioned this option.

Finally, using the same Eurobarometer survey the public’s attitudes
towards minorities and diversity in general is examined. Four items in
particular are relevant in gauging support for multiculturalism across
European publics. The lead statement is as follows: ‘Now can we talk about
the place of people belonging to minority groups in terms of race, religion
or culture within [nationality] society. For each of the following opinions,
could you please tell me whether you tend to agree or tend to disagree:
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Figure 3.2 Support for policies affecting people of different races, religions, and cultures

Survey question: ‘What do you think ought to be done to improve the relationship
between people of different races, religions or cultures in [your country]?’

Source: Eurobarometer 53 (2000).

1. In two or three generations’ time, people belonging to these minority
groups will be like all other members of society.

2. In order to be fully accepted members of [nationality] society, people
belonging to these minority groups must give up their own culture.

3. [Country’s] diversity in terms of race, religion or culture adds to its
strength.

4. It is a good thing for any society to be made up of people from
different races, religions or cultures.’

Figure 3.3 shows rather strong support for what might be called ‘multi-
culturalist attitudes’ such as that diversity adds strength to the nation (on
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Figure 3.3 Support for diversity and minorities across European countries.

Note: Entries are percentages of those who ‘tend to agree’ with the respective statement.

Source: Eurobarometer 53 (2000).

average 57 per cent tend to agree with that statement across Europe), that
it is good if society is made up of minorities (73 per cent on average), and
low percentages of those who believe that in order to be fully accepted
members of the dominant society, minorities must give up their culture
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(around 26 per cent). Respondents also tend to believe that minorities
will eventually melt into the larger society. On average, over 63 per cent
indicate that in time, members of minority groups will become just ‘like
other members of society’. This stands in stark contrast to the recent talk
about ‘parallel societies’, ‘ethnic enclaves’ that are said to develop in many
big European cities and the struggle over the term Leitkultur (guiding
culture) in Germany.

These numbers reveal more support and tolerance for minorities and
diversity in Europe than what one may glean from reading the headlines
of major American and European newspapers. Still, Figure 3.1 reveals that
there is not much support among West European publics for the view that
ethnic and racial groups should maintain their distinct customs and tradi-
tions. It is likely the case that attitudes have hardened against minorities
in the wake of 9/11, the gruesome assassination of Theo van Gogh in
the Netherlands, and the terrorist attacks in London in the summer of
2005. On the other hand, to describe multiculturalism policies as meeting
a ‘high degree of public hostility’ as Barry does, seems unwarranted given
solid majorities for at least part of such policies. Particularly Figure 3.3
shows a much more widespread prevalence of what might be called
‘multiculturalist attitudes’ than Barry’s comment suggests. These results
are especially relevant as they are specifically tapping attitudes about
MCPs—and these attitudes are relatively friendly towards MCPs. Having
laid out the expanse of multiculturalist attitudes in Europe it is now time
to examine how MCPs affect the public’s willingness to continue funding
the welfare state in the face of immigration-induced diversity.

2. The welfare state, multiculturalism policies, and diversity
in the people’s court

This section examines whether there is any empirical relationship
between MCPs and support for redistribution and trust. The argument
is essentially a dynamic one, i.e. it probes whether the support for the
welfare state and trust changes over time as a result of the introduction
of MCPs. In this chapter every effort is made to capture the dynamic
element, although it is not always possible since in some surveys the
crucial survey question was posed only once. In such cases, a cross-
national design is applied both in aggregate as well as multilevel form.

This contribution concentrates on what Banting and Kymlicka call
‘immigrant groups’ as opposed to ethno-national groups. For the case
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of immigrant groups, Banting and Kymlicka (p. 56 above) define multi-
culturalism policies as follows: (1) parliamentary affirmation of multicul-
turalism; (2) the adoption of multiculturalism in the school curriculum;
(3) the inclusion of ethnic representation/sensitivity in the mandate of
public media or media licensing; (4) exemptions from dress codes, Sunday
closing legislation, etc.; (5) allowing dual citizenship; (6) the funding
of ethnic group organizations or activities; (7) the funding of bilingual
education or mother-tongue instruction; (8) affirmative action.

The time period for which they examine these policies ranges from
‘1980 to the late 1990s’ and represents the average for this time period.
Depending on whether a country adopts most or all of these policies, the
country gets either a ‘weak’, ‘modest’, or ‘strong’ rating. The countries
with strong multiculturalism policies receive a value of 1, those with
modest policies a 0.5, and those with weak policies a 0. Table 3.1 shows
these and other relevant data for seventeen industrialized democracies.

Aggregate data analyses

In this subsection, the term ‘aggregate’ data means individual-level data
aggregated to the national level. In terms of attitudes towards redistri-
bution, there are few items in the WVS survey that have been asked
consistently over time and in enough countries in order to enable fruitful
comparison. There is one item, however, that will be used throughout
this chapter that aptly captures the essence of the philosophy of the
welfare state and that has been asked over time in most countries. The
exact wording of the item is as follows: ‘Now I’d like you to tell me your
views on various issues. How would you place your views on this scale?
1 means you agree completely with the statement on the left, 10 means
you agree completely with the statement on the right; and if your views
fall somewhere in between, you can choose any number in between. 1:
people should take more responsibility to provide for themselves. 10: The
government should take more responsibility to ensure that everybody is
provided for’ (this is variable v127 in WVS 1–3, and e037 in WVS 4).
Thus, this variable has a 10-point scale. Entries in Table 3.1 represent
the sum of those who have indicated options 6–10 of that variable. The
validity of this item derives from the explicit mentioning of who should
do the providing (‘people’ vs. the ‘government’). Any misgivings by the
public against government-supported MCPs should manifest itself in an
increase in support for the ‘people’ option rather than the ‘government’
option.
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These attitudes should also be affected by the percentage of foreign
population in the respective countries.5 It is intuitive to believe that the
higher the percentage of the foreign population the more the effects of
MCPs are brought into sharp relief and any ‘withdrawal’ from public
redistribution schemas should be more visible when the percentage of
foreigners is higher.

A total of four waves of the WVS have been administered: in 1981,
1990–1, 1995–7, and 1999/2001. Unfortunately, the ‘government should
provide’ question was not asked in 1981 at all. It was asked in the 1990–
1 survey and in the 1999/2001 survey while the question was posed in
only a few countries in the third wave, i.e. 1995–7. This means that there
are basically only two complete time periods in which this question was
posed: in 1990/1 and in 1999/2001. This is the reason why the percentage
of foreign population was collected for the years of 1988 and 1998. In
order to predict attitudes in 1990/1 and 1999/2001, the percentage of
foreign population in 1988 and 1998 respectively are used.6 In order to
capture the extent of change of both distributional attitudes as well as
percentage of foreign population Table 3.1 also lists the (change) measures
for attitudes (measured between the two longest possible time frames in
the cases when three observations were given, i.e. 1990 to 1999–2001 as
opposed to the cases when data for only two time points were available).

A glance at the per cent change in attitudes (� % Att.) in Table 3.1 indi-
cates that, on average, redistributive attitudes have increased by almost 22
per cent between 1990 and 2000. Although there are countries in which
support for state-led redistribution has decreased such as in Denmark

5 The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), on whose
database this study relies, defines ‘foreign population’ as follows: ‘The population of for-
eign nationals may represent second and higher generations as well as first-generations of
migrants. The characteristics of the population of foreign nationals depend on a number
of factors: the history of migration flows, natural increase in the foreign population and
naturalisations. Higher generations of immigrants arise in situations where they retain their
foreign citizenship even when native-born. The nature of legislation on citizenship and
the incentives foreigners have to naturalise both play a role in determining the extent to
which this occurs in practice.’ It is important to distinguish between ‘foreign population’
and ‘foreign-born population’. The latter tends to generate higher percentages of the total
resident population because it also includes subjects who are foreign born but have attained
national citizenship. The OECD defines ‘foreign-born population’ as follows: ‘The foreign-
born population can be viewed as representing first-generation migrants, and may consist of
both foreign and national citizens’ (OECD 2005).

6 The lead time of two years for the percentage of foreign population is rather arbitrary.
How long does it take before a particular percentage of foreign population affects natives’
attitudes? This is hard to say. Perhaps one year could have been chosen or even a five-
year lead time could have been chosen. Overall however, statistical results would not be
drastically affected by different lead times as the percentage of foreign population does not
vary dramatically from year to year.
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Table 3.1 Public perceptions on ‘government should take more responsibility’ in 1990,
1995, and 2000

1990 1995 2000 � % Att. MCP Foreign population �% FP

1988 1998

Australia n.a. 43.0 43.0 0.0 1.0 22.1 23.2 5.0
Austria 17.8 n.a. 23.1 30.0 0.0 3.9 9.1 33.3
Belgium 35.2 n.a. 39.9 13.0 0.5 8.8 8.7 −1.2
Canada 26.5 n.a. 38.3 44.0 1.0 17.1 17.9 5.0
Denmark 24.0 n.a. 23.5 −2.2 0.0 2.8 4.8 71.0
Finland 24.8 47.2 34.8 40.0 0.0 0.4 1.6 400.0
France 23.7 n.a. 22.6 −5.0 0.0 6.5 5.5 −16.0
Germany 28.3 46.7 37.1 31.0 0.0 7.3 8.9 22.0
Ireland 37.1 n.a. 31.1 −16.0 0.0 1.9 3.0 58.0
Italy 48.5 n.a. 50.3 4.0 0.0 1.1 2.1 91.0
Netherlands 32.5 n.a. 33.7 4.0 0.5 4.1 4.2 2.5
Norway 28.9 50.3 50.4 74.0 0.0 3.2 3.7 16.0
Sweden 14.6 18.9 25.5 75.0 0.5 5.0 5.6 12.0
Switzerland n.a. 20.8 20.8 0.0 0.0 15.2 19.0 25.0
UK 45.1 n.a. 28.4 −37.0 0.5 3.2 3.8 19.0
USA 17.7 27.5 30.6 74.0 0.5 9.5 10.9 15.0

Average 28.9 36.3 33.3 21.9 7.0 8.25 18.0a

a
This is not the average of the percentage change of each country as the case of Finland, which experienced a 400

per cent increase in foreign population, would dramatically distort that mean. Rather, it is the calculated average
increase from 7 per cent to 8.25 per cent foreign population which equals around 18 per cent average increase
between 1988 and 1998.

Notes: Entries represent the sum of options 6–10; change in attitudes (Att.); multiculturalism policies MCP (1980
to late 1990s) (0 = weak, 0.5 = modest, 1 = strong); the percentage of foreign population in 1988 and 1998 and
its percentage change over the same period.

Sources: Data on attitudes: World Values Survey (1990, 1995–7, 1999–2001). Inglehart et al. (2003); data on
multiculturalism policies: Chapter 2, this volume: p. 56; data on foreign population: OECD (1993, 2003).

(−2.2), France (−5), Ireland (−16), and the UK (−37) the overall direction
is a positive one. Over the period from 1988 and 1998, on average, the
percentage of foreign population has grown by about 18 per cent from
7.0 per cent in 1988 to 8.3 per cent in 1998.

Are these changes in attitudes correlated with the strength of MCPs?
Only two countries are indicated to have ‘strong’ MCPs (Australia and
Canada), five countries are indicated to have ‘modest’ MCPs, and nine are
indicated to have ‘weak’ MCPs. The average per cent change in attitudes
for the ‘strong’ group of MCPs is 22; for the ‘modest’ group is 40.6; and
for the ‘weak’ group is 20.6. This means that the strongest expansion of
support for redistributive policies has occurred in countries with ‘modest’
MCPs, the next strongest in countries with ‘strong’ MCPs and the smallest
expansion in countries with ‘weak’ MCPs. These initial descriptive find-
ings are at odds with those who claim that MCPs corrode the welfare state.
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Table 3.2 Effects of MCPs and foreign population on redistributive attitudes

Coefficient SE t-test p-value

(a) Change model (N = 16): �% in
Att. is the dependent variable.

MCPs 3.40 34.90 0.10 0.92
� in foreign population −0.22 0.44 −0.52 0.61
Constant 22.50 21.20 1.06 0.31 R 2 = 0.02

(b) Cross sectional/time series
‘panel’ model (N = 32): � % in
Att. is the dependent variable.

MCPs 11.50 7.30 1.60 0.12
% foreign population −0.18 3.17 −0.45 0.66
Constant 27.60 3.20 8.70 0.00 R 2 = 0.03

Sources: The results are based on data from Table 3.1.

In terms of public opinion, at this stage, there is no systematic negative
association between MCPs and redistributive attitudes. If anything, there
is a slight positive connection observable.

To analyse this relationship more formally, two methods are applied.
First, MCPs are regressed on changes in attitudes (� % Att.) as the
dependent variable with changes in the percentage of foreign population
as an additional predictor. It is possible that societies which experience
dramatic increases in foreign population feel especially threatened. If that
is the case, according to the critics of MCPs this should undermine the
willingness of the public to continue supporting the welfare state.

The second method uses absolute levels of attitudes in 1990 and 2000 as
dependent variables and MCPs and absolute levels of foreign population
in 1988 and 1998 as independent variables. This doubles the number
of observations from 16 to 32 and introduces a short time element in
this cross-sectional/time series panel analysis (N = 16, t = 2).7 The level of
foreign population in 1988 is used to explain attitudes in 1990 in country
‘A’ followed by the same variables but shifted one time frame to 1998 and
2000 respectively in the same country.

Both models in Table 3.2 were estimated using robust regression esti-
mates. This regression technique reduces the impact of outliers and/or
leverage points the further away they are from the regression line. Such
outlying points can have ‘undue’ effects on the regression slope, partic-
ularly when the number of observations is low as is the case in model a
with only 16 observations but also in model b with 32. Robust regression

7 Here the term ‘panel’ does not refer to identical individuals who are surveyed over time.
Rather, the term panel is used here to examine identical countries over time.
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estimates are obtained by using the reweighted least squares method
which assigns lower weights to points farther from the regression line.
As a result, if there are outlying datapoints, their effect is reduced, thereby
increasing the robustness of the findings (Belsley, Kuh, and Welsch 1980).
In other words, robust regression estimates ensure that the relationships
are not driven either by outliers or points with high leverage on the
regression slope.

Neither of the two models in Table 3.2 is statistically significant and
their explanatory power is very low. In other words, MCPs do not affect
redistributive attitudes either negatively or positively in a significant
fashion. These aggregate data analyses do not support the claim that
multiculturalism policies adversely affect public support for redistribution
even when controlling for the effect of foreign population.

Trusting strangers?

Ever since the publication of Robert D. Putnam’s (1993) Making Democracy
Work, there has been an explosion in studies on ‘social capital’ and ‘trust’,
its close cousin. The Russell Sage Foundation has sponsored a series
of ‘trust’ books examining both the origins and consequences of trust
(Braithwaite and Levi 1998; Cook 2001; Hardin 2002). Why is trust
so important? Trust is important because it is impossible to regulate
every aspect of human interaction on the basis of legal codes alone.
Relationships between people unfold within a framework of social norms
of trust and morality. In their absence, as Durkheim so powerfully put
it, an ‘incoherent chaos’ would reign (Durkheim, quoted in Giddens
1971: 69).

When it comes to the provision of public goods trust is crucial because
‘contributing’ means that at some point one may well be in a situation
where the help of the community is needed. One such public good is
the welfare state, ‘where citizens must trust each other to both take part
as contributors and not take advantage as beneficiaries. Trust is aided by
identification with fellow citizens. Identification with fellow citizens is
easiest in ethnically and culturally homogeneous societies . . . ’ (Soroka,
Johnston, and Banting 2006: 280). In this account, it is not diversity
per se that leads to reduced welfare support, but trust may be reduced
as a result of diversity, and this reduced trust may be responsible for
lower welfare state support. Thus, ‘trust’ subtly slips between diversity
as cause and welfare state support as an effect. Trust is enhanced when
individuals share certain basic tracers such as race, ethnicity, religion, or
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Table 3.3 Trust over time 1981–1999/2001

Question: ‘Do you think that most people can be trusted or that
you can’t be too careful?’

1981 1990/91 1995/97 1999/2001 �% Att.

Australia 48.2 n.a. 40.0 40.0 −4.1
Austria n.a. 31.8 n.a. 33.4 0.8
Belgium 29.2 33.5 n.a. 29.2 0.0
Canada 48.5 53.1 n.a. 38.3 −5.8
Denmark 52.7 57.7 n.a. 66.5 6.9
Finland 57.2 62.7 48.8 57.4 0.0
France 24.8 22.8 n.a. 21.3 −1.8
Germany 32.3 37.8 41.8 37.5 −1.0
Ireland 41.1 47.4 n.a. 36.0 −2.6
Italy 26.8 35.3 n.a. 32.6 2.9
Netherlands 44.8 53.5 n.a. 60.0 7.6
Norway 61.5 65.1 65.3 65.3 1.3
Sweden 56.7 66.1 59.7 66.3 3.2
Switzerland n.a. 42.6 37.0 37.0 −2.8
UK 43.3 43.7 29.6 29.0 −5.0
USA 40.5 51.1 35.9 36.3 −8.7

Average 43.4 46.9 44.8 42.9

Note: Entries indicate the percentages of those who say people can be trusted.

Sources: World Values Survey (1990, 1995–7, 1999-2001); Inglehart et al. (2004a).

language. Conversely, one might argue that the temptations to cheat and
shirk one’s duties are enlarged in the provision of public goods when
such categorical differences exist.8 Using the WVS, Table 3.3 shows how
trust developed over two decades starting in 1981 to around 2000, very
closely matching the time period for which the MCP data have been
collected.

A first glance at the averages reveals that trust remains relatively con-
stant over the four time periods. It hovers in the percentage range between
the low to middle 40s. Some countries however have seen more dramatic
changes over time such as the Netherlands and Denmark, where trust
increased on average by around 7 percentage points and the United States
where trust dropped on average by almost 9 percentage points.9 In the

8 Soroka, Johnston, and Banting (forthcoming) understand trust to be a ‘state’ that is
constantly changing depending on the circumstances. As a result trust can be taken as an
outcome. This contribution shares this view. However, there are different ways of thinking
about trust. Without going into further detail Crepaz (forthcoming) argues that trust can also
be thought of as a ‘trait’, i.e. it is relatively unchanging and enduring and thus can function
as a cause for distributional attitudes rather than a consequence.

9 These averages are averages of change, e.g. four observations across time are available
which yields three change measures. They were added up (positive and negative changes)
and divided by three yielding a measure of how much change on average has occurred across
the four (or three, or two—in which case no average can be calculated) time periods.
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Table 3.4 Robust regression estimates of trust (dependent variable) (N = 32)

Coefficient S.E. t-test p-value

MCPs 11.30 9.70 1.2 0.25
Foreign population −0.88 0.55 −1.6 0.12
Constant 48.30 4.22 11.4 0.00 R 2 = 0.04

Source: The results are based on data from Table 3.1.

two countries with the strongest MCPs, Australia and Canada, trust did
drop on average by almost 5 points (4.1 for Australia and 5.8 for Canada);
the average change in trust was essentially zero in societies with both
‘modest’ and ‘weak’ MCPs.

Is that evidence that MCPs undermine trust? To answer this question
requires a more systematic analysis of the relationship between trust and
MCPs controlling for the percentage of foreign population. Table 3.4
shows the results of a regression analysis with robust regression estimates
examining the impact of MCPs on levels of trust controlling for the
percentage of foreign population over time. The same time points as in the
analysis in Table 3.2 are retained (N = 16, t = 2) since for the third wave
in the WVS (1995–7) there are so many missing data that the number of
observations would be unduly restricted.

A cursory look at Table 3.5 indicates again that there is no systematic
relationship between MCPs and trust. The relationship is even positive,
the opposite of what critics of MCPs would predict, although the rela-
tionship is far from being significant. The variable ‘foreign population’
does indicate the expected sign but is also not significant. Thus, once all
observations are taken into account and when the percentage of foreign
population is accounted for, there is no systematic evidence indicating
that MCPs undermine trust. It is true that if only Australia and Canada are
examined, the two countries with the strongest MCPs, trust has declined.
However, if they are added to a larger set of modern, post-industrial soci-
eties that have engaged in various levels of MCPs, and if the percentage of
foreign population is taken into account, there is no systematic negative
effect of MCPs on trust observable.

Multilevel analyses

The use of multilevel analysis originated in the field of education.
Students of education have long understood that a pupil’s performance
is not just a matter of their innate capacity and work ethic. Typically,
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the performance of students, say in the United States is also a matter
of, for instance, class size (large or small), the type of school (private
or public), the type of county (agricultural or industrial), characteristics
of the state (northern or southern), and perhaps even characteristics of
the country when compared to other countries. Obviously, such nested
data structures do not only occur in the field of education but also in
sociology, economics, geography, social psychology, and certainly also in
political science.

Similarly, individual attitudes are nested within national contexts and
policies. Multilevel analysis is the appropriate methodology for such a
question as it allows for the exploration of the effects of state-level dif-
ferences on individual attitudes. The state-level differences are of course
the strength of MCPs, either ‘strong’, ‘modest’, or ‘weak’. Multilevel
modelling can capture these institutional effects, or in the parlance of
multilevel modelling, ‘level 2’ variables, on individual-level attitudes. In
order to test the claim that MCPs lead to the erosion of the welfare state,
individual attitudes on trust and the redistributive role of the state are
used as dependent variables. The multilevel estimation procedures were
performed using HLM 6.0 (Hierarchical Linear and Non-linear Modelling)
developed by Raudenbush and Bryk (2002).

In Table 3.5 individual responses to the ‘trust question’ (identical item
as used in Table 3.3) are used as the dependent variable at the institutional
or structural level (level 2) together with the per cent of foreign popu-
lation. Additional controls at the individual level are ‘life satisfaction’,
‘interest in politics’, self-placement on the political scale, age, education,
income, and gender.

Since the dependent variable in this model is dichotomous, a multi-
level logit model is the appropriate functional form. The entries in this
table show the odds-ratios which are more easily interpretable than the
coefficients of a logit analysis. Odds-ratios smaller than one indicate a
reduction in probability while odds-ratios larger than one indicate an
increase in probability. For instance, the odds-ratio of 1.96 for MCPs
means that for a one-unit increase in MCPs (say from ‘modest’ to ‘strong’)
respondents are 1.96 times more likely to indicate ‘trust’ as opposed to
‘can’t be too careful’. The odds-ratio for per cent foreign population of
0.96 on the other hand shows that a one-unit increase in per cent foreign
population is associated with a 4 per cent reduction in the probability
of people indicating ‘trust’ over ‘can’t be too careful’. The odds-ratio
for ‘female’ of 1.06 means that being female increases the chance that
respondents choose ‘trusting’ over ‘can’t be too careful’ by 6 per cent.
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Table 3.5 Trust: multilevel logit analysis (HLM)

Question for trust: ‘Do you think that most people can be trusted or that you can’t
be too careful?’

Question for life satisfaction: ‘All things considered, how satisfied are you with your
life as a whole these days?’

Question for interest in politics: ‘How interested would you say you are in politics?’

Question for self-placement on political scale: ‘In political matters, people speak of
the “left” and the “right”. How would you place your views on this scale, generally
speaking?’

Structural level (2) variables (N = 15): Odds-ratios
Multicultural policies 1.960∗∗

Per cent foreign population 0.960∗∗

Individual level variables (N = 12,821)
Life satisfaction 1.130∗∗∗

Interest in politics 0.860∗∗∗

Self-placement on political scale 0.930∗∗∗

Age 1.004∗∗

Education 1.170∗∗

Income 1.180∗∗∗

Female 1.060∗∗∗

∗ = p < 0.1, ∗∗ = p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ = p < 0.01

Source: Inglehart et al. (2004b).

These are intriguing results! It appears that trust is indeed undermined
by the extent of the foreign population. The odds-ratio is significant,
indicating that the higher the percentage of population, the lower is trust.
Most interestingly, however, is that MCPs counter this trend. Their effect
is significantly positive, indicating that those countries with stronger
MCPs generate more trust as compared to countries with weaker MCPs.
This is inconsistent with the critics of multiculturalism who argue that
such policies undermine trust.

Examining further predictors of trust at the individual level highlights
other tantalizing results. For example, the more satisfied people are with
their life, the older they are, the more educated they are, the higher
their income is, and females tend to believe that most people can be
trusted, while people less satisfied with their life, younger, less educated
and poorer ones, and males, tend to be more distrusting. Interestingly, the
less people are interested in politics the less trusting they are, and finally,
people who place themselves on the political right are also significantly
less trusting than those who place themselves on the political left.

There is an obvious difference between the descriptive results above
that showed that in the two countries with the strongest MCPs (Australia
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Table 3.6 Support for redistribution: multilevel analysis (HLM)

Structural level (2) variables (N = 15):
Multiculturalism policies 2.04 (.24)∗∗∗

Per cent foreign population −.08 (.017)∗∗∗

Individual level variables (N = 13,646):
Satisfaction with life −.09 (.015)∗∗∗

Interest in politics −.008 (.04)
Self-placement on political scale −.20 (.03)∗∗∗

Age −.0086 (.0017)∗∗∗

Education −.053 (.021)∗∗∗

Income −.25 (.043)∗∗∗

Female .19 (.06)∗∗∗

Proportionate variance explained at level 1 6%
Proportionate variance explained at level 2 36%
Deviance of intercept only model (not shown) 60415.71
Deviance of full model (shown) 59697.68
Deviance reduction: Chi-square 718.03
p-value .000

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. ∗ = p < 0.1, ∗∗ = p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ = p < 0.01

‘People (1) should take more responsibility to provide for themselves’ is the dependent
variable.

Source: See Table 3.5.

and Canada) trust dropped while in those countries with modest or weak
MCPs, trust remained basically unaffected. The difference is explained of
course in terms of the methodology applied: in this multilevel analysis,
the dependent variable is individual responses to the trust question, con-
trolled for MCPs and per cent foreign population at the national level,
while accounting for a whole host of other individual level attributes
such as age, gender, education, and income. In other words, once a more
systematic look including all countries and controlling for many other
potential explanations is applied, the descriptive results no longer appear
to be convincing.

Finally, what is the impact of MCPs on people’s support for redistribu-
tion? As Table 3.2 indicated, there is no evidence of a positive impact of
MCPs on attitudes on the welfare state measured at the aggregate level.
This final analysis will revisit these results and examine the relationship
by using multilevel analysis and controlling for percentage of foreign
population at the structural level and a host of additional predictors at
the individual level. The item for the dependent variable is the same as
the one described in Table 3.1.

Since this dependent variable is measured on a ten-point scale the
coefficients in this multilevel analysis can be interpreted just like in an
OLS analysis. Another advantage of a continuous dependent variable is
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that is possible to establish the variance components of the two different
levels. In the above model, the proportionate variance explained by level
1 is 6 per cent. In other words, the level 1 predictors explain around 6
per cent of the within-country variance of welfare state support. At level
2, the proportionate variance is 36 per cent. This means that 36 per cent
of the true between-country attitude variance in welfare support can be
accounted for by MCPs and per cent foreign population. Table 3.5 also
reports the ‘deviance reduction’ measure which is a measure of model
fit. Two deviance statistics are presented: the deviance of the baseline
model (not shown) which is a simple intercept only model (i.e. with
only the country intercepts without any predictors) and the deviance of
the full model. The difference in deviance is a Chi-square statistic with
associated degrees of freedom. The reduction of 718.03 is significant with
a p-value <.000 indicating that this model contributed significantly to the
explanation of the variation in support for the welfare state as compared
to the simple intercept only model.

Turning to the interpretation of the coefficients, both structural level
(level 2) predictors are significant, however in opposite directions. A one-
unit increase in MCPs (either from ‘weak’ to ‘modest’ or from ‘modest’
to ‘strong’ MCPs) tends to increase peoples’ support for the welfare state
by slightly more than 2 points while a 1 per cent increase in foreign
population reduces their support of the welfare state by less than a tenth
of a per cent. Both relationships are statistically significant, although the
latter, per cent foreign population has a very minor effect on welfare state
attitudes. Given these results there is no reason to believe that MCPs
undermine support for the welfare state. Clearly, as shown in the nega-
tive coefficient of the variable per cent foreign population, immigration
driven diversity seems to undercut support for the welfare state, but that
tendency is countered by MCPs.

As far as the individual level control variables are concerned, interest
in politics does not significantly affect welfare state attitudes. People with
higher income, those who are satisfied with their life, who are educated,
older, and place themselves on the political right do not believe that
the state should ensure that ‘everybody is taken care of’. These strata all
prefer ‘self-help’, i.e. that people should take care of themselves. Interest-
ingly only females significantly favour public provision of social benefits.
This finding parallels the ones by Svallfors (1997) and Gelissen (2002)
who argue that women depend more than men on non-wage income,
combined with a gender-specific preference for risk-averse forms of social
provision.
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Discussion

When Nathan Glazer (1997) claimed that ‘We are all multiculturalists
now’ he was referring to educators in the American academy and not
to the public in general. Critics of MCPs have highlighted the ‘elitist’
character of such policies and observed what they called ‘antimajoritarian’
biases in the creation of such policies, ultimately endangering, so they
argue, the very principle of democracy. It is probably a good thing if
politics does not always follow public opinion, but a democracy rests on
popular sovereignty and ultimately the ‘voice of the people’ cannot be
denied.

Even so, this chapter shows that claims of elitism notwithstanding,
multiculturalist attitudes are resonating with many citizens in modern
societies. The teaching of mutual respect, promoting different cultures
and equality of people of different cultures, races, and religions is widely
supported in modern societies. Similarly, beliefs such as that diversity
adds strength and that it is ‘good’ if society is made up of minorities
and that, in time, minorities will blend into the larger society find solid
majorities in most modern societies. This is a far cry from claiming that
MCPs are policies for elites only. However, it is also true that on average
only between a third and perhaps 40 per cent of the publics in modern
societies would support immigrants maintaining their distinct customs
and traditions, with some notable exceptions such as Switzerland and
Italy where there are majorities who feel that way.

In terms of the connection between MCPs and support for the welfare
state over time, there is very little indication that such policies undermine
the foundation of the redistributive capacity of the state. Redistributive
attitudes over time do not show a marked decline as a result of MCPs even
when controlling for the percentage of foreign population in aggregate
data analysis. Using multilevel analyses and exposing redistributive atti-
tudes to a whole host of potential control variables at the individual level
while simultaneously controlling for the size of the foreign population
at the second level yields even positive effects of MCPs on redistributive
attitudes. These results seem to show that MCPs lower the cultural dis-
tance between members of the dominant society and minorities and, as a
result, lead to a better understanding between these two groups. MCPs
allow access of immigrants into the fold of a liberal society precisely
because this society grants cultural autonomy to such groups. It appears
that minorities are made a part of the larger society by the state allowing
them to be different.
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These findings dovetail very closely with the results of the ‘trust’ model.
Critics argue that MCPs undermine trust among natives and without
trust public provision of social benefits is not possible. If minorities are
perceived to be ‘illegitimate receivers of welfare benefits’, for example
by receiving preference in public housing or free health care, and are
perceived as not contributing to the system of welfare, many natives
may decide to withdraw from the welfare state by withdrawing support
for unions, voting for ‘minimal government parties’ or even cheating
on taxes. Again applying a multilevel model with MCPs and per cent
foreign population as predictors at the structural level and a whole host
of individual level control variables found a statistically significant positive
effect of MCPs on trust. In other words, the stronger the MCPs the higher
the levels of trust. These findings suggest that MCPs do not threaten the
identity of natives and neither do they lead to a fraying of the social
fabric that is necessary to support public schemas of redistribution. The
widespread notion that MCPs heighten the difference between natives
and newcomers and thereby create tensions between the ‘in-groups’ and
‘out-groups’ manifesting itself in a decline of interpersonal trust does not
appear to be true.

From a policy maker’s point of view, MCPs yield more benign interac-
tions between minorities and the dominant members of society. All of this
can only bode well for the public support of the welfare state. The biggest
enemies of multiculturalism are populist political parties who exploit the
uneasiness that particularly less educated and economically more vulnera-
ble people feel as they encounter ‘strangers’. Debates on multiculturalism
oftentimes lead to emotional flare-ups precisely because the issue is so
fundamental to the identity of individuals and nations. Governments,
political parties, and civil society must take the concerns of the public seri-
ously, but must resist the temptation to jump on the populist bandwagon
for electoral reasons and enforce the public’s often misguided opinions
about multiculturalism by engaging in fiery populist rhetoric. One of the
central findings in this chapter is that more education and higher interest
in politics increases trust. More trust implies the capacity to empathize
with the life situations of ‘others’. Since education is the enemy of igno-
rance, those with the power to define must inform and educate as they
play a central role in the construction of the host society’s identity.
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Multiculturalism and welfare policies

in the USA: A state-level comparative

analysis

Rodney E. Hero and Robert R. Preuhs

It is widely acknowledged that race has had a strong impact on the
development of the welfare state in the USA, with many studies demon-
strating strong white resistance to welfare programmes that are seen as
primarily, or disproportionately, benefiting racial minorities, particularly
African-Americans. Some critics of multiculturalism policies (MCPs) have
suggested yet another dimension to the impact of race and ethnicity on
welfare policies. The adoption of MCPs may further divide an already frac-
tured polity and erode the coalition that would otherwise support a strong
welfare state, resulting in a smaller welfare state as MCPs proliferate. These
critics often cite the United States as their main example of the deleterious
impacts of MCPs.

In this chapter, we attempt to test this hypothesis by examining the
link between MCPs and the welfare state at the state level within the
United States. State-level analysis is useful because states vary in their
ethno-racial composition, as well as exercising considerable autonomy
with regard to both welfare policies and MCPs. This allows us to draw
some preliminary conclusions about the impact of MCPs on the welfare
state.

In section 1, we review the existing data on the impact of race on the
welfare state; in section 2, we identify a range of MCPs that have been
adopted at the state level in the USA, as well as what we can call ‘anti-
MCPs’ designed to overturn or pre-empt the possible adoption of MCPs.
We then examine the empirical relationships between MCPs and the
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welfare state, to see whether MCPs impact the welfare state independent
of other factors, as critics contend. Our findings suggest that while the
impact of MCPs on the welfare state varies from one MCP to another,
there is no general tendency for states with stronger MCPs to weaken
their welfare policies compared to states with weaker MCPs (or anti-MCP
states).

1. Race and the American welfare state

In the American context, the term ‘racial minority’ most often refers
to four distinct groups: (1) African-Americans or Blacks; (2) Hispan-
ics/Latinos; (3) Asians; and (4) Native Americans or (American) Indians.
African-Americans (or blacks) are the descendants of forcibly imported
slaves. Hispanics or Latinos became an incorporated national minority
through territorial ‘annexation’ (pre-1848 Mexicans; Puerto Ricans before
1898), but currently heavily comprise rapidly growing (legal and ille-
gal or undocumented) immigrant populations. Asians are immigrants
from a variety of countries but were also once subject to formal exclu-
sion and subsequently to other types of explicit discrimination. Native
Americans are essentially conquered indigenous populations now largely
confined to reservations set aside as their land was confiscated for set-
tlement by whites of Western European descent. African-Americans cur-
rently comprise about 12 per cent of the US population, Latinos 13
per cent, Asians roughly 4–5 per cent, and Native Americans less than
1 per cent.

Along with differences across groups there is also intra-group het-
erogeneity. For example, the Latino/Hispanic population encompasses
those of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, and other Latin and South
American countries. The Asian category includes those of Chinese,
Japanese, Korean, and a number of other Asian countries. Both the
Latino and the Asian subgroups have had different historical experiences,
different socio-economic circumstances, and vary on other dimensions
as well.

American racial politics has been popularly understood and studied
by scholars almost entirely through a ‘white–black paradigm’ because
slavery and its legacy have understandably been seen as the defining
event in the American racial order. This is true both of research on
racial politics in general, and of research on the racial politics of the
welfare state in particular. The impact of white resistance to welfare
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programmes that are perceived as benefiting blacks has been intensively
studied, as we describe below. Less research has been conducted in
relation to the other racial groups. However, for the substantially large
and rapidly growing Hispanic/Latino populations there is some evidence
of some similar, if less consistent and weaker, dynamics. Research on
Asians is sparser and their impacts on state (and urban) politics are not
well understood. This is primarily because Asian groups are still rela-
tively small in number, with large geographic concentrations in only
a few states, seemingly less of a threat to white majorities than blacks
and Latinos in contemporary American politics, and have assimilated
to a greater extent than Latinos where numbers are less concentrated
(cf. Huntington 2004).

Despite these important differences within and across these racial
minorities, we can identify some general trends that have affected racial
politics in the United States. Over the last forty years, racial and ethnic
minorities gained political and civil rights at an unprecedented level in
US history. Civil and voting rights were guaranteed in the mid-1960s,
with increasing enforcement through the 1970s and 1980s. At the same
time, MCPs, such as bilingual education, bilingual ballots, and affirmative
action, began to be encouraged and were adopted at all levels of govern-
ment. The adoption of civil and political rights policies also coincided
with an expansion of the welfare state in the 1960s and 1970s. In this
period, then, there was a tendency for both welfare policies and MCPs to
improve.

By contrast, the last two decades have witnessed a retreat from
both welfare provision and MCPs. Direct payments to welfare recipi-
ents were subject to new restrictions under the 1996 ‘Welfare Reform’
legislation, which created the Temporary Aid to Needy Families
(TANF) welfare programme to replace the previous welfare programme,
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC).1 The last decade
was also one of policy changes in many states that clearly under-
mined MCPs, such as the ending of affirmative action in several
states.

This ebb and flow of policies aimed at helping racial and ethnic minori-
ties, or even policies that are perceived to disproportionately help these
groups, is a consistent facet of American racial politics (Klinkner and

1 Even the names of the two programmes highlight the differences in approach. TANF’s
emphasis on ‘Temporary’ is the key issue, with both incentives and maximum enrolment
times that are meant to discourage long-term reliance on the welfare state. Furthermore,
recipients are no longer dependent children, but needy families.
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Smith 1999). This suggests that if a relationship exists between welfare
policies and MCPs, a positive relationship may be as plausible as a neg-
ative one—i.e. they may stand or fall together. Our empirical analysis in
section 2 will attempt to test this hypothesis.

The specific nature of state-level cultural policies in the USA adds an
interesting complication to our analysis. As the term is used elsewhere
in this volume, ‘MCPs’ imply policies that provide benefits to individ-
ual groups in an attempt to overcome past discrimination, increase the
cultural acceptance of the group, and provide basic services that are
culturally sensitive. In the USA, however, there have also been a number
of policies that are explicitly cultural in nature but which clearly diverge
from, indeed, seek to overturn or pre-empt the diversifying goals of MCPs
in general. These may be thought of as ‘anti-multiculturalism policies’.
For instance, consider the widespread adoption in the 1980s and 1990s
of Official English policies that formally affirm English as the official lan-
guage of state government. This is clearly a cultural policy, but one aimed
at pre-empting multiculturalism language policies. Some states have also
prohibited the use of race and ethnicity in state hiring and higher educa-
tion admissions, abandoning affirmative action in general. California and
Texas are the best-known examples of this anti-multiculturalism policy
shift, as both states ended affirmative action in 1996.

The adoption of such pre-emptive and anti-MCPs seems more common
in the last ten to fifteen years, making them an important element in
the debate regarding the relationship between MCPs and the welfare
state. If MCPs act to displace welfare state support, as critics allege, does
the removal of or pre-emptive action regarding MCPs allow for renewed
expansion of the welfare state? Our analysis will address this important
aspect of MCPs as well.

The role of race in the development of the American welfare state

Before examining the impact of MCPs (and anti-MCPs) on the welfare
state, it is important to understand the profound impact of race on the
development of, and variation in, the welfare state. There are two key
sets of empirical findings. First, welfare policies in the American context
are historically racialized, which differentiates welfare state development
from many European countries. This racialization of welfare politics, in
turn, has led to a great deal of variation in welfare policy at the state level,
depending on the ethno-racial composition of each state’s population.
Second, research has consistently demonstrated that racial backlash, or
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white resentment, is at the core of this variation. We will briefly summa-
rize these two key findings.

A substantial body of scholarship has demonstrated that race fun-
damentally shaped the structure and macro-evolution of the American
welfare state (Lieberman 2003). The urban ‘machines’ of the early 1900s
partly addressed the social policy concerns of the immigrant ‘white
ethnics’, but they did so in non-ideological, pragmatic, largely non-
redistributive ways that had the effect of blunting the development of
class-based politics and, in contemporary parlance, emphasized ‘recogni-
tion’ over ‘redistribution’, or treated the latter as a type of the former
(Katznelson 1981; Wolfinger 1974; Lineberry and Sharkansky 1978). As a
result, welfare policies as such were not developed, much less institution-
alized until well into the twentieth century.

America’s ‘racialized’ perspective on welfare policy was, arguably, broad-
ened and became more explicit over time. Until the 1960s, poverty
appeared overwhelmingly as a ‘white problem’ in the American news
media. But, as Martin Gilens points out, ‘beginning in 1965, the media’s
portrayal of American poverty shifted dramatically. Although the true
racial composition of the American poor remained stable, the face of
poverty in the news media became markedly darker between 1965 and
1967’ (Gilens 2003: 101). Gilens attributes these changing perceptions
to several developments. Massive Black migration from the South to the
North, particularly prevalent during the 1940s to 1960s, was an ‘initial
link in a chain of events that led to the dramatic changes in how Amer-
icans thought about poverty’. Between 1940 and 1970 the proportion
of Blacks among welfare (AFDC) recipients grew steadily, and ‘as the
welfare rolls expanded sharply in the 1960s and 1970s, the American
public’s attention was drawn disproportionately to poor blacks’. With
this backdrop, the ‘more proximate events’ that led to major changes
in Americans’ views of the poor ‘were a shift in the focus within the
civil rights movement from the fight for legal equality to the battle for
economic equality, and the urban riots that rocked [the USA] during the
summers of 1964 through 1968’ (Gilens 2003: 101).

It thus appears that the implications of greater Black participation in the
welfare state, as recipients of welfare policy, and Black demands for greater
equality of outcomes, rather than simple equal opportunity, profoundly
affected views of AFDC, ‘the most conspicuous program to aid the poor’. If
the early formulation of the American welfare state substantially excluded
or underserved Blacks, the extent of their later formal inclusion into the
American welfare state was exaggerated, resulting in distorted perceptions
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of their presence among welfare recipients (Gilens 2003: 102–4). To an
important degree, the welfare state and race became conflated almost to
the point that welfare and race, and later race-specific policies, were seen
as closely linked.

Race, public attitudes, and welfare policy in the pre- and

post-reform periods

A substantial body of scholarly research has demonstrated the direct
importance of race for welfare policy in the American states. Several
studies have shown that states with larger racial minority groups tend
to have less generous welfare states. In one recent study, Johnson (2001)
examined a state’s average AFDC payment per recipient in 1990 and found
that racial diversity in states has a direct influence on those payments, i.e.
as racial diversity increased, welfare payments decreased. This study exam-
ined welfare policy before the 1996 reform, in which TANF replaced AFDC.
But Johnson has reaffirmed the basic findings in another study of the post-
reform period (Johnson 2003), in which racial diversity was shown to have
a negative impact. In this instance, the per cent of welfare recipients who
are black was shown to be associated with lower average monthly welfare
benefits in the post-reform period. Johnson concludes this analysis by
saying that ‘it appears that policymakers have a different relationship
with the racial majority in their states than with the racial minority:
They respond to whites and react to the presence of African Americans’
(2003: 161–3, emphasis in original). At the same time, Johnson finds that
where racial attitudes are more tolerant and there is a more liberal ‘mass
ideology’ in states, there are higher benefits payments.

Other analyses have further demonstrated the importance of race in the
policy formulation and implementation of the post-1996 welfare state.
Soss and his colleagues (2001) found that higher percentages of African-
Americans on welfare rolls were related to stricter sanctions, stricter time
limits, and family caps. In addition, states with higher percentages of
Latino populations tended to have stricter time limits and family caps.
Both groups tended to negatively affect benefit levels as well. They also
found evidence that strict sanction policies were significantly more likely
in states with conservative governments, in states with less vigorous
political party competition, in states with higher unmarried birth rates,
in states that engaged in policy innovation by making earlier requests
for AFDC waivers, and states that maintained smaller AFDC caseloads.
This latter set of variables, however, did not have much impact on state
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policy regarding work requirements, time limits, or family caps. In short,
race/ethnicity was most consistently associated with the various welfare
policies examined, along with spending decisions (Soss et al. 2001: 385–9).

In yet another analysis, Fellowes and Rowe (2004) largely reaffirm ‘the
strong role of race in TANF politics’, which is evident in three dimensions
of the policy: a higher percentage of African-American recipients leads to
(a) stricter rules governing initial eligibility, (b) less flexibility in new wel-
fare work requirements, and (c) lower cash benefits to welfare recipients.
This study also affirms the negative relationship between the percentage
of welfare recipients who are Latino and cash benefit levels, suggesting
that the racialization of the welfare state is no longer confined strictly to
the black–white dichotomy.

Finally, Keiser, Mueser, and Choi’s (2004) analysis focuses on the imple-
mentation dimension of TANF policy through a case study in one state,
Missouri. Missouri has an African-American population that is on the
whole slightly larger than the national average, and the state’s sanction
policy is administratively similar to other states in the level of discretion
given to bureaucrats responsible for direct implementation. Their analysis
of how bureaucrats in Missouri apply sanctions—that is, of the way they
reduce case grants to recipients for failing to meet training, work, or
other requirements—finds that ‘sanction rates increase as the nonwhite
[i.e. minority or African-American] population increases’ (although that
pattern is altered when a threshold is reached where non-whites achieve
political power). In short, the profound importance of race has been
repeatedly confirmed in both the formulation and implementation of
state-level welfare policies.

Race and multiculturalism

A similar story can be told about the role of race in shaping public
policy in the area of multiculturalism, although this field has been less
researched. As with welfare policies, there is evidence that public attitudes
towards MCPs have been affected by racial prejudice, and that this has
affected the sustainability of such policies, leading to important variations
across the states. Indeed in recent decades, multicultural policy in the
USA, and within the states themselves, can be characterized by a retreat
from multiculturalism, as much as it is marked by the adoption of MCPs.

One example is the adoption of Official English policies, or English as an
official state language, during the 1980s and 1990s. These Official English
laws represent a retreat from a stream of federal and state laws, judicial
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decisions, and administrative regulations that had been largely sympa-
thetic to language rights from the 1960s into the 1970s. The 1967 Bilin-
gual Education Act (BEA) was a pivotal element in this earlier movement
towards a more multicultural approach to language, and so it became the
‘main catalyst for opposition’ for critics of multiculturalism. Symbolically,
the BEA’s ostensible emphasis on cultural maintenance ‘repudiated the
“melting pot” as a normative ideal in favour of a “multiculturalism” con-
ception’. To the English-speaking majority in the mass public, bicultural
education apparently implied a diminished respect for American culture
as a whole (Citrin et al. 1990).

The 1980s and 1990s witnessed widespread adoption of Official
English laws in the states. In states with substantial language minority
populations, determined resistance by minorities was able to prevent the
passage of such laws by state legislatures, despite often widespread public
support for such laws in the majority community, but conservative states
and states which allowed for mechanisms of direct democracy generally
adopted such laws (Preuhs 2005; Tatalovich 1995). In all, twenty-five of
the fifty states now have an Official English law. Hawaii, which is not
included in that total, recognizes both English and Hawaiian as its official
languages.

Like welfare reform, adoption of Official English laws is most closely
tied to white resentment of racial/ethnic minority groups. Tatalovich’s
(1995) qualitative study concludes that while institutional factors in the
policy-making process ultimately led to the ability of English-speaking
majorities to succeed in pressuring for adoption of these laws, the under-
lying motive was steeped in racism. Schildkraut (2001) presented sta-
tistical confirmation of Tatalovich’s conclusion, by demonstrating that
higher percentages of foreign-born populations were associated with a
greater probability of adoption of English Only laws. However, in a more
nuanced study, Preuhs (2005) demonstrates that while the initiative and
legislative representation were key elements in adoption, the backlash
was not aimed at the foreign-born population broadly conceived. Instead,
Latino populations were the specific target of backlash, thus mitigating
the importance of Asian immigrants as a source for contemporary racial
and ethnic resentment in the American states generally.

The pervasive impact of race and ethnicity on American public policy

As the previous section has demonstrated, the impact of race and ethnic
diversity on state politics is widespread, consistent, and, under most
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conditions, is reflected in a negative relationship between minority pop-
ulations and ‘liberal’ policies. While the focus here is on welfare policies
and multicultural policies, many studies show that racial diversity is a
factor in a wide array of policy outputs and outcomes in the American
states. Hero’s (1998) study demonstrates the centrality of racial and ethnic
diversity by showing ties not only to state policy outputs, but also to
outcomes as diverse as minority graduation and infant mortality rates.
Scholars now commonly include indicators of race and ethnic popula-
tion size or diversity when modelling state policy outputs, outcomes,
and political behaviour—even when race and ethnicity is not a central
question in their study.

In short, what makes the American context relatively distinct from
the European context is the common impact of race on both welfare
policies and MCPs. Race, welfare, and multiculturalism are all intertwined,
particularly at the state level. The question is whether we can find a way to
separate out the influence of these factors, and in particular to determine
whether the presence of MCPs helps or hinders the already difficult task
of sustaining welfare programmes in racially heterogeneous states. That is
the task of section 2.

2. Empirical analysis of MCPs and the welfare state

The central orienting question posed in this study is whether adopting
MCPs undermines welfare policies—that is, whether ‘the politics of recog-
nition’ displaces or erodes ‘the politics of redistribution’. We examine this
question at the state level. Specifically, our empirical analysis examines
the assertion that the adoption of MCPs leads, or allows, states to reduce
the size of their welfare state.

This analysis is complicated by the fact that both federal and state
governments are actively involved in these policy areas. In fact, the federal
government played a lead role in the initial formulation of MCPs. Many
MCPs were adopted on a country-wide basis as the USA shifted towards
increasing the strength of civil rights policies in the 1960s and early 1970s.
During this period, state-level MCPs—such as affirmative action plans,
educating immigrants and their children (often in their own languages),
and providing ballots and voting instructions in different languages—
were often directly required by the federal government or compelled
through fiscal policy strings. Subsequent state action regarding MCPs is
thus often best characterized as a retreat from or pre-emption of MCPs,
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as states began to eliminate some elements of policies that were not
expressly required by the national government.

In short, while state policies vary in significant ways, many of the
key policies often highlighted by studies of MCPs were either adopted
broadly or applied through top-down incentives. We attempt to overcome
this analytical obstacle by examining a number of policies where state
governments have a significant level of policy discretion. The clearest
cases concern policies regarding support for immigrants and for minority
languages, as well as some aspects of affirmative action. The policies we
examine below do not represent a comprehensive index of MCPs, nor do
they provide the robust variation that a cross-country comparison allows.
They are, however, among the most highly controversial policies that
have been the focus of debates over multiculturalism during the last few
decades.

Before introducing the analysis and presenting results, we should make
a few clarifications and qualifications. First, we are examining the actual
policies adopted by state governments, not public perceptions about the
existence of such policies. While we have chosen high-profile policies,
it is possible that the general public, in some states, has a mistaken
or exaggerated view of what MCPs are in fact in place, and that this
misperception impacts on welfare policies. A different sort of analysis
would be needed to test this hypothesis. Our analysis focuses on the claim
that MCPs themselves have a negative impact on welfare policies, which
we believe to be at the heart of the critics’ complaint.

Second, it is important to note that MCPs differ in their intended
target group. For instance, language policies are typically aimed at recent
immigrant groups, while affirmative action is aimed at a wider range
of disadvantaged racial and ethnic minorities (as well as women), and
was initially designed to benefit the historically disadvantaged African-
American community. MCPs aimed at different target groups might have
differing effects on the welfare state. Some minorities might be seen as
more ‘deserving’ of state support in the form of MCPs, either because
they are seen as the victim of historic injustice, or because they are seen
as ‘hard-working’ and ‘loyal’. If so, MCPs targeted at such ‘deserving’
minorities may be less likely to generate the corroding effects claimed
by critics.

Ideally, a full analysis of the impact of MCPs on welfare policies would
attempt to control for such variations in target group. In our analysis
below, we take a step in this direction, by presenting the results for affir-
mative action and for language/immigrant policy separately. However, in
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the context of state-level policies, the reality is that most MCPs are aimed
primarily at two main target groups—blacks and Latinos. While Asians
and American Indians may benefit from language, affirmative action, and
immigrant policies, there is ample empirical evidence that contemporary
policies are most often construed as benefiting blacks or Latinos at the
state level. (Local issues, of course, may vary.)

This is certainly true of the MCPs we analyse. Blacks and Latinos
are the primary beneficiaries in the case of affirmative action. Popular
accounts and the empirical evidence discussed above strongly suggest
that Latinos are the perceived primary beneficiaries of language and
immigrant-oriented policies at the state level. These two groups also
are the main targets of backlash against MCPs. Thus we are confident
that while the populations that MCPs benefit may vary, the majority’s
reactions to those groups, and related group-based policies, vary little in
the American context.

Ultimately, our goal is to provide a reasonable range of tests of the
hypothesis that MCPs are negatively related to the size of the welfare
state. If this hypothesis is correct, as critics suggest, then we ought to
find a general pattern that reflects this relationship across a variety of
MCPs, with effects on most or all indicators of the welfare state. Many
of the critics of MCPs point directly to policies in particular states that
they believe have eroded the politics of redistribution (e.g. Gitlin 1995).
We provide a more systematic and rigorous, albeit initial, test of the
hypotheses by leveraging the variation across the states.

Our analysis focuses on three MCPs: (a) language policies, (b) immigrant
support policies; and (c) affirmative action. We have chosen these because
they are among the most visible and contested policy areas in the last few
decades, making them the most likely to affect the degree of support for
the welfare state. In addition, these policies are characterized by much
variation across states. The following sections describe these policies, and
test their relationship to welfare policies. We begin with an analysis of
immigrant and language MCPs, using a multivariate analysis of welfare
spending in all fifty states. We then examine affirmative action, and in
particular the states of California and Texas, which abolished affirmative
action in higher education.

Immigrant and language policies: Defining the policies

One of the central issues in debates around multiculturalism in the
USA (as in other countries) concerns the integration of immigrants, and
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the extent to which they should be ‘recognized’ or ‘accommodated’.
In the American context, an important dimension of this debate con-
cerns language policy. State-level policies regarding language are, there-
fore, a useful dimension for assessing a commitment to multicultural-
ism. For our purposes, we can distinguish two different dimensions of
language policy: (a) the existence of ‘Official English’ policies; (b) the
provision of public education in minority languages. We briefly describe
each of these policy areas, before testing their impact on the welfare
state.

The 1980s and 1990s witnessed growing variation in state language
policies, particularly in the use of English in official government prac-
tices, correspondence, and documentation. By 2000, twenty-one states
had adopted policies that to some extent formally recognized English as
the official language of the state. Official English, or English Only laws,
generally affirmed the de facto dominant status of the English language
in government communication and documentation. We should note that
some government communications, such as ballots used during elections,
are mandated to be published in multiple languages under certain circum-
stances by the federal government. Nevertheless, the passage of English
Only was highly controversial and, as discussed above, was generally
opposed by language minorities in the states. In assessing the relation-
ship between MCPs and the welfare state, Official English policies may
be considered as a pre-emptive policy aimed at undermining language
MCPs, restricting the possibilities of greater state efforts toward flexible
or permissive language policies. If MCPs lead to a reduced welfare state,
then anti-MCPs, such as Official English, may be associated with a state’s
willingness to extend welfare state benefits as an indirect consequence of
removing the MCP issue.

The provision of public education in languages other than English
is an additional dimension of multiculturalism that we include in our
analysis. States vary in the degree to which they provide educational
programmes for students who are not native English speakers. More
specifically, states differ in whether they do and do not: (1) mandate
limited English proficiency (LEP) programmes, (2) fund LEP programmes,
(3) certify English as a second language (ESL) instructors, and (4) certify
bilingual education instructors. These programmes have been visible and
often controversial. LEP programmes reflect a wide array of educational
policies aimed at educating students that lack an age-appropriate mastery
of the English language. Funding for these programmes is not necessar-
ily guaranteed through state funds, and thus, we treat the programmes
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themselves and funding as separate MCPs. LEP programmes generally
follow two main approaches, which differ in actual implementation. ESL
programmes teach students with LEP in English, and certified instructors
often do not need to be fluent, or even functional, in the students’ native
language. For instance, an ESL programme might offer remedial English
instruction beyond general courses taught in English, and do so through
classes with students from a variety of language backgrounds at the same
time (i.e. Laotian- and Spanish-speaking students attend the same ESL
classes). Bilingual certification requires that the instructor be competent
to teach the subject in both English and an additional language. Courses
are taught in the students’ native language or their native language as
well as English. They generally do not offer more than the two languages,
however, and students with the same native languages attend the same
courses. Given these differences, we include all four indicators separately
in our analysis. If the critics are correct, the presence of these four
MCPs should be negatively correlated with welfare spending at the state
level.

We should note that these language education programmes are not
wholly, and perhaps not at all, comparable to native-tongue instruction
outside the United States. Such programmes need to be understood in
the context of the historic evolution of education in the USA, especially
the role of separate schools. While separate schools for various cultural
minorities have been used by other nations to emphasize and celebrate
cultural differences, the long history of separate schools in the United
States strays far from these noble underpinnings. The states in the south-
western portion of the United States employed ‘Indian Schools’ and ‘Mex-
ican Schools’ until well into the twentieth century, ostensibly to provide
educational opportunities to Native Americans and Mexican-Americans.
In the case of the former, Native American students were stripped of their
language and cultural history. In the case of the latter, no English instruc-
tion was provided, which left students unprepared to communicate in the
United States’ social, political, and economic realms. De jure and de facto
segregation of black and white schoolchildren is the most pronounced
case of severe disparities in the provision of educational opportunities.
In short, separate schools in the United States were not part of a liberal
policy of providing recognition and support to ethno-cultural minorities,
but rather operated to severely curtail minority groups’ social, economic,
and political opportunities, as part of a larger scheme of racial inequality.

Given this history, the struggle for multiculturalism in the USA has
not typically been a struggle for separate minority-language schools,

133



Hero and Preuhs

but rather for greater respect and accommodation of linguistic minorities
within mainstream schools. One important manifestation of this struggle
is the LEP programmes, whether under the ESL or bilingual models.
These programmes provide additional educational opportunities, albeit
in varying degrees of multicultural recognition, that otherwise would
not be provided under an assimilationist model (with no provision of
additional instruction oriented to those with limited English proficiency).
While LEP, ESL, and Bilingual Education programmes in the American
context are not necessarily thought of as primarily aimed at cultural
recognition, they do support the differential needs of ethno-cultural
minorities. Thus, in light of the possible policy alternatives, these pro-
grams add a layer of recognition to education policy, even though they
also have, to varying degrees, programme elements that are aimed at
assimilation.

Our first empirical test, therefore, examines the impact of this set of
language-related MCPs—ranging from pre-emptive Official English laws
to various minority-language education policies—on welfare spending.
The results are described below. However, for the sake of completeness,
we have also included one further immigrant-related policy: namely, the
provision of food stamps for immigrants. After the passage of the 1996
Welfare Reform Act that replaced AFDC with TANF, states could decide
whether they would provide food assistance to documented immigrants
by funding food stamps for these potential recipients. In 1999, thirteen
states chose to provide food stamps to legal immigrants; and thirty-
seven chose not to. We have classified the provision of food stamps to
immigrants as an MCP, although we recognize that some people may
question this label. It is clearly a pro-minority policy but it may not
qualify as an ‘MCP’ by those who challenge such policies. For these
critics, granting food stamps to immigrants can be seen as removing
a form of differential treatment, and replacing it with an approach
that focuses on economic need, thereby encouraging cross-ethnic coali-
tions focused on redistribution. It is our view, however, that examin-
ing this policy is useful and appropriate, since in public debate and
political coalitions it plays a role that is structurally similar to that of
other MCPs. To the extent that Americans view or conflate ‘immigrants’
with Latino and/or other minority group immigrants, and, further, to
the extent that immigrants are not differentiated in people’s minds
as legal or ‘illegal’ (undocumented)—and there is evidence that many
Americans do have such perceptions—consideration of this policy is
worthwhile.
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Language and immigrant policies: testing the impact on welfare

Thus, there is one anti-MCP (Official English) and five MCPs (LEP pro-
grams; LEP funding; ELS certification; Bilingual Certification; and immi-
grant food stamps) with which to evaluate the relationship between MCPs
and the welfare state. These are the key variables in our analysis. To
provide a fair test of the critics’ claims, two sets of analyses are conducted.
The first relies on an index of MCPs based on these six indicators, which
was created as follows. Each state was given one point for each of the
five MCPs they had implemented by 1999. A score of −1 was given to
states that had adopted an Official English policy by 1999.2 The index
can range from −1 for states with no MCP in place and an English Only
policy, to 5 for states with all five MCPs and no Official English policy.
The index captures the basic character of the indicators, and is internally
consistent. Cronbach’s alpha, the inter-item reliability coefficient or aver-
age correlation between each item and the index, is a fairly strong 0.66.
The fifty states reflect a full range of scores on the index. Three states
had scores of −1; three states had scores of 0; six states were scored 1;
nine states were scored 2; eleven states scored 3; thirteen states scored 4;
and five states were coded with the highest score of 5. Table 4.1 presents
the states categorized as ‘weak’, ‘moderate’, and ‘strong’ MCP states, with
their actual MCP index score in parentheses. The second analysis treats
each MCP and the anti-MCP as discrete policies to uncover any specific
effects that might be masked by the aggregate index.

The measures of the welfare state are the rates of change in the pro-
portion of state expenditures dedicated to welfare and education as per-
centages of gross state product (GSP). Relative change provides a means to
control for the confounding factor of preconditions that may have led a
state to have a relatively larger welfare state even before the impact of
MCPs. We focus on the relative change for two indicators: (1) welfare
expenditures as a percentage of gross state product, and (2) education
expenditures as a percentage of gross state product. Spending relative to
GSP provides an indicator of overall state commitment to welfare and
education relative to a state’s production capacity, and is roughly equiv-
alent to cross-country indicators standardized by gross domestic product.
The time frame in this analysis is from 1984 to 2000, roughly the period

2 The reference year is chosen primarily due to the lack of data for the specific year each
policy was adopted for each state. English Only laws were adopted broadly throughout the
1980s and 1990s, and most states had immigrant and language policies in place sometime
before this reference year. We recognize that this forces the analysis to focus on general
tendencies, rather than a specific temporal impact of adoption of these policies.
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Table 4.1 Multicultural policy scores across the states and change in welfare and
education spending

Weak MCP states Moderate MCP states Strong MCP states
(MCP index scores (MCP index scores of 1 to 3) (MCP index scores
of −1 to 0) of 4 to 5)

Louisiana (−1) Alabama (1) Arizona (3) California (4)
Mississippi (−1) Hawaii (1) Florida (3) Colorado (4)
South Carolina (−1) Kentucky (1) Indiana (3) Connecticut (4)
South Dakota (0) Montana (1) Michigan (3) Delaware (4)
Tennessee (0) Pennsylvania (1) North Carolina (3) Iowa (4)
West Virginia (0) Wyoming (1) Nebraska (3) Illinois (4)

Alaska (2) Ohio (3) Kansas (4)
Arkansas (2) Oklahoma (3) Massachusetts (4)
Georgia (2) Oregon (3) Maryland (4)
Idaho (2) Rhode Island (3) Maine (4)
Missouri (2) Utah (3) New Mexico (4)
North Dakota (2) Nevada (4)
New Hampshire (2) Wisconsin (4)
Virginia (2) Minnesota (5)
Vermont (2) New Jersey (5)

New York (5)
Texas (5)
Washington (5)

% change Mean: 120.91 Mean: 77.08 Mean: 35.44
in welfare Standard Standard Standard
spending deviation: deviation: deviation:
as % of 57.86 53.18 47.39
Gross State
Product

% change in Mean: 18.03 Mean: 25.41 Mean: 10.53
education Standard Standard Standard
spending deviation: deviation: deviation:
as % of 7.90 26.95 10.80
Gross State
Product

N 6 26 18

Note: States are presented by category, alphabetically by score. MCP Index scores are displayed within paren-
theses.

Source: Compiled by authors. See Data Appendix.

that captures adoption of English Only laws, language education, and
immigrant food stamps.3

An initial analysis of the patterns between MCP categories and welfare
and education expenditures is also presented in Table 4.1. The mean
increase in welfare expenditures in weak MCP states is much higher than
in strong MCP states, providing what might seem like initial evidence

3 The baseline year of 1984 provides for a broader set of data on other independent
variables included in the model. Removing those variables and replacing the baseline year
with 1980 do not change the substantive results of the analysis.
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supporting the critics’ claims. However, there is wide variation within
each group as indicated by the standard deviations, and thus the means
are somewhat deceiving. In fact, even the apparently large difference in
average relative change in welfare expenditures between the strong and
weak MCP states is not statistically significant at conventional levels in a
one-tailed t-test. In other words, the differences between means are very
likely to be due to chance rather than being systematically related to the
degree of MCPs held within each group. Also note that there is no clear
pattern between MCPs and change in education expenditures. This initial
test does not control for potential important alternative explanations,
however, and thus we now turn to a more rigorous test of the critics’
claims through a regression analysis.

In addition to the key independent variables discussed above, our multi-
variate statistical model also takes into account several alternative explan-
ations for changes in the indicators of the welfare state. We include a
citizen ideology score, Ideology, from Erikson, Wright, and McIver (1993),
which accounts for a general ideological disposition toward the welfare
state. Higher scores on this scale indicate more liberal states. Southern
states have traditionally been reluctant to provide generous welfare ben-
efits, and this dummy variable is added to the model. South is coded 1
for the eleven states of the former Confederacy, and 0 otherwise. We also
account for the impact of change in several variables with readily available
data to measure temporal change during this time period. Change in these
independent variables is measured in the same ways as the dependent
variable from 1984 to 2000, with values as a percentage of 1984. We
include change indicators for racial and ethnic groups as the percentage of
the population in each state that is Latino (� % Latino) and the percentage
of the population that is black (� % Black) because the discussion above
presented a variety of evidence that race and ethnicity affects welfare
provision. Finally, we include a bank of social, economic and demo-
graphic indicators that are generally associated with state policy (Gray
and Hansen 2004). The demographic characteristics include: � Income in
constant dollars; � Unemployment rate; � Education which is measured
as the per cent of a state’s population with at least a highschool degree;
and � Population Density, which is the population per square mile.4 In
addition to the above variables, we also include the average value for the
overall period (1984–2000) for each of these variables to control for the

4 These state-level data were provided by the State Politics and Policy Quarterly data archive,
available at: www.ku.edu/pri/SPPQ/research.shtml.
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effects of the size and magnitude of the indicators along with that which
is attributable to change.

Finally, we include a constant to capture the general national trend in
welfare state policy change as well as the level of the dependent variable in
1984 (t = 0). The latter captures the tendency of states to follow a process
of regressing towards the mean, with negative coefficients indicating that
states with higher original welfare levels tended to decrease their welfare
provisions at a higher rate than states with lower original levels. Forty-
eight states are included in the analysis since ideology scores are not
available for Alaska and Hawaii.

Table 4.2 reports the results of some initial models of the baseline
control variables for welfare and education spending. The baseline models
first include only the change variables (Models 2a and 2c) for welfare and
education, respectively. We then add the average levels in Models 2b and
2d. The levels do add some explanatory power, and they will be included
in the remaining analyses when we specifically address the impact of
MCPs on welfare and education spending.

Table 4.3 presents the results of the OLS regression analysis of the
models of the two indicators of the welfare state, with the summary
MCP index as the key independent variable. Overall, the models perform
reasonably well, explaining a large portion of changes in welfare expendi-
ture indicators and inequality, with less explanatory power for change in
education provision. As the focus of the analysis is on the impact of MCPs
on the welfare state, this is reasonable. The results suggest that MCPs
are not a major factor in state changes to welfare policy expenditures.
While the coefficient is negative for the model of education spending,
it is actually positive for the model of welfare spending. The coefficients
are not statistically significant, however, and thus there is no relationship
between MCPs and the welfare state evident in these models.

The MCP index, however, may mask the independent effects of each
MCP on the welfare indicators examined. This could occur if the compo-
nents of the index differ greatly in the degree of their effect, or if they
operate on different dimensions; either is plausible. Thus, the two models
are reanalysed and the MCP index is replaced with each of the MCP
indicators and English Only as separate independent variables in a series
of models including only one MCP indicator at a time. Each is coded as 1 if
the state had the policy in place in 1999, and 0 otherwise. The hypothesis
that MCPs erode the welfare state is supported if the indicators for the
MCPs are negative in each of the expenditure models. As an anti-MCP,
the coefficients for English Only would support the hypothesis if they are
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Table 4.2 Baseline models of relative change in welfare and education expenditures

� Welfare as % GSP � Education as % GSP

Model 2a Model 2b Model 2c Model 2d

Ideology −.26 2.41 −.31 .51
(1.35) (1.51) (.62) (.80)

South 20.35 29.99 5.22 4.11
(23.56) (24.82) (9.68) (11.98)

� % Latino −.16∗
−.11∗

−.02 .01
(.07) (.06) (.04) (.04)

� % Black .19 .24 .12 .13
(.13) (.15) (.13) (.14)

� Income .28 1.30 −.15 .00
(.85) (.98) (.45) (.42)

� Unemployment .56 1.60∗
−.55 .01

(.54) (.82) (.33) (.60)
� Education 3.33∗

−.62 −.04 −.78
(1.92) (1.79) (.89) (1.53)

� Population density −.11 −.63∗
−.11 −.30∗∗

(.29) (.28) (.11) (.11)
% Latino −.65 .22

(1.28) (.56)
% Black −1.19 .47

(1.02) (.63)
Income −.01∗

−.004∗

(.00) (.002)
Unemployment 10.74 7.27

(12.09) (8.67)
Education −3.48 1.16

(2.24) (1.15)
Population density −.02 −.01

(.03) (.02)
Level of dependent −56.93∗∗∗

−71.94∗∗∗
−8.91 −17.07∗∗

variable at t = 0 (15.54) (12.15) (5.50) (6.45)

Constant 132.51 713.51∗∗∗ 25.98 75.64
(51.12) (183.81) (21.38) (119.60)

N 48 48 48 48
R 2 .52 .77 .19 .36

Note: ∗ p < .05, ∗∗ p < .01 and ∗∗∗ p < .001 in a one-tailed test of significance. Robust standard errors in parenthe-
ses.

Source: See Table 4.1.

positive. Tables 4.4 and 4.5 consider the effects of individual MCPs on
welfare and education expenditures, respectively.

It seems that the index masked only one relationship, that between
immigrant food stamps and education expenditures. This relationship is
perhaps the least consistent with the critic’s claims for two reasons. First,
food stamps provision is well removed from education policy as such.
Second, immigrant food stamps can be seen as much as a redistributive
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Table 4.3 Estimated effects of the MCP index on relative change in welfare and
education expenditures

� Welfare as % GSP � Education as % GSP

MCP index 1.37 −1.11
(5.38) (4.01)

Ideology 2.44∗∗ .52
(1.52) (.80)

South 30.46 3.71
(25.11) (12.79)

�% Latino −.12∗∗ .02
(.06) (.05)

�% Black .24∗ .14
(.15) (.14)

� Income 1.32∗
−.02

(.99) (.41)
� Unemployment 1.61∗∗

−.00
(.84) (.61)

� Education −.51 −.85
(1.81) (1.64)

� Population density −.63∗∗
−.30∗∗∗

(.28) (.11)
% Latino −.79 .33

(1.42) (.68)
% Black −1.20 .48

(1.05) (.64)
Income −.01∗∗

−.004∗

(.00) (.002)
Unemployment 10.33 7.58

(12.17) (8.93)
Education −3.59∗ 1.23

(2.35) (1.13)
Population density −.02 −.01

(.03) (.02)
Level of dependent variable −72.86∗∗∗

−16.61∗∗

at t = 0 (12.40) (6.40)

Constant 727.22∗∗∗ 63.89
(194.47) (123.95)

N 48 48
R 2 .77 .37

Note: ∗ p < .05, ∗∗ p < .01 and ∗∗∗ p < .001 in a one-tailed test of significance. Robust standard errors in
parentheses.

Source: See Table 4.1.

policy as a multicultural policy. Furthermore, the remaining MCPs had no
effect on a state’s relative change in welfare expenditure as a percentage
of GSP. Thus, there is scant evidence that MCPs have a direct effect on
welfare provisions. If MCPs have the general effect of eroding the welfare
state, it is not manifested in these models.

We briefly note the effects of other variables considered in this study.
Change in the size of the Latino population is consistent in most of the
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Table 4.4 Estimated effects of individual MCPs on relative change in welfare
expenditures

Model 4a Model 4b Model 4c Model 4d Model 4e Model 4 f

Immigrant food .04
stamps (15.68)
LEP programme −17.29

(34.00)
LEP funding 20.58

(15.26)
ESL certification −3.48

(15.26)
Bilingual 1.79
certification (12.40)
English −1.33
Only law (10.37)
Ideology 2.41 2.30 2.83∗ 2.49∗ 2.45 2.40

(1.54) (1.54) (1.42) (1.47) (1.50) (1.55)
South 29.98 26.37 31.48 30.59 30.47 30.43

(25.28) (29.50) (23.39) (24.70) (24.56) (24.37)
� % −.11∗

−.09 −.15∗
−.11 −.11∗

−.11∗

Latino (.06) (.08) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06)
� % .24 .21 .24 .23 .24 .24
Black (.15) (.17) (.15) (.15) (.15) (.16)
� Income 1.30 1.21 1.46 1.32 1.32 1.30

(.99) (1.01) (.94) (.98) (1.01) (1.00)
� Unemployment 1.60∗ 1.51∗ 1.72∗ 1.56 1.64∗ 1.58∗

(.90) (.88) (.86) (.93) (.81) (.90)
� Education −.62 −.45 −.05 −.65 −.54 −.59

(1.81) (1.84) (1.75) (1.83) (1.84) (1.85)
� Population −.63∗

−.61∗
−.70∗∗

−.63∗
−.64∗

−.63∗

density (.30) (.29) (.27) (.29) (.29) (.29)
% Latino −.65 −.50 −1.00 −.60 −.70 −.68

(1.34) (1.33) (1.24) (1.32) (1.37) (1.27)
% Black −1.19 −1.37 −1.21 −1.20 −1.21 −1.20

(1.03) (.99) (1.02) (1.02) (1.05) (1.03)
Income −.01∗

−.01∗
−.01∗

−.01∗
−.01∗

−.01∗

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
Unemployment 10.73 8.16 11.54 10.20 10.76 10.22

(12.88) (14.88) (12.20) (13.13) (12.22) (13.55)
Education −3.48 −3.15 −3.67 −3.44 −3.49 −3.50

(2.26) (2.23) (2.24) (2.22) (2.28) (2.29)
Population density −.02 −.02 −.02 −.02 −.02 −.02

(.03) (.03) (.03) (.04) (.03) (.03)
Level of dependent −71.95∗∗∗

−69.28∗∗∗
−76.94∗∗∗

−72.30∗∗∗
−72.29∗∗∗

−72.01∗∗∗

variable at t = 0 (12.45) (13.52) (11.94) (12.42) (12.16) (12.24)

Constant 713.64∗∗∗ 686.48∗∗∗ 747.26∗∗∗ 712.18∗∗∗ 716.53∗∗∗ 715.77∗∗∗

(186.29) (183.29) (186.90) (184.01) (192.04) (186.70)

N 48 48 48 48 48 48
R 2 .77 .78 .78 .77 .77 .77

Note: ∗ p < .05, ∗∗ p < .01 and ∗∗∗ p < .001 in a one-tailed test of significance. Robust standard errors in
parentheses.

Source: See Table 4.1.

141



Hero and Preuhs

Table 4.5 Estimated effects of individual MCPs on relative change in education
expenditures

Model 5a Model 5b Model 5c Model 5d Model 5e Model 5 f

Immigrant −19.21∗

food stamps (8.10)
LEP programme 22.36

(18.38)
LEP funding 20.32

(13.90)
ESL certification −8.02

(10.51)
Bilingual certification −8.40

(9.91)
English Only law −2.97

(7.37)
Ideology .64 .49 .70 .68 .38 .50

(.77) (.77) (.83) (.86) (.81) (.80)
South 10.62 10.61 6.69 5.87 2.25 4.95

(12.70) (14.24) (11.81) (11.76) (12.98) (12.16)
�% Latino .02 −.02 −.03 .02 .00 .01

(.04) (.05) (.05) (.04) (.05) (.05)
�% Black .16 .15 .11 .11 .15 .12

(.13) (.13) (.11) (.13) (.14) (.13)
� Income −.01 .11 .14 .06 −.09 .01

(.40) (.43) (.43) (.44) (.42) (.42)
� Unemployment .48 .17 .16 −.07 −.17 −.03

(.62) (.58) (.58) (.65) (.66) (.64)
� Education −.64 −.90 −.22 −.83 −1.04 −.75

(1.42) (1.46) (1.29) (1.64) (1.69) (1.53)
� Population −.39∗∗

−.27∗
−.31∗

−.29∗
−.29∗∗

−.29∗∗

density (.13) (.12) (.13) (.12) (.11) (.11)
% Latino .57 −.04 −.14 .32 .39 .16

(.43) (.59) (.61) (.64) (.55) (.58)
% Black .43 .61 .37 .43 .55 .44

(.58) (.65) (.57) (.60) (.67) (.61)
Income −.00 −.004∗

−.01∗
−.004∗

−.00 −.004∗

(.00) (.002) (.00) (.002) (.00) (.002)
Unemployment 12.12 10.77 8.25 6.05 7.17 6.09

(8.78) (9.95) (8.27) (8.42) (8.85) (9.59)
Education 1.52 .79 1.07 1.26 1.16 1.13

(1.12) (1.10) (1.13) (1.25) (1.18) (1.17)
Population −.01 −.01 −.02 −.02 −.01 −.02
density (.02) (.02) (.02) (.02) (.02) (.02)
Level of dependent −16.31∗∗

−16.24∗∗
−18.53∗∗

−16.96∗∗
−15.30∗∗

−17.42
variable at t = 0 (5.60) (6.49) (6.28) (6.60) (6.98) (6.44)

Constant 22.83 87.86 99.33 67.90 53.45 83.01
(101.18) (120.39) (118.23) (127.58) (116.39) (120.04)

N 48 48 48 48 48 48
R 2 .44 .40 .43 .38 .38 .37

Note: ∗ p < .05, ∗∗ p < .01 and ∗∗∗ p < 001 in a one-tailed test of significance. Robust standard errors in
parentheses.

Source: See Table 4.1.
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models of welfare expenditures, but the size of the black population is not.
The lack of an effect from black populations does not seem consistent
with previous findings. Yet there is very little change in the size of the
black population, and policy affected by the size of the black population
was established well before the period of our study (Gilens 2003; Lieber-
man 2003). It is striking that minority population size, albeit the Latino
population rather than the black population, continues as a factor in the
decline of the welfare state. The most consistent indicator across all of
the models is national trends captured by the constant, suggesting that
welfare and education expenditures generally increased as states have
taken on greater responsibilities after the 1996 welfare reforms. Finally,
it seems that states tended to converge on the value of welfare spending,
as indicated by the negative and significant coefficients for the level of the
dependent variable at the baseline year (t = 0). States with higher levels of
initial welfare spending reduced their relative expenditures at greater rates
than those that had lower levels during the baseline year. These findings
imply that changes in the welfare state may be more sensitive to national
trends than state-specific trends, and critics’ arguments about the effect
on liberal coalitions in states underestimate the effects of national trends.

Affirmative action in higher education–California and Texas

Affirmative action programmes based on racial and ethnic backgrounds
are the most obvious forms of MCP in the states. An analysis of two high-
profile policy changes in the late 1990s, in California and Texas, add an
additional test of the MCP question. These two states are important cases,
because they are the two most populated states in the United States and
they have population sizes that are larger than or comparable to many of
the worlds’ nation-states. California’s gross product would place it fifth in
the world if it were a separate country, outpaced by only the rest of the
United States, Japan, Germany, and the UK. Also highly important is that
California and Texas are among the most racially/ethnically diverse states
in the USA.

In 1996, these two states ended major components of their affirmative
action programmes. California did so through the passage of a citizen
initiative, Proposition 209, which garnered 60 per cent of the statewide
vote. Proposition 209 effectively ended affirmative action programmes
in state hiring as well as admissions to public universities. The use of
affirmative action in higher education admissions in Texas ended after
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the federal courts ruled the programme unconstitutional in Hopwood v.
Texas. In both cases, the most widely anticipated consequence was in
public university admissions. If affirmative action, as an MCP, is said to
lead states to reduce support for the welfare state, then in the period
following the removal of affirmative action, especially in such a highly
visible way as these two states did, increased support for welfare policies
might be expected.

In order to test this hypothesis, we examine the degree to which welfare
provisions changed in the period following the Hopwood decision (in
Texas) and the passage of Proposition 209 (in California), relative to other
states. Specifically, we compare the change in measures of welfare and
education spending as a percentage of GSP between 1996 and 2000 as
a percentage of 1996 levels. The 1996 baseline is used since this should
be the point where California and Texas are most likely to diverge in
their spending as the MCP of affirmative action was abandoned. Given
the widely publicized concern regarding higher education in the case of
California, and the direct impact of the Hopwood case on higher educa-
tion admissions in Texas, education expenditures provide an indicator
of welfare provision that is most likely to be affected by such a change.
Public welfare expenditures are included in the analysis to examine the
broad impact of this particular policy change on the welfare state more
generally.

Again, the key hypothesis tested is whether MCPs and the welfare state
are inversely related. In this case, California and Texas should display a
greater relative increase (or a smaller relative decrease) in welfare pro-
visions as affirmative action is removed compared to other states. Cali-
fornia and Texas diverged from this expectation quite drastically in the
direction of their welfare state from 1996 to 2000. Both decreased welfare
expenditures as a percentage of GSP. Thus, the major shift that might be
anticipated after the removal of a major MCP did not occur. Regarding
the narrower question of the impact on education spending, the two
states differed in the direction of education expenditure changes during
this period, with California increasing their education expenditures as a
percentage of GSP, while Texas decreased education expenditures in the
four years following the Hopwood decision.

These findings, however, should be placed in a broader context to
further test the hypothesis, by comparing the rate of change in other
states, since general social, economic, and political trends may account
for these changes. Perhaps all states were reducing welfare spending in
this period, as a percentage of GSP. Thus, the question asked is: did
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California and Texas reduce their welfare expenditures at a relatively
lower rate than other states during this period? Contrary to the critics’
hypothesis, the answer is no. In fact, California’s 53.5 per cent decrease in
welfare expenditures as a percentage of GSP in this four-year period was
the second largest decrease of all fifty states. Texas, with a reduction of
21.4 per cent in welfare as a percentage of GSP, was the tenth largest
decrease. Both states’ rates of change were well below the mean of relative
changes in welfare as a percentage of GSP (−6.7 per cent) for all fifty states.

The results for education expenditures compared to other states are
more mixed. Comparatively, California’s relative increase in education
expenditures as a per cent of GSP (20.8 per cent) ranked as the fifteenth
largest increase in the fifty states. Texas, however, decreased its education
expenditures during this period; its 15.3 per cent decrease in education
spending as a percentage of GSP places it in the bottom third of the states
in relative change from 1996 levels.

Of course, there may be other factors that explain why California and
Texas did not reap the predicted increase in welfare expenditures from
removing affirmative action. Controlling for all potential variables is
difficult, given their unique status as the two states that experienced this
policy shift. However, we can gain some further insight by comparing
expenditures in these two states with other comparable states that did
not abandon their affirmative action programs. In particular, we can
compare California and Texas to other states with similarly sized minor-
ity populations—in particular, Latino and African-American populations.
Blacks and Latinos are the highest-profile targets of affirmative action in
California and Texas, and as we have discussed earlier, it is the size of such
minorities (and white attitudes towards them) that provide the most likely
link between welfare policies and MCP policies. If affirmative action as an
MCP erodes support for redistribution, then California and Texas should
be doing better on welfare expenditures, post-1996, than other states with
comparably sized minority populations.

Table 4.6 presents the ten states with the largest percentage of Latinos,
and the ten states with the largest percentage of African-Americans and
Latinos combined. The cells provide each state’s ranking within the group
for each measure of the welfare state, with the highest ranking for the
largest relative increases, and the actual percentage change in welfare state
indicators in parentheses.

Did relative welfare expenditures in California and Texas increase to a
greater extent (or decrease to a lesser extent) than the most comparable
states? If so, both states would be expected to consistently rank at or near
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Table 4.6 Comparison of California and Texas with other racially and ethnically
diverse states

States ranked by % population Rank and (percentage) Rank and (percentage)
Latino Latino change in welfare change in education
population as a as percentage of GSP as percentage of GSP
% of total population

1. New Mexico 37.9 1 (6.2%) 1 (64.9)
2. Texas 25.5 4 (−21.5) 7 (−15.3)
3. California 20.6 10 (−53.5) 2 (20.8)
4. Arizona 14.6 7 (−28.1) 4 (7.0)
5. Colorado 14.0 6 (−25.9) 5 (−3.3)
6. Nevada 13.0 3 (−11.6) 3 (8.8)
7. Florida 13.4 2 (−3.9) 6 (−7.3)
8. New York 12.3 8 (−37.2) 9 (−32.2)
9. New Jersey 10.0 9 (−45.2) 10 (−35.8)

10. Illinois 9.0 5 (−27.4) 8 (−17.2)

States ranked by % population Rank and (percentage) Rank and (percentage)
Latino and Black Black and Latino change in welfare change in education
population as a % as percentage of GSP as percentage of GSP
of total population

1. New Mexico 39.8 4 (6.2) 1 (64.9)
2. Texas 36.8 8 (−21.5) 8 (−15.3)
3. Mississippi 36.5 2 (16.3) 3 (43.5)
4. Louisiana 32.5 7 (−14.0) 4 (22.3)
5. California 32.2 10 (−53.5) 5 (20.8)
6. South Carolina 31.0 3 (6.8) 6 (20.5)
7. Georgia 30.3 6 (−12.3) 7 (7.2)
8. Maryland 28.2 5 (4.6) 9 (−21.2)
9. New York 27.9 9 (−37.2) 10 (−32.2)

10. Alabama 26.8 1 (24.1) 2 (50.0)

Note: States are ranked within each group. Per cent change is the relative per cent change as described in the
text.

Source: See Table 4.1.

the top of each group. As rankings in Table 4.6 indicate, this is not the
case. While California ranks second in change in education as a percent-
age of GSP within states with the largest Latino population (Column 4),
it also had the greatest decrease in welfare expenditures as a percentage
of GSP. Texas generally fell at the lower end of the rankings, with the
exception of being ranked fourth in welfare expenditure change as a
percentage of GSP among the states with the largest Latino populations.
In all, even when making comparisons among states with similar minority
populations, there is no systematic movement towards increasing welfare
provisions when MCPs have been eliminated in these two cases. In many
instances, Texas and California were in the bottom half of their peer states
on key indicators.
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Table 4.7 Summary of the effects of MCPs on the welfare state in the American states

Does the effect support (Yes) or undermine (No) the argument
that MCPs displace the welfare state?

� Welfare expenditures as a per cent � Education expenditures as a
of Gross State Product per cent of Gross State Product

Affirmative action No No
MCP index No No
Immigrant food stamps No No
LEP programme No Yes
LEP funding No No
ESL certification No No
Bilingual certification No No
English-only laws No No

Source: See Table 4.1.

3. Summary and conclusion

Do MCPs undermine support for welfare state policies? Based on the
extensive evidence we have marshalled and analysed on the states of the
USA, the most straightforward answer to this question is ‘no’. Considering
states that adopted or had not adopted various MCPs, as well as instances
where states had certain MCPs in place but repealed them, there is little
or no evidence that in the aggregate the presence of MCPs is related
to lower welfare spending or other indicators of state social equality,
nor, on the other hand, that the repeal of MCPs leads to an increase
in support for welfare. Table 4.7 summarizes the findings; as shown,
fifteen of the sixteen findings do not support the claim that MCPs are
related to lower welfare support and education expenditures within the
states.

What challenges might be made to these findings? Some challenges
quickly come to mind, though there are surely others. One is that
there are other, perhaps ‘better’ ways to measure important variables.
For instance, one might measure policies such as welfare and education
spending on a per capita or other basis different from that used here.
Perhaps this would lead to different findings; but different indicators may
be more or less appropriate depending on the assumptions and specific
theory to be examined. Nonetheless, this and other measurement issues
should not be dismissed. We have provided an initial analysis, and invite
additional research that is both systematic and rigorous to add to, and
perhaps challenge, our findings.
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While our findings do not support the critics, it is also important to
note that our findings provide little support for the opposite hypothesis
that MCPs and the welfare state reinforce one another. Instead, it appears
that there is simply no systematic linkage between level of MCPs and level
of welfare expenditures.

This may seem surprising, given our earlier discussion of the signifi-
cance of racial/ethnic diversity historically for both welfare and cultural
policies. As we saw, similar racial dynamics appear to underpin the adop-
tion and retrenchment of both welfare policies and MCPs. Given this,
we might have expected MCPs and welfare expenditures to co-vary—i.e.
to rise or fall together. How then is it that race affects welfare policies,
and that race also affects MCPs, but that MCPs and welfare policies seem
unrelated?

The general lack of relationships may be attributable to several factors.
It may be that the policies themselves are complex and that those policies
cannot be adequately captured by yes/no indicators, such as measures
regarding the presence or absence of Official English, bilingual education,
and so forth. Another possibility is that a number of institutional factors
alone or in combination muffle the relationship between welfare policies
and MCPs, although race is relevant to each set of policies. For example,
federal programmes both constrain and enable states. Federal policies con-
strain states by assuring certain levels of uniformity, perhaps moderating
a welfare/MCP relationship in the process. On the other hand, federal
programmes enable states by providing considerable discretion within
policy areas and it may be that is where the impact of race is manifest, but
the impacts do not cross over from one set of policies to another (MCPs
to welfare policies). Along with federalism, another institutional feature
may be important. Recall that in two important instances where MCPs
were overturned—namely, affirmative action in Texas and California—
this was done outside the traditional venues of political representation
and lawmaking. Specifically, the repeal of California’s affirmative action
programme, as well as its adoption of Official English, occurred through
referenda and the initiative process; the state legislature had been pro-
tective of more permissive language policies. And the elimination of
affirmative action admissions in Texas higher education was achieved by a
court decision, Hopwood. But note that Texas is a state with a small welfare
domain, while California has traditionally had substantially larger welfare
provision. Federalism and the separation of powers (at both the state and
national levels) may together separate the two types of policies, although
the importance of race remains for each domain individually.
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Howard (1999) has argued that in assessing the American welfare state,
particularly as shaped by federalism, it is not correct to speak of the welfare
state, but it instead should be viewed as welfare states in the plural.
That is, Howard asserts that each type of welfare policy, whether it be
Medicaid, TANF/AFDC, or other redistributive policy, and/or particular
dimensions of such policies, has its own politics and political dynamics.
Assuming Howard is correct about welfare policies, perhaps his assertions
also extend to MCPs. Not only does each MCP have somewhat different
policy goals, aims, and mechanisms, but each MCP also has different con-
sequences for different minority groups and subgroups. Therefore, there
is almost certainly not one, but numerous, MCP regimes. The analysis
above indicates a central trait those MCPs may share is that none seems
to significantly affect the welfare states.

Critics of multiculturalism have advanced a ‘master narrative’ about
the trade-off between recognition and redistribution in the United States.
According to this narrative, the tendency of the progressive wing of the
Democratic Party to indulge in ‘identity politics’ (including support for
MCPs) has made it more difficult to build or sustain a pan-racial coalition
in favour of redistribution (e.g. Gitlin 1995; Barry 2001). On this view,
there are many working-class Americans—particularly white members of
the working class—who would support a stronger redistributive welfare
state, but who are neglected or turned off by the Democrats’ embracing
of cultural rights and multiculturalism. The evidence in this chapter casts
doubt on this narrative, but does not yet explain why it is wrong. Further
research is needed to explore why the various mechanisms posited by the
critics—such as the crowding out, corroding, and misdiagnosis effects of
MCPs—have not manifested themselves. However, one possible explan-
ation why there does not appear to be a trade-off between MCPs and
welfare policies—at least at the state level—is that the voters who are likely
to be antagonized by MCPs have already left the Democratic Party. The
critics seem to be assuming that there is a large pool of voters who would
support colour-blind redistribution (even if it disproportionately benefits
Blacks and Hispanics), as well as supporting strong anti-discrimination
for racial minorities, but who are put off by MCPs. This may actually be
a small pool, or at least a smaller pool than assumed. It may be that
the voters who reject MCPs are also opposed to welfare policies that
disproportionately benefit minorities. And these voters have already left
the Democratic Party, such that the only way to recruit these voters would
be to abandon not only support for MCPs but also support for strong anti-
discrimination and welfare policies. It is important to remember, in this
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respect, that the ‘white flight’ from the Democratic Party began, in at least
some parts of the country, in the 1960s when the Democrats embraced
basic civil and political rights for Blacks.

To summarize, previous research indicates that race has a profound
influence on the size and the nature of welfare policies in the USA.
Prior research also suggests that race affects whether or not MCPs will
be adopted and extended, or repealed. But the findings of the present
chapter suggest that MCPs appear unrelated to the general level of welfare
expenditures. The analysis here also suggests that to reverse or abol-
ish MCPs would not necessarily mean that welfare expenditures would
increase. Our study is simply a first step in investigating these links, and
its limitations will undoubtedly become clear as further research examines
these issues. For the time being, however, the evidence presented here
indicates that the pursuit of recognition through MCPs has not eroded
the politics of redistribution in US state politics.

Appendix 4.1. Data Sources

Table A 4.1 Description, summary statistics, and sources for data used in the analyses

Variable Description and summary statistics Sources

LEP programmes 1 if state has policy, 0 otherwise.
43 States (84%) coded 1.

National Clearinghouse for
Bilingual Education
(1999).

LEP funding 1 if state has policy, 0 otherwise.
37 states (74%) coded 1.

National Clearinghouse for
Bilingual Education
(1999).

ESL certification 1 if state has policy, 0 otherwise.
36 states (72%) coded 1.

National Clearinghouse for
Bilingual Education
(1999).

Bilingual education
certification

1 if state has policy, 0 otherwise.
27 states (54%) coded 1.

National Clearinghouse for
Bilingual Education
(1999).

English-only laws 1 if state has policy or ever had policy,
0 otherwise.

Preuhs (2005).

25 states (50%) coded as 1.
Immigrants eligible for

state-funded food
stamps.

1 if state has policy, 0 otherwise.
17 states (34%) coded as 1.

Tumlin, Zimmerman, and
Ost (1999).

(Continued on next page)
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Table A 4.1 Continued

Variable Description and summary statistics Sources

� Welfare expenditures
as a percentage of GSP

Per cent change from the baseline year
in total state expenditures on welfare
policy areas as a percentage of Gross
State Product (GSP). Measured as:
100*[(Welfare as % GSPt – Welfare as
% GSPt0)/ Welfare as % GSPt0],
where t is the end year and t0 is the
baseline year.

For GSP: US Department
of Commerce; Bureau of
Economic Analysis.

For Welfare Expenditures:
US Census Bureau;
Census of Governments.

Mean: 67.35
SD: 57.79
Range: −33.97 to 210.4

� Education expenditures
as percentage of GSP

Per cent change from the baseline year
in total state expenditures on
education as a percentage of Gross
State Product (GSP). Measured as:
100*[(Education expenditures as
% GSPt – Education expenditures as
% GSPt0)/ Education expenditures as
% GSPt0], where t is the end year
and t0 is the baseline year.

US Census Bureau; Census
of Governments (various
years).

For GSP: US Department
of Commerce; Bureau of
Economic Analysis.

For Education
Expenditures: US Census
Bureau; Census of
Governments.

Mean: 19.17
SD: 21.58
Range: –9.65 to 92.71
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Is multiculturalism eroding support for

welfare provision? The British case

Geoffrey Evans

Introduction

This chapter examines the argument that there is a ‘trade-off between
the extension of multiculturalist policies and public commitment to a
universalistic welfare state’ (Banting and Kymlicka, introduction to this
volume). According to some authors the increasing enactment of multi-
cultural policies has supposedly contributed to an increase in tensions
between majority and minority groups, a decline in levels of social trust,
and the undermining of support for universalistic welfare provision. These
changes in public opinion thus provide a mechanism that links the
adoption of multiculturalist policies to a decline in the institutions of the
welfare state. Our primary focus is on these aspects of public opinion,
particularly those concerning attitudes towards minority rights on the
one hand and welfare provision on the other, and how they have changed
in recent decades in the British social context. As we shall see, in the
British case, at least, there is so far little or no empirical support for predic-
tions derived from the trade-off argument, though future developments
consistent with these claims cannot be ruled out.

A case study of Britain can of course provide only the slimmest of
grounds for preferring one account over another in such a general debate.
It is also an area that is characterized by conceptual proliferation, with
the arguments advanced by advocates of the idea that multiculturalist
policies undermine welfare states (e.g. Gitlin 1995; Barry 2001; Goodhart
2004) weaving together features of current politics and policy with a range
of putative mechanisms that have not yet been empirically evaluated.
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Examination of the role of public attitudes in accounting for any rela-
tionship between multiculturalist policies and a supposed decline of the
welfare state is also made difficult by a lack of clarity regarding the
precise attitudes that it might be useful to examine: exactly which sorts
of issues (immigration; multiculturalist policies; integration versus the
preservation of cultural differences)—and for which minorities? Similarly,
it is not clear exactly which aspects of the welfare state—unemployment
benefit; social security; wealth redistribution; levels of social spending;
public health care; education; public sector employment; taxation? Then
there is the even more tortuous task of disentangling the plausible factors
which might impact on those attitudes: the precise point at which multi-
culturalist policies supposedly have become salient (not necessarily when
they were enacted) in the public consciousness; the size and behaviour
of the minorities themselves; the presence of increasing numbers of asy-
lum seekers; pronounced variations in economic performance; a dramatic
change in political ascendancy of the main parties; global terrorism and
geopolitical conflicts; and doubtless others.

Despite these complexities we can engage directly with one influential
account, that of David Goodhart (2004), which analyses public resent-
ment about welfare provision for immigrants in Britain and from this
derives more general inferences concerning the dangers that diversity
might bring for the welfare state. His interpretation is based primarily
on evidence taken from a single British survey conducted in late 2003 by
Mori (see Duffy 2004a), which therefore has considerable limitations as
a basis of inference in that it cannot tell us if these issues have become
more important over time. After all, people have always had categories
of the ‘undeserving’ for whom welfare payouts are not seen as just—
single teenage mothers, ‘the workshy’, the ‘rough rather than respectable’
working class, ‘sturdy beggars’ have all featured in one way or other
through time as objects of resentment with respect to state handouts (as
Duffy 2004a illustrates). That some should feel like that about immigrants
is probably not a new attitude, nor is it specific to immigrants. Goodhart’s
paper also focuses on diversity, rather than multiculturalist policies them-
selves, and gives considerable attention to attitudes towards immigration
and asylum, issues that have been increasing in significance in line with
rising immigration and increases in the number of asylum seekers but
which are not necessarily linked to multiculturalism as a political pro-
gramme. And while the rise of Islamic militancy since the turn of the
millennium has probably made people more aware of cultural differences
than might otherwise have been the case, their primary reaction is more
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likely to be a justifiable fear of possible terrorist attacks than a concern
over the workings of multiculturalist policies.

The main weakness of Goodhart’s evidence regarding the corrosive
effects of diversity on support for welfare is that it has little over-time
basis on which to make comparisons. In contrast, our empirical terrain
is Britain during the last 20–30 years, our tool of investigation is the
most extensive set of high-quality social surveys conducted over this
period—the British Social Attitudes (BSA) series and the British Election
Studies (BES) series from 1974 to 1997, with supplements from selected
Mori polls. The welfare state will be narrowed down to issues concerning
unemployment benefits, spending on poverty, redistribution, and the
NHS, but will not attempt to cover the full range of welfare state issues.
The classic definition of a multiculturalist policy has not been much
examined in social surveys, so though we will examine one question asked
at two points in time on that issue, this will be supplemented by exam-
ining the attitudes of the majority to minorities and immigrants more
generally.

1. The predictions

According to Banting and Kymlicka (Chapter 1, this volume), critics of
multiculturalism polices postulate three main mechanisms to account
for how multiculturalism might undermine the welfare state, which they
label the ‘crowding-out’, ‘misdiagnosis’, and ‘corroding’ effects. The first
two predict that multiculturalism has a negative impact on the political
salience of redistribution; the third predicts that multiculturalism has a
negative impact on public support for redistribution. Is there a way to test
these hypotheses using public opinion data?

The ‘crowding-out’ hypothesis appears to focus on activists, who shift
from the politics of redistribution to the politics of recognition, but it
also has implications for mass opinion to the degree that such opinion is
influenced by the issues activists choose to promote to general salience.1

One consequence is a possible decline in the political significance of
traditional left-right issues concerned with the ‘slice of the cake’, and
an increase in the political prominence of social and cultural issues. In

1 ‘Misdiagnosis’ cannot easily be examined using this sort of data, though as with crowding
out it might also carry with it the implication that cultural themes replace economic ones
as the movers of the popular vote, and thus impact on the policies emphasized by parties
competing for that vote.
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its most extreme form this could be associated with a decline in the
emphasis given to redistribution when making political choices by the
traditional left-wing support base in the working classes, for whom an
emphasis on the rights of minorities would appear to be particularly
unappealing (see for example, Sniderman et al. 2001; Lipset 1981; Evans
2000). One prediction, then, is that the rise of multiculturalism has led
to the increased salience of cultural issues over redistributive issues in
determining popular support for different political parties, with negative
consequences for left-wing parties.

The ‘corrosion’ thesis appears to relate to Miller’s (1995) argument
that diversity produces a decline in trust—echoed in the Goodhart paper
cited above and in Putnam’s well-known US evidence that diversity is
associated with lower social capital. In this context, the adoption of
multiculturalism policies is said to reinforce and exacerbate this negative
impact of diversity on trust and solidarity, by further emphasizing our
differences rather than our commonalities. A second prediction then is
that the rise of multiculturalism has contributed to a decline in social
trust and a decline in support for universalistic provision via collective
contribution.

In summary, the implications of the various strands of the anti-
multiculturalist thesis are that, ceteris paribus, we would expect attitudes
towards welfare to become more negative over time as multiculturalism
becomes an increasing reality. Levels of trust should be in decline. There
should be evidence of increasing resentment at multiculturalist policies
and the minorities who benefit from them. These minority rights issues
should over time form a stronger component of models of voting at the
expense of redistributive, welfare-related issues, thus providing a basis for
anti-welfare electoral success.

We attempt to test these hypotheses below. We also note an alternative
view that is sceptical of the plausibility of the mechanisms that link
premisses to conclusions in these theories. It would instead link attitudes
to welfare to the perceived level of provision in place given the demands
upon it: welfare provision is valued more when it is needed. Thus sup-
port for social security and unemployment benefits is likely to be higher
when unemployment is a serious threat to many among the public, but
recede when the economy is booming. Similarly, if spending on welfare is
perceived to be high, then further spending will be seen as less important
than if spending has been retrenched. We would thus expect attitudes
to track typical indicators of economic performance, unemployment,
and welfare spending. From this perspective, to pursue explanations of
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variations in public support based in the subtleties of the multiculturalist
critics would seem unproductive. Let us examine some evidence.

2. The evidence

We pursue this set of questions in two different ways. In the next sec-
tion, we examine what has happened to British attitudes towards eth-
nic rights, multicultural policies, and immigrants over the twenty-year
period covered by the British Social Attitudes surveys. The following
section then moves on to focus in more detail on the possible politi-
cal impact of these attitudes towards minorities with respect to support
for welfare policies and the parties who advocate them. In effect, we
start with the independent variables in these assertions: public attitudes
towards minorities and multiculturalist policies. We then move on to the
dependent variables: public support for the welfare state, and the voters’
choices.

We are aware, of course, that a possible criticism of our emphasis on
survey evidence of this sort is that respondents may simply be unwilling
to demonstrate ‘politically incorrect’ views to an interviewer even if they
hold them. But this argument does not stand up to close examination.
In the first case, many questions examined on these topics are in the
self-completion part of the British Social Attitudes questionnaire which
is usually only filled in after the interviewer has left—these views do
not need to be expressed face-to-face and thus do not involve potential
embarrassment or awkwardness in the interviewer–respondent encounter.
Secondly, a tendency not to express negative views towards minorities
because of an awareness of and compliance with what is seen to be
politically correct can be taken as an indicator of what people consider
legitimate to express in social encounters. It is therefore a measure of a
changing social climate with respect to racial tolerance and is likely to
be ‘real in its consequences’, both in terms of everyday interaction and
because response to public opinion polls informs policy makers and the
strategists of parties competing for political office.

3. Public attitudes about multicultural diversity

Has there been increased resentment and hostility towards ethnic minori-
ties and multiculturalism policies, reduced feelings of social trust, and
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a backlash against immigration, which critics fear weaken support for
redistribution? This section examines each of these dimensions of con-
temporary multicultural experience.

Attitudes towards multiculturalism and ethnic minority rights

Although there has been concern about the presence of ingrained, sup-
posedly ‘institutional’, racism, especially since the murder of Stephen
Lawrence and the subsequent Macpherson Report concerning its inves-
tigation (Macpherson 1999) and, particularly since 11 September 2001,
evidence of intolerant acts towards groups such as Muslims, immigrants,
and asylum seekers, there are at least some grounds for believing that
tolerance of minority rights is likely to have increased in recent years.
First, it is generally argued that tolerance of minorities is linked to higher
levels of education (Hyman and Wright 1979; Bobo and Licari 1989; Nie,
Junn, and Stehlik-Barry 1996), and the last twenty or so years have seen
a great leap in the proportion of young people going on to higher edu-
cation. Secondly, there has been pressure from above, in the form of the
Commission for Racial Equality, Parliament, and many other institutions
in society which seek to protect and extend the rights of minorities. In
consequence, although there are still debates on these matters, empirical
studies of expressed prejudice seem to indicate that it has indeed been
on the decline (Evans 2002a; Heath and Rothon 2003). Whether this
might also translate into public endorsement of specifically multicultural
policies is less clear—as Banting and Kymlicka note, one can have multi-
culturalist policies without multiculturalist rhetoric, and to some degree
this has been the case in Britain, where in 2004 the then Home Secretary
David Blunkett explicitly expressed his dislike for the term ‘multicultur-
alism’, but where there has been increasing attention to such policies by
the government.

Let us first examine some evidence of attitudes towards minorities and
their rights. The most extensive time-series question providing evidence
on tolerance of racial minorities in Britain asks respondents: ‘How would
you describe yourself . . . as very prejudiced against people of other races,
a little prejudiced, or, not prejudiced at all?’ Although we have provided
evidence of the validity of these responses, and used them to demonstrate
a decline in prejudice in Britain over twenty years from the early 1980s
(Evans 2002a), we will restrict the evidence presented here to responses
to questions that do not use self-definition. There are a range of such
questions that have been asked at various points in the history of the BSA,
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Figure 5.1 Acceptance of minorities
Question: ‘Would you mind or not mind if a suitably qualified person of Black or West
Indian (Asian) origin were appointed as your boss?’
Question: ‘Would you mind or not mind if one of your close relatives were to marry a
person of black or West Indian (Asian) origin?’

though they have been discontinued in recent years. Responses to these
questions confirm an increasing and majority tendency to acceptance
of racial minorities (which might be part of the reason why they were
discontinued). As Figure 5.1 indicates, the proportion of respondents
who would mind if a suitably qualified black/Asian were appointed as
their boss had disappeared into insignificance by the 1990s. Levels of
disapproval at interracial marriage by a close relative were higher but still
evaporating by the time these series were dropped from the BSA in 1996.

These figures point to greater acceptance. A series on immigration
from the same era suggests that increasing acceptance doesn’t mean mass
endorsement of further immigration, a point to which we return below.
However, it is important to note here that there has been a marked clos-
ing of the gap between attitudes towards Asian and Australian/European
immigrants during the period as opposition to further Indian and Pak-
istani settlement declined (see Figure 5.2).

But what of minority rights? Equality of opportunity has been the main
interest of British researchers over the years and both the BES and BSA
have relevant questions (see Table 5.1). The BSA trends on this show
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Figure 5.2 Immigration
Question: ‘Please say, for each of the groups below, whether you think Britain should
allow more settlement, less settlement, or about the same as now: Indians and Pakistani;
Australians and New Zealanders; Common Market/European Community/European
Union countries’.

majority acceptance of equality of opportunity for people of different
races, opposition to this having fallen to around 20 per cent by the 1990s.
A differently worded question asked in 2001 found only 3 per cent who
thought race discrimination was ‘usually or always right’. We can also see
that in the 1990s, and increasingly during the latter part of the decade, our
respondents perceived substantial legal discrimination against minorities,
which was presumably seen as unjust.

A longer though sparser time series in the BES asks a different
question—whether ‘attempts to give equal opportunities to black people
and Asians in Britain have gone much too far/gone a little far/about
right/not quite far enough/not gone nearly far enough’. As Table 5.2
reports, distributions of responses to this question remain effectively con-
stant through time—despite the very clear changes that took place over
the period in question. In other words, at no point is there evidence of an
increase in the proportion of people who thought things had ‘gone too
far’, which indicates that there was no reaction against the improvements
in equal opportunities attained over the period.

Equal treatment is accepted, but multiculturalist policies are about
rather more than being treated equally. Table 5.3 shows responses to two
questions that address multiculturalism more precisely. These have only
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Table 5.1 Equal treatment for minorities

Support for equality

Question: ‘There is a law in Britain against racial discrimination, that is against giving unfair
preference to a particular race in housing, jobs and so on. Do YOU generally support or oppose
the idea of a law for this purpose?’

1983 1984 1986 1989 1990 1991 1994 1996

Support 69 70 65 68 68 76 73 75
Oppose 28 26 32 28 29 21 22 21

Base 1,761 1,675 1,548 1,461 1,397 1,473 2,302 2,399

Perceived racial discrimination

Question: ‘Suppose two people—one white, one black—each appear in court, charged with a
crime they did not commit. What do you think their chances are of being found guilty . . . the
white person is more likely to be found guilty, they have the same chance, or, the black person
is more likely to be found guilty?’

1990 1994 1998

White person more likely 3 4 3
Same chance 49 49 41
Black person more likely 42 44 51
Don’t know 6 4 5

Base 1,397 1,137 2,071

been asked in 1995 and 2003, but they give us a further eight years to
assess change following on from those covered in the previous table. The
first of these questions asks for a basic integrationist vs. multiculturalist
preference from respondents.2 In both years most people opt for the
integrationist answer. However, between 1995 and 2003 the gap between
integration and multiculturalism dropped by a substantial 15 per cent.
The second question raises the role of government assistance in furthering
the multiculturalist agenda. In both years most people disagree with this

2 This question has been criticized as offering a false choice (see, for example, Miller’s
chapter in this volume). Most defenders of multicultural policies argue that when public
institutions accommodate a minority’s customs and traditions, this actually makes it easier
for immigrants to participate in those institutions, and thereby assists their integration.
Moreover, even the most enthusiastic defender of multiculturalism does not suppose that
immigrants should be able to maintain all of their customs and traditions, regardless of their
content or conformity with human rights standards. So they tend to frame the issue as not
one of ‘maintaining customs’ versus ‘integration’, but rather as one concerning what kinds
of accommodations are compatible with what kinds of integration. It is unlikely however
that these nuances are perceived and shared by the general public, nor is there evidence that
they feature strongly in public disputes between advocates of pro- and anti-multiculturalist
policies. Regardless of political theorists’ concerns, in the real of world of political competition
the choice between integration vs. multiculturalism is usually how the debate is framed.
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Table 5.2 Attitudes regarding equal opportunities for blacks and Asians
in Britain

1974 1979 1983 1987 1992 1997

Attempts have gone . . .
Much too far 11 11 7 5 5
Too far 15 17 19 21 18 20
About right 42 39 49 40 38 42
Not far enough 21 20 27 24 29 25
Not nearly far enough 6 7 4 4 3

Base 2,305 1,871 3,955 3,826 3,534 3,615

Note: The question had only three response categories in 1983.

proposition—but again, the 58 per cent registering disagreement in 1995
drops to 51 per cent in 2003. Despite the majority disapproval, these shifts
in a pro-multiculturalist direction provide, at very least, no evidence of
increasing resentment at such policies.

So, we find no support for a ‘backlash’ against minorities or their
rights whether with respect to equal treatment or maintaining cultural
distinctiveness. Equal treatment is clearly far more widely endorsed than

Table 5.3 Attitudes towards multiculturalism

Question: ‘How much do you agree or disagree with the following statement? Ethnic minorities
should be given government assistance to preserve their customs and traditions’

1995 2003

Strongly agree 2 2
Agree 13 15
Neither agree/disagree 23 27
Disagree 39 38
Strongly disagree 18 13

Base 1,058 873

Question: ‘Some people say that it is better for a country if different racial and ethnic groups
maintain their distinct customs and traditions. Others say that it is better if those groups adapt
and blend Into the larger society. Which of these views come closer to your own?’

1995 2003

Maintain customs 16 20
Adapt and blend into society 65 54
Can’t choose 18 24

Base 1,058 873
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multiculturalism, but both have demonstrated positive changes over the
years.

Declining social trust?

A different element of the critique of the effects of multiculturalism
on welfare focuses on declining trust as a result of increasing diversity.
Levels of trust are almost impossible to calculate with confidence—trust
in whom, when, for what? But there are rough indicators. Trust is not
measured over any period of time in the BSA series unfortunately, but
there is a useful time series conducted by Mori that indicates some aspects
of such orientations over an extensive period.

In these data, trust is measured as believing in what people say, which
is a rather limited operationalization of the notion of trust but the only
one for which we have a lengthy time series (see Figure 5.3). The most
relevant item is that concerning ‘the ordinary man and woman in the
street’—which clearly shows no evidence of decline through time—but
information on trust in the representatives of institutions makes inter-
esting reading and useful comparators. Civil servants, doctors, teachers,
scientists, and especially trade unionists became more trusted over this
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Figure 5.3 Trust
Net trust in different groups of people—illustrative examples (% respondents who trust
group to tell truth − % respondents who do not trust group to tell truth)
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period. Clergymean, arguably, were less trusted—presumably as fewer and
fewer people participated in institutionalized religion, though this relies
heavily on the very restricted measurement points in the early years of
the series—and other groups including the government and politicians,
and ‘the ordinary man and woman in the street’ fluctuated trendlessly.
Figure 5.3 illustrates some of these (others are available on request).

So not only is there no sign of a decline in trust in other citizens in
general, but the agents of the welfare state have in several cases gained
in credibility among the general public. Clearly, as noted above, ideas
about social trust probably require greater examination over time than
these data supply, but without the availability of such evidence we must
conclude the case for decline is unproven.

Immigration and diversity

Levels of trust do not appear to be in decline, and we have already seen
that attitudes to minority rights and multiculturalism have if anything
become more positive. However, there is evidence that asylum and immi-
gration are issues that the public has become more concerned about. Mori
polls show how immigration has become rated as the most important
issue facing Britain in recent years by an increasing (though erratically so)
proportion of the population, but it is still only a very small proportion
(Duffy 2004a). Our own BSA data also show some evidence of an increase
in concern between 1995 and 2003, though this is not dramatic in its
extent, with the most noticeable change being a ten-point increase in
those who want to see immigration reduced by ‘a lot’ (Table 5.4).

To explain even this change requires little imagination and no need
for recourse for arguments about reactions to multicultural policies.
Figure 5.4 shows the recent trends in immigration and in asylum seekers—
both have been on a marked upward sweep until very recently (the
number of asylum seekers declined precipitously in 2003/4). Given these
increases and the media attention they have inevitably garnered, it would
be surprising if at least some of the population hadn’t become more
concerned.

In summary, then, it is difficult to depict British public attitudes as
moving consistently in the directions anticipated by critics of multicultur-
alism. There is no evidence of a backlash against minorities or minority
rights, or of a decline in general levels of trust in other citizens. There
was some increase in opposition to immigration between the mid-1990s
and 2003. However, increased opposition to immigration is not the same
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Table 5.4 Immigration

Question: ‘Do you think the number of immigrants to Britain nowadays should be . . . ’

1995 2003

Increased a lot 1 2
Increased a little 3 4
Remain the same as it is 27 16
Reduced a little 24 23
Reduced a lot 39 49
Can’t choose 6 6

Base 1,058 873

Question: ‘There are different opinions about immigrants from other countries living In Britain. (By
“immigrants” we mean people who come to live in Britain.) How much do you agree or disagree
with each of the following statements?’

1995 2003

Immigrants increase crime rates
Strongly agree 7 13
Agree 17 25
Neither agree/disagree 34 31
Disagree 31 24
Strongly disagree 7 3

Immigrants are generally good for Britain’s economy
Strongly agree 1 1
Agree 15 20
Neither agree/disagree 42 35
Disagree 31 31
Strongly disagree 5 8

Base 1,058 873

as opposition to multiculturalist policies for minorities already settled
in Britain. While such policies cannot be described as popular, public
attitudes about them softened in the same period. Nor as we shall see, can
increased opposition to immigration easily be interpreted as translating
into opposition to welfare policies.

4. Multiculturalism and the welfare state

In this section, we turn to the bottom line: support for the welfare
state. Has public support for redistribution weakened in Britain? If sup-
port has declined, is it reasonable to blame immigration and multicul-
turalist policies, or are alternative explanations more convincing? And
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Figure 5.4 Immigration and asylum trends

Note: The Office of National Statistics changed how it measured immigration in the
1990s and so figures for total immigration (including asylum seekers) are only available
from 1992 onwards. Earlier data are from the International Passenger Survey (IPS).

is there evidence that attitudes towards immigration and multicultur-
alism have had an impact on voter choices between different political
parties?

Declining public support for universalistic provision?

Attitudes towards the welfare state are multifaceted. Immigration is a
growing issue, and there is some recent evidence of disapproval of immi-
grants getting full welfare rights (Duffy 2004a). But does this impact on
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Figure 5.5 Attitude towards spending on welfare

Net Support (% agree–% disagree) for government spending more money on welfare
benefits for the poor, even if it leads to higher taxes

support for welfare provision more generally? Fortunately, we can make
use of a range of relevant items that have been asked over time. From
Figure 5.5 we can see that support for ‘greater spending on welfare benefits
even at the cost of higher taxes’ has arguably weakened most over the
years, though it has apparently stabilized recently.

Similarly, there is some evidence that the public is increasingly sceptical
about whether people truly need welfare support. Figure 5.6 presents
responses to several questions about this. Scepticism about the deserv-
ingness of people on social security has remained constant, though dis-
agreement with the statement has dropped a little since the late 1990s.
Disagreement with the idea that the welfare state encourages people to
stop helping each other also weakened in the mid-1990s, and more people
likewise thought that if welfare weren’t so generous more people would
learn to stand on their own two feet.

In short, since the mid-1990s, public support for increased welfare
spending has declined and attitudes towards welfare recipients have hard-
ened. These trends do lend some credence to the concern that the ‘politics
of redistribution’ has weakened.

But should we attribute these patterns to multiculturalist policies, or
even immigration? It hardly seems justified—at all time points there is a
slight positive correlation between being pro spending/redistribution and
believing minority rights haven’t gone far enough/support for multicul-
turalism. However, the relationship is weak and it does not increase over
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Figure 5.6 Attitudes towards welfare provision
Net agreement (% agree–% disagree) with the following statements:
1. The welfare state encourages people to stop helping each other
2. If welfare benefits weren’t so generous, people would learn to stand on their own two
feet
3. The welfare state makes people nowadays less willing to look after themselves
4. Many people who get social security don’t really deserve any help

time, which is what would be expected if a reaction against ethnic rights
had, as a result of the implementation of multicultural policies, become
linked with opposition to the welfare state. Thus, for example, support
for redistribution and a belief that more should be done for minorities are
correlated 0.11 in 1974 and 0.06 in 1997. Similarly, support for increased
welfare spending and support for multiculturalism are correlated 0.12 in
1995 and 0.09 in 2003. This is clear evidence that the linkage between
welfare and multiculturalism has not increased and has not become more
politically relevant in recent years.

More importantly, there are alternative ways of explaining these pat-
terns, which require little in the way of interpretative creativity or
explanatory contrivance. One hint about this alternative explanation is
the timing of the decline in public support for welfare, which occurred
mainly in the mid-1990s, when unemployment was dropping and Britain
was moving into the period of growth and affluence it has been in since
that time. This explanation for these slight shifts in attitudes can be
discerned from an item asking about perceptions of job opportunities
(Figure 5.7). After 1996 there was a step change in the proportion of
respondents who thought ‘people could find a job if they really wanted
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Figure 5.7 Perceptions of job opportunities and unemployment
Net agreement (% agree–% disagree) with the following statements:
1. Around here, most unemployed people could find a job if they really wanted one
2. Most people on the dole are fiddling in one way or another

one’. And this was accompanied by a switch round in the belief that
‘people on the dole are fiddling’.

Figure 5.8 provides more general support for the proposition that
declining support for welfare was related to economic factors, not cultural
ones. The figure shows the trend in support for welfare and the trend in
affluence (as measured by GDP per person) and unemployment figures.
The fit is quite close. Views on the importance of welfare spending and
the need for such provision change roughly in line with the improving
economic situation of the 1990s and new Labour arrived with a package
of policies that included greater expenditure on reducing poverty, thus
weakening the need to spend yet more on a diminishing problem. As
unemployment declined so did support for more spending on welfare.

If an area of public policy stops being as much of a problem, the public
are sensible enough to change their view of the priority it should be given
and also to infer that the extent of genuine hardship is lessened. This can
hardly be seen as evidence of a decline in support for the welfare state.

Moreover, this evidence on the reduced relevance of welfare provision
under conditions of affluence and low unemployment shouldn’t blind
us to the continuing and extremely positive view of the welfare state
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Real household income/GDP per head and attitudes to welfare spending
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Figure 5.8 Support for welfare by trends in affluence/unemployment over time
Sources: Office of National Statistics 2004a and 2004b.
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Table 5.5 Attitudes to the welfare state

00 01 02 03

The creation of the welfare state is one of Britain’s
proudest achievements

Strongly agree 18 19 16 17
Agree 39 38 37 41
Neither agree/disagree 30 30 31 29
Disagree 10 10 11 8
Strongly disagree 2 2 2 3

Cutting welfare benefits would damage too many
people’s lives

Strongly agree 10 11 9 9
Agree 49 47 44 46
Neither agree/disagree 24 25 27 27
Disagree 14 13 16 16
Strongly disagree 2 2 2 1

Base 2,980 2,795 2,900 873

held by the British public. A recent, short time series asks for respon-
dents’ reactions to the claim that ‘the creation of the welfare state is
one of Britain’s proudest achievements’. As can be seen in Table 5.5,
this is overwhelmingly their view and this question is a good indicator
of a more generalized approval that is less likely to reflect the more
immediate concerns (or lack of) relating to unemployment, poverty, and
the like. Unsurprisingly, this high level of approval is reiterated with
respect to aspects of the welfare state such as the NHS, but as can be
seen, even the notion of cutting back spending on the poor is rejected
resoundingly.

The salience of minority issues for party preference

It seems unlikely, then, that multiculturalism has had a ‘corroding’ effect
on public support for welfare. However, it is also important to ask whether
multiculturalism policies may have had a ‘crowding-out’ effect on redis-
tributive issues. As noted at the outset, critics of such policies have worried
that the ‘politics of recognition’ displaces attention to issues of redistribu-
tion, dividing the electorate on the basis of attitudes toward cultural issues
rather than economic and welfare issues. Although multiculturalism does
not seem to have weakened public support for welfare, it is possible
that contemporary events such as immigration and terrorism have raised
issues of multiculturalism onto the political agenda—especially as the

170



The British case

traditional right–left ideological conflict has declined in intensity with
Labour’s successful occupation of the middle ground since the mid-1990s.

Is there evidence of such a ‘crowding-out’ effect? As ever, we can
only examine this in a relatively schematic manner. The tables below
present models of party support conditioned by attitudes on key areas
of dispute in contemporary politics. These models are logistic regressions,
which estimate the effects of a set of independent variables—attitudes
towards multicultural and other issues—on the likelihood (or ‘odds’)
of choosing one political party or another. The models focus on the
primary axis of British electoral competition—the Labour Party vs. the
Conservative Party. As is common practice, the effects of the indepen-
dent variables are represented as ‘log-odds’, with a positive coefficient
indicating an increased likelihood of voting for the Labour Party, and
a negative coefficient indicating an increased likelihood of voting for
the Conservatives. However, our primary interest is in the statistical
significance of the coefficients for attitudes towards minority rights and
multiculturalism. Following convention, we use the 5 per cent level of
significance to indicate an effect that is probably not simply a chance
occurrence.

One set of models (presented in Table 5.6) covers the 1974–97 period
using the BES surveys, which include a question about whether minor-
ity rights have ‘gone too far’. This also employs a set of regularly
repeated questions measuring attitudes on key political issues that can
be taken to indicate respondents’ positions on left–right and liberal–
authoritarian issues, which are the core dimensions of political divi-
sion values underlying political disputes in Britain over this period (e.g.
Heath et al. 1990). The second set of models (Table 5.7) are estimated
for 1995 and 2003 and contain the most direct measure of support for
multicultural policies available over time in the BSA as well as a mea-
sure of attitudes towards immigration and multi-item scales measuring
left–right and liberal–authoritarian values (see Evans, Heath, and Lalljee
1996).

Have minority rights become more important relative to other concerns
over the years when deciding which of the two main UK parties to
support? The longer-term data suggest that there was no change between
1974 and 1997. The general pattern is for issues concerning economic
inequality to predict in a relatively consistent and trendless form, with lit-
tle effect from the liberal–authoritarian issues. A similar weak and incon-
sistent pattern is observed for ethnic minority rights. Attitudes towards
the EU are unusual, in that their relationship with party support reverses
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Table 5.6 The effect of attitudes towards minorities on Labour–Conservative
voting 1974–1997 (multivariate analysis with standard errors in parentheses)

1974 1987 1997

Ethnic minorities 0.08ns 0.25 0.13ns

(0.07) (0.06) (0.07)
Poverty 0.09ns 0.48 0.40

(0.07) (0.08) (0.07)
Workers 0.32 0.15 0.17

(0.06) (0.06) (0.05)
NHS 0.20 0.90 0.59

(0.07) (0.09) (0.09)
Wealth 0.79 0.83 0.76

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
Women −0.08ns 0.04ns 0.16ns

(0.07) (0.08) (0.08)
Abortion 0.14 −0.12ns 0.04ns

(0.06) (0.07) (0.07)
Stiffer sentences −0.01ns 0.22 0.04ns

(0.04) (0.05) (0.07)
Withdraw from EU 1.29 0.58 −0.67

(0.14) (0.12) (0.12)

Model chi2 577.0 884.8 658.4
N 1483 2140 2102

Notes: Coefficients give log odds of having Labour vs. Conservative party identification. All coefficients
significant at p < 0.05 unless indicated

Questions on Left–Right attitudes: ‘Should the government spend more money to get rid of poverty?
Should the government put more money into the National Health Service? Should the government give
workers more say in running the places where they work? The government should redistribute income and
wealth towards ordinary people. Responses on a five-point scale: very important/fairly important/doesn’t
matter/fairly important not done/very important not done (response codes for wealth in 1987, 1997 are
strongly agree/disagree)’.

Questions on Liberal–Authoritarian attitudes: ‘How do you feel about attempts to give equal opportunities
to women in Britain? How do you feel about the availability of abortion on the NHS? How do you feel about
stiffer sentences for people who break the law? How do you feel about attempts to give equal opportunities
to black people and Asians in Britain? Responses on a five-point scale: gone much too far/gone a little
far/about right/not quite far enough/not gone nearly far enough (response codes for sentencing in 1987,
1997 are strongly agree/disagree)’.
Variables coded so that higher values indicate left wing/liberal attitudes.

Questions on EU: ‘Should Britain stay in the EEC on present terms/stay but try to change/change or
leave/get out? (1974) Do you think Britain should continue to be a member of the European Commu-
nity/Union or should it withdraw? (1987, 1997)’.

substantially over the period as the parties themselves swap positions on
the question of closer EU integration (Evans 1999; Evans and Butt 2005).
There is nothing here to suggest a growing political salience for ethnic
rights.

However, if we examine the relation between party support and atti-
tudes towards left–right and liberal–authoritarian dimensions of polit-
ical values, the EU, and multiculturalism at the two recent time points
for which we have comparable measures, 1995 and 2003, we do find
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Table 5.7 The effects of attitudes towards multiculturalism and other issues on Labour–
Conservative Party identification 1995/2003 (multivariate analysis with standard errors
in parentheses)

1995 2003

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Multiculturalism 0.09ns 0.10ns 0.28 0.20ns

(0.10) (0.12) (0.11) (0.11)
Immigration attitudes — −0.04 — 0.41

(0.17) (0.16)
Left–Right attitudes 1.65 1.65 1.08 1.11

(0.15) (0.15) (0.15) (0.16)
Lib–Auth attitudes 1.29 1.30 0.61 0.44

(0.18) (0.20) (0.19) (0.20)
Attitudes towards EU 0.22 0.23 0.55 0.53

(0.09) (0.09) (0.11) (0.11)

Model chi2 254.8 254.8 111.9 118.6
N 689 689 505 505

Notes: Coefficients give log odds of having Labour vs. Conservative party identification. All coefficients significant
at p < 0.05 unless indicated.

Left–Right attitude scale comprised of 5 agree/disagree items (see below for details). Scale ranges from 1 to 5
with high scores indicating ‘left-wing’ position.
Liberal–Authoritarian attitude scale comprised of 6 agree/disagree items (see below for details). Scale ranges from
1 to 5 with high scores indicating ‘libertarian’ position.

Questions on EU attitudes: ‘Do you think Britain’s long term policy should be to: Leave EU/stay in and reduce
powers/leave things as are/stay and increase powers/work for formation of single European Union?’

Questions on attitudes to multiculturalism: ‘Ethnic minorities should be given government assistance to
preserve their customs and traditions. Responses coded on a five point scale—strongly agree/agree/neither/
disagree/strongly disagree—where higher values indicate agreement with statement.’

Questions on immigration attitudes scale comprised of items shown in Table 5.4. Scale ranges from 1 to 5 where
higher values represent pro-immigration stance (alpha = 0.70)

Left–Right scale items

�
The government should redistribute income from better-off to those who are less well off

�
Big business benefits owners at expense of workers

�
Ordinary people do not get their fair share of nation’s wealth

�
There is one law for the rich and one for the poor

�
Management will always try to get the better of employees if it gets the chance

Liberal–Authoritarian items

�
Young people today don’t have enough respect for traditional British values

�
People who break the law should be given stiffer sentences

�
For some crimes the death penalty is the most appropriate sentence

�
The law should always be obeyed even if a particular law is wrong

�
Censorship of films and magazines is necessary to uphold moral standards

�
Schools should teach children to obey authority
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evidence of change. Model 1 in Table 5.7 shows that as might be expected
from other analyses, the left–right and libertarian–authoritarian divisions
between Labour and Conservative are less predictive in 2003 after six years
of ‘Blairism’ than in 1995, when the Conservatives were still in power.
In contrast, the EU has increased its predictive power—again as would
be expected given what we know of political developments over this
period (Evans 1999, 2002b)—but so, intriguingly, has multiculturalism,
which had no significant net effect in 1995, but was clearly significant
and at over twice the magnitude in 2003: in 2003 voters who had neg-
ative attitudes towards multiculturalism were more likely to choose the
Conservatives than Labour.

This is a potentially very interesting change in the political charac-
ter of multiculturalism. However, it is possible that rising concern over
immigration, as well as global Islamic terrorism and the war in Iraq
account for this increased salience rather than any heightened concern
over multiculturalist policies. Evidence for this hypothesis is provided
by including immigration attitudes in the models and seeing how they
affect attitudes towards multiculturalist policies. Model 2 includes a scale
of attitudes towards immigration which is constructed by adding together
responses to the questions shown in Table 5.4. It can be seen that in 1995
attitudes towards immigration had no significant effect on the likelihood
of voting Labour vs. Conservative. However, in 2003 they had strong and
highly significant effects. Even more interestingly, the inclusion of atti-
tudes towards immigration reduces the coefficient for attitudes towards
multiculturalism so that it is no longer quite significant at p = 0.05. This
suggests, then, that a substantial component of the effect of attitudes
towards multiculturalism is derived from concerns about immigration
rather than with multiculturalist policies themselves.

In short, we see little evidence of ‘crowding out’, at least at the level
of electoral choices of the public. Supporters of redistribution continue
to attach great significance to that issue when deciding which party
to support. There is evidence that some pro-redistribution voters would
consider switching parties if they felt that Labour was unable or unwilling
to control immigration levels. This fact has not been lost on Labour
Party strategists, who have responded by asserting their commitment
to cracking down on illegal immigration and controlling the borders.
But while immigration control may sometimes crowd out redistribution
in determining people’s voting behaviour, there is scant evidence that
multiculturalism policies for already settled minorities are having this
effect.
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Conclusions

During a period where multiculturalist policies have been implemented,
immigration has increased, and where asylum and immigration have
produced a negative popular reaction, we have seen both a reduction
in expressed prejudice towards ethnic minorities and a small upward
shift in support for multiculturalism. At the same time, attitudes towards
welfare appear to map more closely onto fluctuations in economic per-
formance, such as unemployment levels, and more than likely, Labour
incumbency, in rational self-interested ways. Temporally, there is no con-
nection between declining support for welfare and increasing resentment
of minorities or multiculturalist policies. There is no evidence that nega-
tive attitudes towards minority rights provision have become more closely
linked to a rejection of welfare. Finally, when modelled in a multivariate
analysis of vote choice/party preference, there is only slim evidence that
attitudes towards multiculturalism have become more important in recent
years. And this increase appears to relate more to concerns about increas-
ing immigration than multiculturalist policies themselves. On the basis of
this evidence we must cast doubt on the prognosis of a trade-off between
multiculturalist policies and commitment to the welfare state, at least to
the degree that the mechanism which accounts for any such link involves
the processes of transformation in public opinion specified in such theses.

We can infer therefore that the possible tensions identified in Evans’s
(2000) analysis of the gap that has arisen between the Labour Party and its
traditional working-class base as the party has adopted more ‘progressive’
policies on social and minority issues have not so far been costly for
the party and its programmatic aspirations. Clearly some sections of the
working class are unreceptive to pro-minority positions, but these issues
are not usually decisive for their choice of party. The very limited success
of the British National Party even among marginalized groups testifies
to this. Moreover, the manual working class is less than half the size it
was only forty years ago and is simply far less significant as the basis
of Labour’s electoral success than it used to be—a lack of significance
accentuated by the party’s successful courting of middle and intermediate
class voters in the last decade.

Perhaps we should not be surprised at these, on the whole, null findings.
Over time, evidence suggests that the population in general is getting
more tolerant and looks likely to continue to do so. The reasons for
this cannot easily be pinned down, but generational replacement, and
increased access to higher education (Hyman and Wright 1979; Bobo
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and Licari 1989; Evans 2002a; Heath and Rothon 2003) would appear to
provide part of the explanation, via the entry of new cohorts of tolerant
people into adulthood, the growth of more highly educated groups as
a proportion of the population, and the general tendency for the more
highly educated to be on the progressive edge of attitudinal change,
with new ideas becoming accepted more gradually by people with lower
levels of education. Other research has provided substantial evidence that
among the main factors linked to tolerance (or intolerance) of minori-
ties are religiosity, and social class (e.g. Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock
1991; Sullivan and Transue 1999). The pronounced decline in levels of
religiosity and in the size of the working class over the second half of
the twentieth century are thus likely to have contributed to this increased
tolerance.

All of these factors can help to explain why the British are more tolerant
of racial minorities than they were twenty years ago and why opposition
towards multiculturalist policies have softened in recent years. Neverthe-
less, despite these trends, there is still evidence that increasing immigra-
tion has been linked to its perception as a problem by some people, and
recent comparative research suggests that the reasons for this are likely to
relate to concerns about the erosion of cultural traditions and linguistic
unity (Ivarsflaten 2005). However, there is nothing to indicate that this
concern translates into a rejection of universalistic welfare provision, nor
even of the rights of already present ethnic minorities.

These conclusions must, of course, be treated as provisional, not only
because of the data limitations and the interpretative uncertainties indi-
cated in the introduction, but because of the as yet unknown implications
of any changes in the relationship between minorities and the majority.
Thus according to the 2001 Census Britain has only around 8 per cent
of racial minorities—though this figure is typically considerably overesti-
mated by the general public. Should that figure increase substantially the
conclusions here might well need to be revised. But given current rates of
immigration and taking into account the recent dramatic fall in asylum
applications, this seems at very most a temporally remote possibility. Also,
of course, the impact of recent Islamic terrorist acts on attitudes towards
multiculturalism remains to be seen. But again, given that it is generally
acknowledged that such acts are undertaken by very few individuals and
do not in any way represent the views of Britain’s Muslim minorities, it is
not clear how the negative responses that they might have incurred would
translate into a rejection of the widely supported institution of universal
welfare provision.
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6

The parallel decline of multiculturalism

and the welfare state in the

Netherlands

Han Entzinger

Introduction

A study on the relationship between policies of multiculturalism and the
welfare state would be incomplete without a chapter on the Netherlands.
For many years this country had a reputation not only as a shining
example of a respectful and successful institutionalization of cultural
difference stemming from immigration, but also as a strong welfare state.
At first glance, therefore, the Netherlands seems to contradict this book’s
point of departure, which is that multiculturalist policies and the welfare
state may be incompatible. In recent years, however, some rather dramatic
shifts have occurred in this country. Two politically inspired murders of
well-known critics of multiculturalism—Pim Fortuyn in 2002 and Theo
van Gogh in 2004—have encouraged a reappraisal of Dutch public policy
towards immigrants, both by the government and by the general public.
Meanwhile, assimilation has become the watchword. The Dutch welfare
state has also undergone significant trimmings, albeit over a somewhat
longer period. In 1980, Dutch public social expenditures as a percentage of
GDP were higher than in any other of the seventeen countries in Europe
and North America that are mentioned in the table in Appendix 2.3 to
Chapter 2 of this book, with the exception of Sweden and Denmark. That
same table shows that between 1980 and 2000 the Netherlands dropped
from third place to the middle of the pack, ranking alongside a traditional
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neoliberal state, the United Kingdom. Since 1998 the level of welfare
provisions has decreased even further.

In this chapter I will try to assess whether there is a causal relationship
between the recent changes in Dutch multiculturalist policies and the
decline of the Dutch welfare state. If this is the case, which has provoked
which? First I will describe and analyse Dutch policies for immigrant
minorities and apply the eight criteria to them that the editors of this
volume have developed in Chapter 2. I will then continue with a descrip-
tion of the way in which immigrants have been qualifying for welfare
state provisions and have made use of these. Does the Dutch experience
indicate that multiculturalist policies indeed erode the welfare state, as
some observers cited in Chapter 1 of this volume seem to believe? In
the Netherlands we have witnessed multiculturalism and welfare state
provisions decline more or less simultaneously. Does this mean that in the
Dutch case the ‘recognition or redistribution’ dilemma has been solved
by abandoning both of these as political objectives? Or is this sheer
coincidence, and must we conclude that recognition and redistribution
are less directly linked to one another than some observers suggest (e.g.
Bommes 1999; Brochmann and Hammar 1999)? I will try to shed further
light on these questions on the basis of the three lines of argument that
Keith Banting and Will Kymlicka have developed in Chapter 1.

The recent history of immigration to the Netherlands and the immi-
grant presence in the country are not drastically different from those
in neighbouring West European countries. Currently, more than 11 per
cent of the Dutch population of 16.4 million people are foreign born
and for that reason can be qualified as immigrants. If one includes the
second generation the percentage goes up to 20. This means that one
in five persons living in the Netherlands is either an immigrant or a
child of an immigrant. These figures include people with a background
in other EU countries, in Western countries outside the EU, as well as in
pre-independent Indonesia. The number of residents with ‘non-Western
origins’, as official Dutch statistics call them, stands at close to 1.7 million,
one-tenth of the population. Among these ‘visible minorities’—to use a
Canadian term—three communities stand out in size: Turks, Surinamese,
and Moroccans each number between 300,000 and 350,000. The Turkish
and the Moroccan communities are legacies of the ‘guest worker’ policies
in the late 1960s and early 1970s, which were followed by a rather gen-
erous programme of settlement and family reunion. Meanwhile, many
people of Turkish or Moroccan origin have taken up Dutch citizenship.
Most migrants from Suriname arrived in the 1970s, when this former
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Dutch colony acquired political independence. Their Dutch passports
enabled them to do so without much difficulty.

In the 1990s immigration to the Netherlands went up and its origins
became much more diverse. The end of the Cold War led to a significant
growth of East European migrants as well as of asylum seekers, some of
whom later acquired refugee status. Besides, growing numbers of Dutch
and foreign residents find their spouses in other countries. More recently,
immigration of highly skilled ‘knowledge workers’ has gone up, but most
of these do not stay on. Meanwhile, immigration among the three largest
communities, the Turks, the Surinamese, and the Moroccans, continued
as well, albeit at a slower pace than before. In the past few years, immigra-
tion to the Netherlands has declined significantly. This is believed to be
the combined outcome of a stagnant economy and stricter immigration
laws and policies. Since 2003 the migration balance has been negative, a
phenomenon unknown since the early 1960s (except in 1967).

1. Pillarization and social policy as guiding principles

The beginning of large-scale immigration to the Netherlands and the
emergence of the welfare state coincided more or less in time.1 No wonder
that, back in the 1950s, it was mainly through a number of well-chosen
social policy measures that large numbers of so-called ‘repatriates’ from
Indonesia were encouraged to assimilate to Dutch society, with which
they already had a certain familiarity. Later, in the 1960s and 1970s,
social policy again played a crucial role in the reception and guidance of
newly arriving immigrants, guest workers from the Mediterranean as well
as people from Suriname. A major difference, however, was that these
migrants’ residence was seen as temporary, both by the authorities and
by most migrants themselves. As a consequence, no efforts were made
this time to promote their integration. On the contrary, the migrants
were encouraged to retain their own cultural identity. The official justi-
fication for this was that this would help them reintegrate upon their
return to their countries of origin. One of the clearest expressions of this
approach was the introduction of mother-tongue teaching for migrant
children in Dutch primary schools as early as 1974. The authorities also
facilitated migrants in setting up their own associations and consultative
bodies.

1 I have analysed the development of Dutch policies for immigrants, particularly during
the last few years, in more detail in Entzinger (forthcoming).
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To the Dutch this approach of creating separate facilities based on
community identities was nothing new. Under the well-known system of
‘pillarization’ (verzuiling) various religious and ideological communities in
the Netherlands had long had their own institutional arrangements, such
as schools, hospitals, social support agencies, newspapers, trade unions,
political parties, and even broadcasting agencies for radio and television.
Each community or ‘pillar’ (e.g. Catholics, Protestants, Jews, but also
socialists, liberals, humanists) may set up its own institutions, largely paid
for by the state. The state itself can then remain neutral, since it is obliged
to treat all communities in exactly the same way. Within its own institu-
tions each community is reasonably free to make its own arrangements.
This enables them to preserve their specific identity and to ‘emancipate’
their own members. This approach is based on the subsidiarity principle,
or—to use a classical Dutch Protestant term—on ‘sovereignty in one’s
own circle’, which in a more contemporary variant would be ‘living apart
together’. The unifying element in this institutionalized diversity is to be
found at the top: the elites of all pillars meet regularly to discuss issues
of common concern and to build coalitions that are needed for majority
decision making. Hence the metaphor of pillarization: the elites constitute
the common roof that the pillars support (Lijphart 1975).

Since the late 1960s pillarization has been losing ground in the Nether-
lands, partly as a result of secularization and partly because of the rising
level of schooling of the population as a whole. Unconditional obedience
to paternalistic leaders, a prerequisite for a proper functioning of the
system, could no longer be enforced. Yet, it was generally believed that
what did not work any more for the population as a whole might be
good for the migrants who, after all, were perceived as fundamentally
different from the Dutch and as people in need of emancipation. Until
about 1980 the promotion of institutional separateness could be justified
easily with an appeal on the migrants’ presumed temporary residence.
However, this institutional separateness persisted even after the Dutch
government acknowledged in that year that, contrary to earlier beliefs,
most migrants would stay in the Netherlands and that their integration
should therefore be encouraged.

The path that was envisaged for integration was remarkably similar to
the one that had worked in the past for the religious and ideological
‘pillars’. It was a combination of combating social deprivation through
selected support measures provided by the generous welfare state, pro-
moting equal treatment, and encouraging ‘emancipation’, while aiming
at the preservation of the communities’ cultural identity. To this purpose
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the migrants were labelled ethnic minorities, and the policy on their behalf
became known as the Minorities’ Policy. It was interesting to observe how
a country which until then had been remarkably homogeneous from an
ethnic perspective now introduced the notion of ethnicity as a basis for
differential policy making.2 The authorities and a vast majority of the
population were convinced that this was the best way to work on the
migrants’ ‘emancipation’. However, there were also critics who claimed
that stressing ethnic differences would risk perpetuating these and there-
fore become an obstacle to the migrants’ fuller social participation, a
phenomenon known as ethnicization or minorization (Rath 1991).

In the 1980s the term multiculturalism was still not very common
in the Netherlands. The Dutch government never really used it. In
hindsight, however, the Dutch Minorities’ Policy of the 1980s can cer-
tainly be labelled as multiculturalist. In a number of spheres it provided
institutional arrangements that operated parallel to existing mainstream
arrangements. Some of these will be discussed in more detail later in this
chapter. The parallel institutions were generously supported with public
funds. The Minorities’ Policy, therefore, can be seen simultaneously as
the hallmark of pillarization and of the welfare state. It was this approach
that drew worldwide attention from protagonists of multiculturalist poli-
cies. However, in the Netherlands itself doubts began to rise about its
effectiveness.

2. From multiculturalism to integration

The restructuring of Dutch industry in the early 1980s had left large
numbers of low-skilled workers without a job and many of them were
of immigrant origin. By the end of the decade more than one-third of all
Turks and Moroccans in the Netherlands were unemployed. In contrast
to policies pursued by other European countries, such as Germany and
Switzerland, most of the Dutch considered it inappropriate to encourage
the return of these people, to whom the Dutch economy owed so much.

2 Of course, regional differences exist and persist between different parts of the Netherlands
in spite of the country’s relatively small size. Most Roman Catholics, for example, live in the
south-eastern half of the country, while the north-west is predominantly protestant. The only
community that could be qualified as a regional minority are the half a million Frisians in the
northern province of Friesland/Fryslân. Most of them speak not only Dutch, but also Frisian.
This language can be used in contacts with public authorities in the province and teaching in
Frisian primary schools is partly in Frisian. However, it would be an exaggeration to say that
there is a strong movement for a further recognition of Frisian distinctness in the province.
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As a consequence, immigration became a growing burden for welfare and
social policy regimes, but making mention of this in public was widely
considered to be politically incorrect, if not racist.

Under the surface, however, dissatisfaction grew. In 1991 the then par-
liamentary leader of the opposition Liberal Party (VVD), Frits Bolkestein,
triggered a first public debate on immigration. The debate did not focus
on welfare arrangements, but rather on the presumed incompatibility
of Islam and ‘western values’ (Bolkestein 1991). It was influenced by
the Rushdie affair in Britain and the conflict over wearing headscarves
in state schools in France. The debate calmed down after a while, but
some uneasiness with the strong cultural relativism that lay at the basis
of the Minorities’ Policy remained. Didn’t this approach promote the
ethnic minorities’ isolation from mainstream society rather than their
integration into it? Wasn’t it, therefore, responsible for the minorities’
continuing, possibly even growing reliance on welfare state provisions?

After the 1994 parliamentary elections the Christian Democrats (CDA)
remained outside the government for the first time in almost a cen-
tury. Traditionally, they had been the champions of pillarization. This
explains why the incoming ‘purple’ coalition of the three major non-
religious parties, headed by Labour Party leader Wim Kok, was able to
shift the focus of its policies from respecting cultural diversity to pro-
moting the immigrants’ social and economic participation.3 Quite signifi-
cantly, the Minorities’ Policy was rebaptized Integration Policy. From that
moment on culture was largely seen as a private affair; providing jobs
to immigrants had become the main objective. Mother tongue teaching
was removed from the core curriculum and later disappeared altogether
from the schools. Besides, it was recognized that the migrants’ lack of
integration was also due to their insufficient familiarity with the Dutch
language and society. A programme of mandatory Dutch language and
inburgering (‘civic integration’) courses was launched which every newly
arriving migrant from outside the European Union would be obliged to
attend.

The ambition to improve the migrants’ position in employment, edu-
cation, housing, and a few other significant spheres of society proved to
be quite successful. In the second half of the 1990s registered unemploy-
ment among people of immigrant origin dropped dramatically, though

3 This government was actually a coalition of the main liberal parties (in a philosophical
sense). In the Netherlands it is commonly referred to as the ‘purple’ coalition, since purple is
the colour that results from the blending of the colours of the three constituent parties: red
(Labour), blue (Liberals), and green (Democrats).
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it still remained substantially above the national average. It is generally
assumed, however, that it has been the prospering economy rather than
targeted government policies that have led to this improvement. Also
in education the position of immigrants, particularly the second gener-
ation, improved significantly during the later 1990s. They are still over-
represented in lower forms of secondary education, but their participation
in higher education is rising and school dropouts among immigrants have
become less frequent. The housing situation of immigrants no longer
differs significantly from that of the native population of similar income
levels (Dagevos, Gijsberts, and van Praag 2003).

However, certain problems related to immigration turned out to be
more persistent. Rising expectations about the migrants’ Dutch language
proficiencies could not be met by the still rather amateurish integration
courses. Even more worrying were the high delinquency rates among
certain immigrant communities (Junger-Tas 2002). These were generally
seen as a sign of the weakness of integration, but also the weakness of
opportunities. Equally worrying, but perhaps less noticed, was the finding
that interethnic contacts at a personal level had decreased rather than
increased during the 1990s (Dagevos, Gijsberts, and van Praag 2003: 334–
9). To a large extent this may have been an effect of a growing segregation
in cities, where immigrants continue to take the places of native Dutch
who have moved to the outskirts (Uitermark and Duyvendak 2004).
School segregation has become an even more serious problem than seg-
regation in housing. In certain neighbourhoods only few native Dutch
children are left anyway and the pillarized school system allows publicly
funded confessional schools to refuse children of a denomination that
is not their own. As a consequence, many schools have become even
more segregated than the neighbourhoods in which they are located. In
addition to this, concerns were also growing, though seldom expressed,
over the relatively strong reliance on various social policy provisions
among ethnic minorities. Later in this chapter we will see to what extent
such concerns were justified.

3. The changeover to assimilation

At the start of the new millennium two contradictory narratives competed
in the Dutch public debate on integration. One was the ‘official’ one of
a considerable progress that had been achieved on all major indicators,
such as participation in the labour market, in education, housing etc. In
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the years 1990 to 2000, for example, registered unemployment among
people of Turkish and Moroccan descent went down from around 40 to
12 per cent. Overall, the second generation was doing considerably better
than their parents, particularly among the Surinamese (Veenman 2002,
Dagevos, Gijsberts, and van Praag 2003). The continuing identification
among Turks and Moroccans with their countries of origin and also with
Islam was taken as a sign of a successful multiculturalism: institutional
integration could indeed go hand in hand with a preservation of the
original cultural identity. The sharp rise in naturalizations during the
1990s was yet another sign that growing numbers of immigrants saw a
future for themselves in the Netherlands.

The competing view was much less optimistic. Paul Scheffer, a publi-
cist and a prominent member of the Labour Party, was among the first
to voice this view, thus risking the wrath of the established order. In
a much-debated article called ‘The Multicultural Tragedy’ published in
January 2000 in the leading newspaper NRC Handelsblad he stated that
Dutch multiculturalism had failed (Scheffer 2000, 2003). Instead, a new
ethnic underclass was emerging of people who did not feel attached
to Dutch culture and society, and who were unwilling and unable to
integrate. Scheffer voiced the concern that many Dutch people felt, but
did not express about continuing immigration, stagnant integration,
increased segregation, high dependency on welfare provisions, and a
rapidly growing Muslim population. Eventually, in Scheffer’s view, this
would undermine social cohesion and the functioning of the liberal-
democratic state, particularly because of the supposedly illiberal ideas
of the Muslims among the immigrants. Scheffer accused the Dutch elite
of having remained largely indifferent to these developments. Their cos-
mopolitanism and their cultural relativism had allegedly prevented them
from demanding that the newcomers adapt. Respect for cultural differ-
ence had prevailed over defending the principles of liberal democracy.

Scheffer’s outcry initially met with a lot of opposition, but five years
later it is widely seen as the beginning of a dramatic turnaround in the
Dutch public debate and in policy making regarding immigration and
integration. In this climate of increased sensitivity regarding immigration
in general and Islam in particular, the events of 11 September 2001 clearly
had a catalysing effect. Around that same time Pim Fortuyn’s star began to
rise in the Netherlands. Until then he had been a relatively marginal aca-
demic, known for his powerful anti-immigrant and anti-Muslim columns
in a right-wing weekly (Pels 2003). In the post-‘9/11’ climate his radical
views and his charisma quickly made him into a media star. He decided to
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participate in the May 2002 parliamentary elections with his own party,
List Pim Fortuyn (LPF).

Fortuyn’s programme was quite radical and not very coherent in many
places, but he appealed to feelings of dissatisfaction present among the
electorate after eight years of ‘left–right’ coalition, that was seen as having
swept all controversies under the carpet (Fortuyn 2002). Large segments
of the electorate had become weary of public authorities and dissatisfied
with their policy making and with the provision of public services. This
proved to be a good breeding ground for populism. Fortuyn’s views about
immigration became a central element in his programme, but not the
only one. Unlike politicians such as Le Pen in France, Haider in Austria,
or De Winter in Flanders Fortuyn was not really against immigrants as
such. His primary concern was the assault on democratic liberties that
might result from the presence of so many people unfamiliar with West-
ern values, particularly Muslims (Wansink 2004). In fact, with almost
one million the Netherlands has the second highest per capita share
of people of Muslim origin in Europe, after France (Phalet and ter Wal
2004). Fortuyn also took a rather strong position against the generosity of
the welfare state, but he did not explicitly link this to immigration and
certainly not to multiculturalism. Instead, his main argument was that
the welfare state had become too bureaucratic and therefore too costly.
In his view people, including those of immigrant background, should
be encouraged to assume more responsibilities for their own lives—the
classical neoliberal argument.

The sudden rise of Pim Fortuyn ended even more abruptly when an ani-
mal rights activist assassinated him on 6 May 2002. In the parliamentary
elections, nine days later, his party list LPF obtained 26 out of 150 seats
in parliament, thus becoming at once the second largest party after the
Christian Democrats. They took the lead in a new right-wing government,
headed by Jan Peter Balkenende, along with the Fortuynists and the Lib-
erals. Curtailing immigration and promoting a more coercive integration
policy were high on the new government’s agenda. The predominant view
was that primarily the immigrants themselves were to blame for their
lingering integration. However, the new government was very unstable
and it fell within three months.

In the new elections, in January 2003, the Fortuynists fell back to
only eight seats and a new coalition was formed, once more headed by
Balkenende, who swapped the Fortuynists for the Democrats as a junior
partner. Like its predecessor, this government also opted for a rather
populist agenda regarding immigration and integration (De Heer 2004). In
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immigration policy the combat against illegal immigration was reinforced
and family migration from outside the European Union was severely cur-
tailed. Asylum policies became much stricter and procedures for obtain-
ing residence permits were made more cumbersome and much costlier.
In integration policy a new approach has been developed as well. The
overall idea is that migrants are to blame for their slow integration, while
efforts to step up the process must come from their side. Acquiring Dutch
citizenship, for example, has been made much more difficult and costly,
which has provoked a dramatic plunge in naturalizations.

A significant change in the mandatory integration courses has also been
announced. These courses will no longer be offered free of charge by
the local government. In line with free market ideologies it will be the
newcomer’s own responsibility to find a course, to register and pay for
it, and, eventually, to pass a mandatory language-and-culture test that
has to be taken within three and a half years after the initial settlement
in the Netherlands. Immigrants who fail that test will be fined and will
be disqualified from permanent settlement (Entzinger 2004). In many
other fields of government policy similarly compulsory measures have
been taken or announced that aim at stepping up the migrants’ inte-
gration. Most of these leave little or no room for a public recognition
of the migrants’ cultural identity. The Christian Democrats in particular,
traditionally champions of pillarization and therefore of multiculturalism,
emerged from their eight years in opposition as fervent nationalists and
as proponents of immigrant assimilation. This led to the paradox that
migrants who initially had been encouraged to preserve their own identity
were now blamed for insufficiently identifying with Dutch culture. Today,
acknowledging religious and ethnic diversity is no longer considered a
public responsibility, let alone facilitating its institutionalization.

Regular surveys by the Social and Cultural Planning Office of the
Netherlands indicate a decline in acceptance of multiculturalism among
the Dutch population (Dagevos, Gijsberts, and van Praag 2003). More
than before, immigrant integration appears to be defined in terms of their
loyalty to and identification with ‘Dutch values and norms’, rather than
in terms of their social and institutional participation. Several observers
have noticed a decrease in mutual understanding and acceptance between
the native Dutch and the immigrant communities. The killing on 2
November 2004 in Amsterdam of film-maker Theo van Gogh, reputed for
his powerful anti-Muslim statements, by a Muslim fundamentalist born
and raised in the Netherlands led to a public outcry comparable to that
after the Fortuyn assassination. It set in motion a countrywide series of
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assaults against mosques and Muslim schools, thus adding to the pre-
existing social and political instability in a society apparently in search of
a new identity.

4. The rise and fall of multiculturalist policies

In Chapter 1 of this volume Banting and Kymlicka notice a general trend
in most immigration countries, particularly in Europe, that goes from
assimilation to a gradual introduction of more multiculturalist elements
in their policies. It shall be clear from the preceding paragraphs that this
is not the situation in the Netherlands. On the contrary, this country
started off on a strongly multiculturalist agenda. In the last few years
it seems to have turned into one of the most assimilative countries of
Europe, a trend that it shares above all with Denmark. Yet, it remains to
be seen to what extent this development is reflected by concrete policy
measures. In Chapter 2 of this volume Banting and Kymlicka list eight
policy fields as potentially the most common or emblematic forms of mul-
ticulturalism for immigrants. Even though their selection has a Canadian
flavour, it is still worthwhile to see how these eight have been faring in
the Netherlands.

1. Constitutional, legislative or parliamentary affirmation of multicultural-
ism, at the central and/or regional and municipal levels. During the 1970s
and 1980s multiculturalist policies for immigrants were supported by
almost the entire political spectrum in the Netherlands. This can be
explained primarily in the light of the Dutch history of pillarization.
Without much reflection the pillarization model was applied to the new
immigrant ethnic minorities. Pre-existing constitutional and other legisla-
tive arrangements in a number of areas enabled the creation of separate
facilities for these minorities and accounted for their funding, particularly
in education and in public broadcasting. In the 1990s multiculturalism
gradually lost some of its shine, and in the new millennium it almost
completely disappeared from the Dutch political agenda. Nevertheless,
and in spite of the current rhetoric, the practice of Dutch integration
policy still bears significant aspects of multiculturalism, particularly at
the municipal level. Local authorities often find it difficult to involve
immigrants in policy making without acknowledging their specific ethnic
background as a relevant factor. Consultative bodies for immigrants have
continued to exist nationally and sometimes also locally, but they have
lost much of their influence.
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2. The adoption of multiculturalism in the school curriculum. Under the
pillarized system Dutch schools are free to decide their own curriculum;
only the final exams are centralized. However, from the very onset the
public authorities have encouraged schools to accommodate ethnic diver-
sity as a fact of society in their teaching. On the whole this has been
more successful in ethnically mixed areas, where it is impossible to close
one’s eyes to the dramatic social and cultural changes. Besides, Dutch
law guarantees equal treatment of all religious communities wishing to
establish a school, provided, of course, that certain requirements have
been fulfilled. As a consequence of this law some fifty Muslim primary
schools and two Muslim secondary schools have been founded in the
past twenty years, as well as several Hindu schools. All are fully subsi-
dized by the state. Many Muslim schools are looked upon with grow-
ing suspicion, but closing them would require a constitutional change
that will also affect Protestant, Catholic, and other forms of non-public
education.

3. The inclusion of ethnic representation/sensitivity in the mandate of public
media. Here too, the Dutch tradition of pillarization has made it easy
to accommodate pluriformity that stems from immigration. Most public
broadcasting at a national level is in the hands of associations or agencies
that are founded on commonly shared religious or ideological beliefs.
Meanwhile, two Muslim, a Hindu, and a Buddhist agency have been
added to the pre-existing patchwork, each with a few hours of radio and
television time per month. Additional legal provisions have been made
to ensure that a certain percentage of public broadcasting time is dedi-
cated to issues of multiculturalism. However, the government recently
announced that it would discontinue this arrangement, yet another sign
of a growing scepticism about multiculturalism.

4. Exemptions from dresscodes, Sunday-closing legislation, etc. This issue
at times gives rise to heated disputes, particularly on headscarves. The
general rule here is that private institutions, including schools, are free to
decide for themselves about dress codes. In a vast majority of cases the
wearing of headscarves is allowed and unproblematic. There have been a
few interesting cases before the Commission for Equal Treatment, which
has ruled a ban on wearing headscarves as part of a uniform—e.g. in
court, or by the police—to be discriminatory. However, the Commission
only has a consultative status and the public authorities have refused to
follow that ruling. Occasionally a row arises when local authorities forbid
their desk clerks to wear headscarves. In late 2005 the Dutch Parliament
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adopted a motion forbidding women to wear a burqa in public places.
After this had occurred some MPs realized that they had never really
seen this happen: a clear illustration of the current anti-Muslim climate
in the Netherlands. Sunday-closing laws do not seem to be an issue in
the Netherlands, probably because these have been relaxed anyway. An
issue that does lead to strong disputes regularly is the construction of
mosques. How ‘exotic’ are they allowed to look and how much noise may
they spread? The very strict rules for physical planning, construction, and
the environment in the Netherlands, combined with opposition from the
neighbours, often make mosque building a very tedious process. In recent
years, the changing mood in the country has not made this easier.

5. Allowing dual citizenship. During the heydays of the Minorities’ Policy,
in the 1980s, migrants were not encouraged to acquire Dutch citizenship.
The leading principle was that foreign residents should be treated like
citizens in as many areas as possible. This explains, for example, the
introduction of local voting rights for foreigners in 1985. The idea that
encouraging migrants to acquire a Dutch passport might enhance their
loyalty to Dutch society was alien to the strong cultural relativism that
prevailed in those days. In 1992 this approach was replaced by one that
allowed dual citizenship for anyone who opted for a Dutch passport. This
led to an enormous increase in naturalizations. Many new citizens did not
object to becoming a citizen of the Netherlands, but they also wished to
preserve ties with their country of origin, for emotional or for pragmatic
reasons. In 1997 dual citizenship policies were dropped again, since a
majority in the Senate felt that one could only be loyal to one country at
the time (De Hart 2004). However, many exceptions to this rule continued
to exist and obtaining a Dutch passport still remained rather easy. This
changed once more in 2003, when the current government introduced
a very strict—and rather costly—naturalization exam in which language
proficiency and knowledge of Dutch society were tested. Since then the
annual number of naturalizations has plummeted to a quarter of what it
used to be.

6. The funding of ethnic group organizations to support cultural activities.
In the 1970s and 1980s this was one of the most outspoken elements of
Dutch policy for ethnic minorities. Since then it has become increasingly
disputed and funding has almost stopped, particularly at the national
level. Funding of intercultural activities that aim at promoting a better
understanding between communities has remained slightly more gener-
ous. At times, interesting dilemmas may arise, for example when sports
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clubs with an almost exclusively single-ethnicity membership ask for
public support.

7. The funding of bilingual instruction or mother-tongue teaching. Both
forms of instruction were introduced in the 1970s when the idea prevailed
that migrants would return home. After this idea was dropped, mother-
tongue teaching in particular continued to exist as an expression of
recognition. It even became one of the hallmarks of the Minorities’ Policy
(Lucassen and Köbben 1992). At primary school level all major migrant
communities were entitled to five hours of mother-tongue teaching per
week, fully funded from public sources. To this end hundreds of teachers
were recruited, particularly from Turkey and Morocco. In the early 1990s,
however, doubts began to rise about its effectiveness. Mother-tongue
teaching did not seem to enhance school achievement and it was seen
as detrimental to the children’s acculturation. The number of hours was
gradually reduced and mother-tongue teaching was removed from the
core curriculum, until the present government discontinued its funding
altogether.

8. Affirmative action for disadvantaged minority groups. Affirmative action
in the Netherlands has been focused largely on the labour market, not
on education, as in countries with a more selective educational system.
Throughout the 1980s a large number of targeted employment projects
on behalf of the most disadvantaged communities were launched as part
of the Minorities’ Policy. These efforts became more systematized in 1993
with the introduction of a law copied from the Employment Equity Act in
Canada. This law obliged employers to report regularly on the breakdown
of their staff by ethnic origin as well as on their efforts to increase the
number of employees with a minority background. Quotas were not set;
mandatory reporting was thought to encourage employers sufficiently.
The law was not a great success, largely because many employers refused
to send in their annual reports. It was withdrawn in 2004. Nevertheless,
during the years that the law was in force minorities’ labour force partici-
pation rose dramatically. This, however, is widely seen as an effect of the
booming economy, rather than of any of the targeted measures.

In conclusion, this overview of what Banting and Kymlicka see as the
most emblematic forms of multicultural policies for immigrants confirms
what we have seen in the earlier sections of this chapter. When first faced
with large-scale immigration, the Netherlands set out on a truly mul-
ticulturalist course. Gradually, however, multiculturalism has lost some
of its appeal, but in a number of fields it certainly has not disappeared
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altogether. Today’s assimilative rhetoric, particularly at the national level,
disguises the perpetuation of certain multicultural practices. Many of
these find their roots in pillarization, others in a pragmatism which is
based on the view that ethnic diversity has become a characteristic of
Dutch society that cannot be ruled out altogether, even if one might wish
to do so. The authors of Chapter 2 of this volume quite rightly qualify the
Netherlands as modestly multiculturalist.

5. Minorities and the welfare state

We will now focus more sharply than so far on the welfare state, the sec-
ond main element of the central hypothesis of this volume. As indicated
before, the relative decline in public social expenditures has been larger
in the Netherlands than in any other major Western country, especially
during the 1990s. This was partly an effect of the above-average growth of
the Dutch economy, particularly during the second half of that decade.
The GDP went up faster than in most other European countries and
unemployment, which was in double digits during much of the 1980s
and still hovered around 8 per cent in 1995, dwindled to less than 4 per
cent in 2000. However, this does not fully explain the decline in social
spending which has occurred in the Netherlands since 1983. That year
was an all-time high with 19.9 per cent of GDP being spent on social
security provisions. Twenty years later, in 2003, this percentage had gone
down to a mere 12.3 (Bos 2006: 32). Table 6.1 shows the share of each
programme in total social security spending for the two years considered,
1983 and 2003, as well as the absolute and relative decline in these during
the two decades that separate those years.

It must be noted that in most cases the decline in social security is due
to a drop in the number of persons entitled, rather than to a lower level of
the provisions. In the Netherlands most social security benefits are linked
by law to the statutory minimum wage. Although the minimum wage
has been increasing less rapidly than the average wage level, this alone
cannot explain why the share of social security spending in the Dutch
GDP went down by almost two-fifths in twenty years’ time. Since the
late 1980s consecutive governments have pursued very active policies to
encourage people on social security to return to the labour market. This
explains much of the dramatic drop in persons entitled to unemployment
benefits and to public assistance (‘welfare’). The substantial drop in family
allowances is largely due to demographic effects and to the introduction
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Table 6.1 Social security spending in the Netherlands as a percentage of
Gross Domestic Product, 1983–2003

1983 2003 1984–2003

Change in % of GDP 1983 = 100

All social security spending 19.9 12.3 −7.6 62
Public old age pensions 6.1 5.3 −0.8 87
Family allowance 1.8 0.7 −1.1 39
Sickness allowance 1.4 0a

−1.4 —
Disability allowance 3.7 2.5 −1.2 68
Unemployment benefits 2.9 1.2 −1.7 41
Public assistance 2.6 1.6 −0.9 62
Individual rent subsidies 0.4 0.4 −0.1 —
Other 1.0 1.3 0.3 130

aThe sickness allowance scheme has been privatized.

Source: Bos (2006: 32).

of a new grant scheme for students. The access to disability schemes has
also been made more difficult. In the 1980s these schemes were often used
as unemployment schemes ‘with a golden rim’.

In the period 1983–2003 total public spending on distributive policies
went down from 36.3 to 27.3 per cent of the GDP, i.e. by nine percentage
points (Bos 2006: 14). This means that distributive policies other than
direct income transfers (i.e. social security) have almost kept pace with
the growth of the economy. Such policies include education and health
care, but also ‘workfare’ and other programmes aiming at redirecting the
unemployed to the labour market as well as mandatory language classes
and ‘integration courses’ for new arrivals. The decrease in social security
spending has not led to more poverty, but rather to higher labour force
participation rates. The provisions of the welfare state have not really been
reduced, but access to them has been made much more difficult than
before and many of the beneficiaries have been successfully redirected to
employment.

Our interest here lies primarily in the relationship between changes in
the welfare state and the decline of multiculturalism. The underlying idea
is that the welfare state requires a redistribution of scarce resources, which
can be achieved more easily in a society that is culturally homogeneous.
Such a society is assumed to generate stronger feelings of mutual soli-
darity than one in which multiculturalism is publicly recognized or even
institutionalized, as in the Netherlands. Of course, this argument is only
valid if the use of welfare provisions is unevenly spread over the different
communities, since this generates intercommunity income transfers. To
what extent is this the case in the Netherlands?

192



Multiculturalism in the Netherlands

The answer to this seemingly simple question very much depends on
the programme considered as well as on the period studied. Besides,
there are also significant differences between the different communities.
Initially, large-scale immigration of low-skilled workers from Turkey and
Morocco was extremely beneficial to the welfare state. In the 1960s and
1970s these hard-working people contributed to it, but they seldom used
any of its benefits. This changed drastically when many of them lost
their jobs in the 1980s and became entitled to unemployment or disabil-
ity allowances, and later also to public assistance. Some observers have
argued that the generosity of these allowances kept many former ‘guest
workers’ trapped in the Netherlands and made them decide to let their
families join them (Entzinger and van der Meer 2004: 115). Going back
would have meant losing one’s only source of income, but staying on
without any prospects prevented them from integrating. There can be
little doubt that this has also had a negative impact on the opportunities
for many of the ‘guest workers’’ children.4

The absolute number of people with an immigrant background has
gone up substantially during the past decades, particularly of people with
a non-Western background. In 1980 about 0.5 million people in the
Netherlands had a non-Western background, while this number had risen
to 1.7 million in 2005. It is not surprising, therefore, that their share in
social policy benefits has also gone up. But are they also over-represented
among the beneficiaries? A study carried out in 2003 by the Netherlands
Bureau for Economic Policy Analysis (CPB) revealed that the relative claim
on disability allowances among migrants of non-Western origin was 24
per cent higher than among the Dutch (Roodenburg, Euwals, and Ter
Reele 2003: 66). The corresponding figure for unemployment benefits was
57 per cent, for rent subsidies 184 per cent, and for public assistance 337
per cent. At present almost 40 per cent of those who are entitled to public
assistance (‘welfare’) are of non-Western origin, while this category consti-
tutes only 10 per cent of the population of the Netherlands (de Beer 2004).
Contrary to common belief, large segments of the second generation are
doing much better than their parents. In 2001, 7 per cent of all second
generation immigrants of non-western origin between 15 and 35 years
of age were living on social security, as against 5 per cent for the non-
immigrant Dutch and 17 per cent for first-generation immigrants of that
same age group (CBS 2003: 109).

4 For other migrant communities, particularly those with post-colonial origins, the situa-
tion is less dramatic. On average, they are better educated and, as a consequence, they have
had more opportunities and encountered less discrimination.
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The over-representation of minorities is not confined to the social secu-
rity system, but can also be found among those who benefit from other
social policy instruments. Given their relatively high levels of unemploy-
ment, it is not surprising that people of migrant background were heavily
represented in the ‘workfare’ programmes that were introduced by the
‘purple’ coalition government (1994–2002), but that have been discon-
tinued since then. Special teaching facilities make expenses on primary
education 48 per cent higher for a pupil of non-western origin than for
a Dutch pupil. However, this over-representation does not hold for all
public services. The CPB study mentioned earlier found no differences in
expenditure on health care, while the per capita costs of higher education
for ethnic minorities were actually lower than for the Dutch, an effect of
their under-representation in this form of schooling. The same applies
to the most costly of all social security provisions, the public old age
pension scheme. Relatively few minority members are 65 or older, so
overall minority entitlements under the scheme are well below those for
the population as a whole. Besides, many immigrants who are over 65
have not contributed to the system long enough to draw the full benefits
from it.

Notwithstanding these nuances, the overall picture is that the minority
share in social security and in other social policy instruments is well above
the national average. Has this precipitated the introduction of cuts and
stricter policies in the past twenty years? This question is very hard to
answer. Total public spending on schemes with relatively high minority
participation (unemployment, public assistance) has indeed been reduced
by a larger percentage than spending on other schemes. However, this is
the outcome not of a dramatic reduction in the level of benefits, but rather
of successful reintegration policies into the labour market. It is interesting
to note that some of the most authoritative analyses of trends in social
security hardly point at the immigrant factor in their explanation of the
changes in the Dutch social security system of the past decades. A much
stronger emphasis is put on many other good reasons why the welfare
state needed to be reformed, such as individualization, increased flexibil-
ity in labour relations, rising levels of education, rising levels of expecta-
tions, and the need to counter a natural tendency for expansion (Beltzer
and Biezeveld 2004; Arts, Entzinger, and Muffels 2004). Immigration may
only be one of many factors. However, the relative success of the reform
of the Dutch welfare state has produced a situation where only those who
really are at a great distance from the labour market can make use of
social benefits, particularly public assistance and disability benefits. These
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are precisely the two schemes that include comparatively many people of
immigrant origin with low skills, insufficient linguistic competencies and
social abilities, or with war traumas, as in the case of refugees. So we find
ourselves in the paradoxical situation that the immigrant share in some
of the most prominent parts of the social security system has increased as
a result of the successful reform of that system.

This paradox is likely to become even more outspoken in the coming
years, since an increase of the immigrant population of non-Western
background is to be expected as a result of continuing immigration,
relatively high birth rates, and the high incidence of single-parent families
among many of these communities. This prospect serves as a justification
for the present government in curtailing family migration and fighting
illegal immigration. In 2004 the Social and Cultural Planning Bureau
conducted a survey in which the Dutch were asked about their views
on the future of social security. Seventy-four per cent of the respondents
thought that social security would go down even further during the next
fifteen years. Asked about the major reasons for this, 37 per cent referred
to the need for general cuts in the public budget, 25 per cent to the ageing
of the population, and only 12 per cent to immigration. All other answers
(e.g. a further EU expansion, large-scale unemployment, or a decrease
in solidarity among the population) scored less than 5 per cent (SCP
2004: 331). This finding contrasts strikingly with the answers to another
question in the same survey, in which 74 per cent of the population
acknowledged that ‘the social security system will have become unaf-
fordable in 2020 because of continuing immigration’ (SCP 2004: 168). In
an attempt to explain this discrepancy the Planning Bureau hypothesizes
that ‘continuing immigration may be seen by many as one of the factors
putting strains on social security, but not necessarily as the major factor’
(SCP 2004: 355).

6. Recognition vs. redistribution: The Dutch case analysed

Can we conclude, therefore, that the case of the Netherlands illustrates
that multiculturalism and the welfare state are indeed incompatible, and
that the Dutch way of resolving this tension has been to set limits to both?
For a more precise answer to this question let us review the three lines of
argument that Banting and Kymlicka present in Chapter 1 of this book.
The first argument, the crowding-out effect, is certainly the most political
of the arguments they discuss. It assumes that the energy that advocates
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of multiculturalism spend on this issue diverts attention from enhancing
economic redistribution. In other words, while the political left tries to
achieve its multiculturalist agenda, the political right is dismantling the
welfare state. In the Netherlands, like anywhere else, the strongest advo-
cates of the welfare state certainly are on the political left, but their multi-
cultural efforts were not at the expense of their redistribution objectives.
On the contrary, the idea of ‘equity’—each ethnic community should
have its proportional share in the distribution of scarce resources—was
crucial to them. The main issue of the Minorities’ Policy was how to rec-
oncile striving for diversity with striving for equality. In addition, multi-
culturalism was also endorsed quite strongly by the Christian Democrats,
who had always been in the political centre. As convinced communitar-
ians they are the traditional vanguards of pillarization. When, in 2002,
they returned to government after an unprecedented interruption of
eight years, they had moved somewhat to the right and their views had
changed from multiculturalist to nationalist. There is very little evidence,
however, that the minorities’ apparent over-representation in the use
of social benefits played an immediate role in this change of political
priorities.

Rather, it was the view that multiculturalism perpetuates the migrants’
social and economic marginality that had generally been gaining momen-
tum. The Minorities’ Policy, however good its intentions for recognition
may have been, confirmed the newcomers in their being different and
therefore tended to exclude them from mainstream Dutch society, instead
of including them. The pillarization model that had worked so well in the
past for emancipating indigenous religious and ideological minorities did
not at all have the same effect for the immigrant ethnic minorities. Their
numbers were too small. It was impossible to create sufficient institutional
arrangements for each community and the ethnic minorities were never
needed for coalition building. Above all, however, classical pillarization
only worked because the pillars, in spite of an absence of contacts at
the grass roots level, shared enough commonalties. For most immigrant
minorities this was not the case: many did not speak Dutch and they were
not encouraged to do so until the mid-1990s. An active citizenship policy
was also lacking until then. When it turned out that the strong emphasis
on multiculturalism might have prolonged the migrants’ minority status,
publicly sponsored institutional separatism was gradually abandoned and
replaced by an integration policy that tried to play down the culture
card. From the early 1990s onwards culture was declared a private affair,
the concept of ethnic minority became less prominent, and improving
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the immigrants’ labour force participation, their linguistic abilities, and
their level of education became central policy objectives. The idea
was that a fuller social and economic participation of migrants would
foster their integration and also decrease their dependence on social
policies. Actually, this shift can be interpreted with what Banting and
Kymlicka label as the misdiagnosis effect: the focus on cultural difference
displaced the attention to class.5 One could say that the delicate balance
between diversity and equality, characteristic for Dutch policy making in
the 1980s, gradually shifted towards promoting more equality, even if this
was at the expense of diversity.

Meanwhile, however, some dramatic changes took place in Dutch soci-
ety, which at first remained largely unnoticed by most observers. While
politicians of the ‘purple’ coalition in the 1990s prided themselves for
having facilitated a much better integration of immigrants into the major
institutions of Dutch society, such as the labour market and the school
system, the definition of what integration actually meant appeared to
change. This change can probably be understood best with another line
of argument suggested by Banting and Kymlicka, the corroding effect. In
this line of argument, stressing differences between communities would
erode solidarity, lead to interethnic tensions, and hence undermine public
support for redistribution.

The answer that the present government has formulated to this chal-
lenge is to stress the need for assimilation to mainstream culture and
to require the migrants to identify more strongly with the Netherlands.
This, indeed, has long been overlooked as a relevant issue. Perhaps this
is one of the biggest differences between classical immigration coun-
tries such as Canada, the United States, and Australia on the one hand
and countries that have been confronted with immigration more or less
against their will, as in most European states. Indeed, only few immigrants
identify more strongly with the Netherlands than with their country of
origin, particularly among the Muslim communities. In a survey among
Rotterdam youngsters of Turkish and Moroccan origin—first and second
generation—we found that more than three-quarters of them claimed that
they felt Turkish or Moroccan, rather than Dutch (Phalet, van Lotringen,
and Entzinger 2000). To many observers this came as a surprise; others saw

5 Banting and Kymlicka also mention race as a possible alternative to culture in diagnosing
the true reasons for the problems minorities face. All examples they mention refer to the
African-Americans in the United States, and indeed, race, though not totally absent from
the public discourse in the Netherlands, does not have the same relevance in public policy
making as it does in the USA.
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it as a logical consequence of decades of cultural recognition and social
marginalization. In any case, the idea that Dutch multiculturalism has
failed has become broadly accepted in the past five years. It has become
manifest that successful multicultural policies presuppose a sufficient
degree of loyalty to the nation-state where the migrants actually live. This
is in line with what Castles and Miller have observed for a number of
immigration countries (Castles and Miller 2003: 44). In the Dutch case,
however, that aspect had been systematically overlooked. More recently,
therefore, efforts have been stepped up to make migrants identify more
strongly with the Netherlands, for example by intensifying their inte-
gration courses and by discontinuing much of what had remained of
multiculturalist policies.

Yet, one may wonder how far a government in a liberal democracy can
reach out in imposing a new national identity upon immigrants. Exerting
too much force in this direction can easily become counter-productive
and it may widen rather than narrow the divide. This is what many
believe to be happening right now. So, while in the past the debate was
largely on the tension between diversity and equality, it now seems to
have shifted to the tension between diversity and unity. Unity, then, is
interpreted by the current political majority in terms of national solidar-
ity, which is also seen as a prerequisite for a perpetuation of the welfare
state, albeit in a trimmed-down form.

Conclusion

Recognizing and facilitating multiculturalism was a major characteristic
of Dutch policy making for immigrants from the beginning of large-
scale immigration until about ten years ago. Since then it has quickly
lost its momentum, particularly in the past three or four years. The
Dutch welfare state has equally undergone substantial trimmings. Income
redistribution was at its peak in 1983. Since then the income gap between
the wealthiest and the poorest segments of the population has grown,
though differences are still smaller than in most other European countries.
The emphasis in distributive policies has shifted quite successfully from
providing social security to developing social policy instruments meant
to encourage labour participation. Overall public social expenditure as a
percentage of GDP has gone down by one-quarter in the last twenty years,
almost exclusively because of a decrease in the number of social security
beneficiaries. Was this change in the welfare state precipitated by its earlier
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persistence on multiculturalism? This is the major question the editors of
this book are asking.

The relatively high reliance on social policy instruments among immi-
grants, as well as growing feelings of dissatisfaction about this among
the native-born population of the Netherlands, make one tempted to
answer the leading question in the affirmative. Yet, I do think that in
the Dutch case the relationship between multiculturalism and the welfare
state is more complex. Institutionalized multiculturalism was long seen as
the best possible form of recognizing the consequences of immigration;
this was the case virtually throughout the political spectrum. In reality,
however, it also provoked forms of social, economic, and cultural exclu-
sion. Initially, this unintended effect was not recognized: the welfare state
served as a safety net for those who were excluded. It was seen as polit-
ically highly incorrect to criticize the immigrants’ over-representation
in this safety net. The standard response to such criticism was that the
country owed so much to the immigrants’ hard work in the past—in
the case of former ‘guest workers’—and that the ‘burden of colonialism’
had to be carried—in the case of post-colonial migrants. However, as
welfare provisions gradually became less generous and as the migrants’
expectations rose, the safety net no longer worked adequately.

As a reaction to this, policy efforts to promote immigrant participation
in the country’s major institutional areas, such as employment, schooling,
and housing were stepped up. These efforts have been relatively success-
ful, even though this success was largely facilitated by very favourable
economic conditions, especially in the 1990s. The immigrants’ grow-
ing numbers and their claims for a fuller participation demanded from
the original population a degree of acceptance that until then had not
been necessary. It also required from the migrants a stronger orientation
towards Dutch society and the understanding that their future would
lie in the Netherlands rather than in their country of origin or in that
of their parents. Both sides found it hard to come to terms with the
new situation. Against this backdrop perpetuating multiculturalism as a
major element of public policy would have been counter-productive. The
emphasis in policy making shifted from recognition of cultural difference
to redistribution of economic opportunities.

The reaction to this came sooner than expected. The definition of
integration as the general public expected it to happen shifted from pro-
moting institutional participation to acculturation, in many cases even
to assimilation. Dropping multiculturalism was interpreted as ‘becoming
like us’. However, cultural differences did not disappear as quickly as
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many in the dominant population had expected and it remains to be
seen how far this really is a requirement for the proper functioning of
a liberal-democratic society. In recent years, the worldwide climate of
polarization, in which fears of terrorism and of Islam play a dominant
role, have activated latent interethnic tensions, and made the government
opt for a more assimilationist course, which can easily become counter-
productive. At the same time, however, some major conditions that are
known to foster immigrant assimilation are not fulfilled. The hurdles
towards Dutch citizenship have been made much higher, newcomers
will soon have to pay for their own integration courses, and permanent
residence will only be granted after a successful language-and-culture test.
Fines for not complying with these rules will be hefty. On the whole,
the anti-immigrant rhetoric of the present government, particularly when
addressed at Muslims, is not likely to produce the desired effects, unless
its hidden ambition would be to keep migrants in the margins of society.

Looking back on the past decades the link between recognition and
redistribution only seems to be an indirect one in the Dutch case. Indeed,
multiculturalism was dropped at a time when welfare claims among
immigrant communities were high and when some major cuts in social
policy were carried through. This empirical link, however, does not nec-
essarily imply a causal relationship. Multiculturalism seemed to foster the
migrants’ dependency on welfare arrangements, but this was not a signif-
icant reason for the reforms in redistributive policies. The analysis in this
chapter shows that those who advocated a break with multiculturalism
used the welfare state argument only sparsely. Much more significant
were the wish to prevent a further marginalization of immigrants and
the desire to stress unity rather than difference as a binding element in
society. However, unity fosters solidarity, and solidarity also lies at the
basis of the welfare state. Thus, in an indirect manner the Dutch case still
seems to confirm the central hypothesis of this book.

Still, as an afterthought to this conclusion on the Netherlands, it
remains interesting to observe that, in comparative terms, a rather strong
empirical relationship exists between multiculturalist policies and the
welfare state, while logically the two cannot be reconciled so easily. The
intervening variable here seems to be the state. Multiculturalism and
redistributive social policies both require a strong state. This explains why
in Europe we find (or found?) the most outspoken examples of both in
the Nordic countries and in the Netherlands, and much less so in the
southern countries. Canada also has a lot more of both than the United
States does. However, the Dutch example shows that the combination of
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the two can only survive if some additional conditions are fulfilled. A
basic requirement is that the migrants identify sufficiently with their new
country. Another requirement is a sufficient degree of solidarity between
the communities that together build society. Both were neglected for too
long in the Netherlands. Paradoxically, the drastic break with multicultur-
alism and the recent emphasis on assimilation are not very likely either
to help achieve this objective.
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Multiculturalism in Germany: Rhetoric,

scattered experiments, and

future chances

Peter A. Kraus and Karen Schönwälder

In the German public debate, multiculturalism has fallen out of favour.
But at the same time, the concept—or rather the spectre—of multicul-
turalism is more present than ever before. While few people nowadays
commit themselves to an explicitly multicultural agenda, conservatives
and the far right hardly miss a chance to confirm their determination to
stand in the way of Germany’s allegedly threatening transformation to a
multicultural society.

In fact, multiculturalism in Germany has so far mainly existed at the
level of discourse and not as a consistent political programme. No present
or past federal or regional government has subscribed to an explicitly
multicultural agenda. And yet, elements of multiculturalism policies do
exist. This chapter will discuss how this is possible, and why it is at
the same time unlikely that multiculturalism policies will in the near
future be extended. It will further offer a discussion of how this may be
related to the structure and development of the welfare state. Currently,
developments seem to be determined by the new emphasis on the social
and cultural integration of immigrants which, in Germany as in other
European countries, reflects a growing concern with the overall integra-
tion of an increasingly heterogeneous society. While there are competing
conceptions of integration, at least one line of argument claims that
cultural diversity and social integration are incompatible and that, in

Thanks to Thomas Faist, Will Kymlicka, Keith Banting, and the participants of a Kingston
workshop for many helpful comments and suggestions.
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order to defend the German social model, it is necessary to counter trends
towards more ethnic diversity.

1. Emergence and meaning of ‘multiculturalism’

Multiculturalism emerged late in West German debates, and it was and
remains mostly a slogan rather than a precise policy. Although some con-
temporaries already in the early 1970s realized that immigration would
result in a more plural society, an active promotion of cultural pluralism
and minority rights within Germany was not an issue. Within the Social
Democratic and Liberal coalition governments of the period from 1969 to
1982 only some outsiders were willing to openly accept that immigration
was about to transform German society (see Schönwälder 2001). When
the Social Democrats reluctantly began to move towards an acceptance
of given realities, they soon lost the opportunity to shape government
policy. The programme of the Conservative-led Kohl government, which
took over in autumn 1982, emphasized nation and national identity, and
this ruled out explicit multiculturalism policies.

Nevertheless, in the 1980s and early 1990s the ‘multicultural society’
became an influential idea in intellectual and, to some extent, political
discourses. The first to pick up the term were social workers and ped-
agogues who responded to international debates. From the late 1970s,
academics and teachers discussed concepts of ‘intercultural education’
(Schulte 1990; Nitzschke 1982). A breakthrough came around 1980 when
‘multiculturalism’ became a symbolic rallying point for many left-wing
or liberal-minded West Germans who wanted to resist a shift of public
opinion against immigration (see Schönwälder 1991) as well as oppose
a conservative policy turn towards national identity and a new line of
argument in the public debate according to which Germans and some
immigrant groups could never coexist harmoniously (Fijalkowski 1991:
245; Schönwälder 1996b: 166–9). ‘In the Federal Republic, we live in
a multicultural society,’ exclaimed a programmatic document for the
1980 ‘Tag des ausländischen Mitbürgers’ (Day of the Foreign Co-citizen)
(Ökumenischer Vorbereitungsausschuss 1980).1 Germans were called
upon to accept the undeniable fact of immigration and to embrace the
new cultural plurality. As the declaration suggested, it was time to replace

1 The paper stated: ‘Wir leben in der Bundesrepublik in einer multikulturellen
Gesellschaft.’ The Day of the Foreign Co-Citizens was introduced in 1970 by a Committee
of the two major Churches.
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the notion that West Germany was part of a German community of
fate, bound together by language, culture, history, and ethnic descent,
with a new self-perception based on pride in the liberal and democratic
constitution.

About ten years later, the slogan of a multicultural German society
reached the peak of its influence. Around 1990, many left-wing and
liberal Germans felt a need to counter a potential resurgence of nation-
alism accompanying national unification. By emphasizing that Germany
was a multicultural country, they wanted to express that the times of
national homogeneity were over (if they had ever existed), that immi-
gration and ethnic plurality within German society were unchangeable
facts, and that this ethnic plurality was a positive element Germans
should embrace and shape—rather than continuing to deny the fact of
immigration. Throughout, rather than a precise political concept, multi-
culturalism signified a general attitude, a commitment to tolerance and
anti-racism.

Support for multicultural ideas and concepts came from the Green
Party,2 from within the Churches, welfare organizations concerned with
counselling services for foreigners, parts of the trade unions, and from
individual Social Democrats as well as Christian Democrats (Cohn-Bendit
and Schmid 1992; Frank 1995; Geißler 1990). Some scholars assume that
the concept of the multicultural society originated in the framework of
the Lutheran Church’s academies (Fijalkowski 1991: 244), and it certainly
found major supporters among Christians who emphasized the need for
mutual acceptance of and interchange between cultures and religions.3

Even the Christian Democratic Union, on the initiative of their general
secretary Heiner Geißler, in 1982 organized a Conference at which the
question whether Germany was ‘on its way to a multicultural society’
played a prominent part (Geißler 1983). While Geißler invested consider-
able energy in propagating the idea of multiculturalism, his party, from
1982 the leader of a new government coalition under Chancellor Helmut
Kohl, overall remained hostile to such an approach. Until 1998, there was
no real chance that wide-ranging and explicit multiculturalism policies
would be implemented on the federal level. Apart from the composition

2 In 1990 they explained that multiculturalism referred to a conception of society that
involved the reshaping of all spheres of life. It did not mean the mere coexistence of cultures
but intercultural involvement with each other (Die Grünen 1990: 19).

3 See e.g. the conference publication edited by Jürgen Micksch (1983), a leading spokesper-
son of the Lutheran Church (EKD) on the issue. It is however a misconception that the debate
originated in the conservative Christian Democratic Party and that Heiner Geißler introduced
the term ‘multicultural society’ to West German debates.
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of the governing majority, other developments contributed to conditions
unfavourable for MCPs: the breakdown of the wall had renationalized the
terms of political debate in an enlarged Federal Republic. In the critical
period of autumn 1989, East German protest movements had rediscov-
ered not only democracy but also the German nation and switched from
the slogan ‘We are the people’ to ‘We are one people’. Huge financial
transfers from West to East have, since 1990, been justified by continuous
appeals to national solidarity among Germans. Not before 1998, when
the Social Democrats and Green Party were elected into power, were con-
ditions created which enabled the transformation of the previously exclu-
sive citizenship regime (in 1999) and the passing of a law acknowledging
past and future immigration (in 2004)—but even then multiculturalism
did not become official policy (see e.g. Kruse, Orren, and Angenendt 2003;
Schönwälder 2004).

2. Traces of multiculturalism policies

Given this background, it is hardly astonishing that there is very little
in Germany that deserves to be described as multiculturalism policies
(MCPs) as defined by Banting and Kymlicka, i.e. policies that ‘go beyond
the protection of the basic civil and political rights guaranteed to all
individuals in a liberal-democratic state, to also extend some level of
public recognition and support for ethno-cultural minorities to maintain
and express their distinct identities and practices’ (this volume). At least
this is true if we refer to policies linked to an explicit programme of
recognizing and promoting ethnic plurality. However, if we consider the
eight policies Banting and Kymlicka list as the most common forms of
immigrant MCPs, we find that some of these policies do in fact exist in
Germany.

First, there is a strong relation between multiculturalism policies and
traditional minority rights. The Federal Republic has, on the interna-
tional stage, in the past decades been a supporter of collective rights for
established national minorities. Already in the interwar years, Weimar
Germany had pressed for such rights in order to strengthen the posi-
tion of ethnic German groups in Central and East European countries
(Schönwälder 1996a). To some extent, this tradition forms a basis for an
acceptance of the legitimate claims of ethnic or linguistic minorities to
public recognition and support for the preservation of their cultural iden-
tities. Considerable efforts were made to distinguish between established
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and immigrant minorities and to deny the latter minority rights. And yet,
elements of a minority rights approach were, in the 1950s and 1960s,
applied to the so-called Heimatlose Ausländer4 and to foreign refugees.
Specific attention was paid to helping them practise and retain their
culture, educational system, and ‘their ethnicity’ (Volkstum schlechthin).
Integration (Eingliederung) was the proclaimed aim, which was set against
assimilation (Einschmelzung). In 1968, for example, federal and regional
states made about 3.9 million marks available for this purpose (Bun-
desregierung 1969: 468–9). Soon after, this policy promoting the ethnicity
of refugees and former Displaced Persons was discontinued. It had origi-
nally been motivated by the assumption that some groups would return
to their homelands as well as by organicist conceptions of the Volk which
linked the integrity of the individual to his or her Volkstum. Additionally,
some small national or linguistic minorities, such as the Danes and the
Sorbs, were granted explicit minority rights, and such rights are enshrined
in the constitutions of a number of regional states (for more details
see Hahn 1993). Foreign policy considerations were a major motivating
factor.

Up to the 1980s, the idea had never come up that minority rights
might be applied to the new immigrant groups. Given that they were
not officially recognized as permanent residents, this is not astonishing.
However, in the early 1990s calls were put forward to the effect that the
protection of minority rights should be extended to all ethnic groups, and
only last-minute interventions prevented the introduction in the German
constitution of a general article on the protection of minorities (in 1994).5

Its supporters had argued that a constitutional commitment to tolerance
and the preservation of cultural and linguistic diversity would be a power-
ful symbolic act and an appropriate response to the racist violence of the
early 1990s (see Guggenberger, Preuß, and Ullmann 1991: 128, 44; Bericht
der Gemeinsamen Verfassungskommission 1993: 72). Explicitly, individual
rights were regarded as insufficient. In the end, conservative opposition

4 Literally ‘homeless foreigners’, the official term adopted in West German law for
the Displaced Persons, i.e. mostly former forced labourers and Concentration Camp
inmates.

5 ‘The state respects the identity of the ethnic, cultural and linguistic minorities’ was
the wording of a proposed article supported by a two-thirds majority in the Joint Com-
mittee on the Constitution (a parliamentary committee of Bundestag and Bundesrat)
and a majority of the regional states (Länder). The intended article represented a much
watered-down version and fell short of an effective minorities policy: a symbolic declara-
tion of respect would not have given the minorities a right to funds for cultural activi-
ties or political representation. Still, it would have represented a strong symbolic form of
recognition.
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against any step towards pluralistic integration of immigrant minorities
was crucial (see Schönwälder 1995; 1997: 203–12).6 But in spite of its
eventual failure, this example shows that, within German politics, there
is considerable support for the right of national or ethnic groups to a
preservation of their cultural identities.7

Dual citizenship is officially still unwanted, and the current citizenship
law includes strict measures against its expansion. Nevertheless, as excep-
tions were granted, for example, to ethnic Germans who were allowed
to retain their Polish citizenship, to Iranians who were not released from
their former citizenship, as well as, for a time, a significant number of
Turks, estimates put the number of Germans also holding another citi-
zenship at several hundred thousand.8

Multiculturalism—or rather intercultural education—is an element of
several school curricula. In 1996, the Kultusministerkonferenz (the body
of the regional ministers for culture and education) passed recommen-
dations on intercultural education in German schools. As Krüger-Potratz
(2004) argues, ministers responded to internationalization, European inte-
gration, as well as an increasing cultural plurality within Germany. Aims
include the promotion of tolerance and humanitarian principles, know-
ledge about and respect for other cultures, and the ability to deal peace-
fully with potential conflicts arising from the encounter of different eth-
nic, religious, and cultural groups. The regional authorities are encouraged
to make sure that in school education no society or culture is marginalized
or denigrated and that non-German students are offered opportunities for
positive identification.

Mother-tongue education does exist—although there is considerable
regional variation and it is not necessarily an element of multiculturalism
policies.9 Mother-tongue education is sometimes part of public education,
but in some states organized by the sending states’ consulates.10 It is
usually not integrated with regular education and attendance is voluntary

6 Interior Minister Kanther insisted that he would not accept a policy leading to ‘group
egoism and separatism’ (see Bundestag 1994: 20978).

7 We do not, however, agree with the position that the German authorities, by organizing
counselling services according to religion and nationality, deliberately encouraged ethnic
group formation (Ireland 2004).

8 After the introduction of the new citizenship law in 2000, conditions have in some
respects become more restrictive. Those who, without the consent of the German authorities,
retain or regain their previous citizenship after naturalization in Germany automatically lose
their German citizenship.

9 In the 1960s and 1970s mother-tongue education was part of a policy which envisaged
the return of the migrant children to the countries of origin. Since the early 1980s, this
objective is no longer pursued (see Reich 2000: 114).

10 Due to Germany’s federal structure, the situation varies in the different Länder.
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(see Gogolin, Neumann, and Reuter 2001). Altogether the languages of
the immigrant minorities play, at best, a marginal role in state education.
The German educational system has responded only in a very piecemeal
way to the challenges of heterogenization and its linguistic dimensions.
No major structural reforms were introduced, teachers are not system-
atically prepared for teaching in ethnically plural classes, and adequate
programmes for the education of non-native speakers have not been
implemented.

Several cities with a high percentage of foreigners among their inhab-
itants, such as Essen (11.4 per cent in 2001), Cologne (18.8 per cent),
Stuttgart (24.4 per cent), and Frankfurt on Main (22.5 per cent), have
committed themselves to multicultural or intercultural policies. Detailed
research on local policies is scarce. It seems there is often no clear
agenda or policy statement, and the content and purpose of such poli-
cies remain vague. Typically, policies include measures intended to sup-
port the process of language acquisition and to improve the educa-
tional performance of children with an immigration background, the
introduction of intercultural elements in school curricula, the develop-
ment of community-based institutions and projects devoted to promoting
contacts and exchange between native Germans and immigrants. More
recently, attempts to adapt the structure of the local administration to
a changed socio-cultural environment (‘intercultural opening of institu-
tions’) have been at the centre of local policies (Filsinger 2002: 16–19; see
also Ireland 2004: 60–115).

At the level of institution building, the most prominent example of
local multicultural policies in Germany is the Office for Multicultural
Affairs (OMCA, or, in German, Amt für Multikulturelle Angelegenheiten,
AMKA), established in Frankfurt in 1989. The OMCA was created with
the deliberate aim of coordinating the work of all administrative bodies
in relation to issues of cultural pluralism. At the same time, through the
composition of its staff, it was meant to act as a body that would give
immigrants a voice within the local administration. It was considered an
innovative institutional response to the city’s pronounced multicultural
profile. One of OMCA’s main tasks has been to convince local govern-
ment bodies of an agenda of anti-discrimination. Its approach, which
depends entirely on persuasion, involves mediation, conflict resolution,
counselling services, campaigns for tolerance, support for migrant orga-
nizations, the promotion of cultural activities, and measures to increase
labour market participation of immigrants (see Amt für Multikulturelle
Angelegenheiten 1990; Leggewie 1993: 46–60; Radtke 2003: 63–6).
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There are bodies to consult with ethnic communities—or rather for-
eign citizens in Germany.11 In the regional state of Northrhine West-
phalia currently (autumn 2004) 97 such local bodies exist, elected by,
on average, 13 per cent of the eligible electorate and organized in an
umbrella organization now called Landesarbeitsgemeinschaft der kom-
munalen Migrantenvertretungen Nordrhein-Westfalen (LAGA NRW) (see
www.laga-nrw.de). In Berlin a new body consisting of representatives
of immigrant communities was formed in 2003, but it is too early to
assess its impact. To some extent, the new bodies express the search for
alternatives to the older Foreigners’ Advisory Councils (Ausländerbeiräte).
Assessments of the basis and role of these councils are more or less
devastating—due to a set of different factors including their limited pop-
ularity with foreign citizens and their extremely limited rights (Hoffmann
2002).

Ethnic group organizations or activities are funded by the federal and
the regional states as well as some local authorities. Thus the government
of the regional state of Nordrhein-Westfalen regards the ‘strengthening
of the foreigners’ ability to represent themselves’ as an issue of great
importance. It provides funding for a regional umbrella organization of
the local representative bodies of migrants (Migrantenvertretungen) as well
as for several projects (about 20) of ethnic group organizations (NRW
2000: 29, 32; Rütten 1998: 26–7). The new Conservative-led regional
government promises extended support for the ‘promotion of the cul-
tural practices of immigrants’. A new Aktionsplan Integration states that
the regional government pursues a policy that aims at ‘achieving social,
economic and legal equality accompanied by respect for cultural and
religious differences’. Exactly the same phrase was used by the previous
government led by the Social Democrats (NRW 2004, 2006). Other states
and some local authorities also provide funding for such initiatives, but
an overview for Germany and evaluations of the effects of such support
on ethnic group organization or consciousness do not exist.

Bodies controlling the public broadcasting stations may include repre-
sentatives of the foreign population—as in the case of the Rundfunkrat of
the Westdeutscher Rundfunk.

There is no affirmative action in Germany. Following European Union
legislation, an antidiscrimination law was finally passed in 2006, but it
does not include elements of ‘positive discrimination’.

11 In some regional states, naturalized German citizens remain eligible to vote and to be
elected.
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There are no relevant exemptions from dress codes, other than those
based on individual rights (like the right, on certain conditions, to wear a
headscarf as a sales assistant).

All in all, at least some policies considered typical of the multicultur-
alism approach exist outside an explicit MCP framework.12 Joppke and
Morawska (2003) have described similar observations as ‘de facto multicul-
turalism’, a phenomenon they distinguish from ‘official multiculturalism
policies’. They explain the coexistence of both—as is now common—with
reference to a ‘logic of liberal states’. Surely the norms any liberal democ-
racy subscribes to, in particular respect for individual rights, religious
freedom, and the freedom to practise one’s own language and culture,
are an important basis for the development of a plural society. Tolerance
of other cultures and peaceful coexistence are nowadays common ideals
in education, and not necessarily linked to policies aiming to actively pro-
mote the confidence and public recognition of minorities. But in order to
explain the coexistence of integrative and exclusionary mechanisms and
the sometimes seemingly contradictory processes at work, we need more
complex and more country-specific explanations. They will have to take
the interests and influence of different societal actors into account—who
for instance in particular cities and regions have pushed for representation
of immigrants and measures against discrimination. Additionally, further
research is needed to determine what difference explicit and compre-
hensive multicultural programmes made—in comparison with the partial
and muted implementation of partly similar measures in the absence of
an explicit multicultural programme, as described here for Germany. In
the recently revived debate about migrant integration explanatory frame-
works relying on assumed ‘models’ of integration or exclusion have been
found wanting and hopefully more complex explanations for differences
and common features will be developed. For the time being, the authors
of this chapter will continue to assume that policies aiming, on the one
hand, at assimilation, i.e. the disappearance of group differences, and,
on the other, at pluralism, i.e. a continued relevance and recognition
of ethnic diversity, have contributed to the development of different
frameworks for the incorporation of immigrants into host societies.13

12 A somewhat parallel observation has recently been made by scholars of integra-
tion policies who noted that, in spite of rather different concepts of membership, Euro-
pean states pursued fairly similar policies in order to further the social integration of
immigrants.

13 Joppke and Morawska take the legitimate criticism of the concept of national models of
immigrant incorporation too far when they state that differences between liberal states are
largely to be located on the level of ‘political surface rhetoric’ (2003: 7).
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Consequently the question remains relevant what barriers may, in West
Germany, have stood in the way of an adoption of explicit and more
fully developed multiculturalism policies. Of a number of factors, some
are linked to welfare state issues.

3. Multiculturalism, MCPs, and the welfare state

Obviously, explicit and comprehensive MCPs were unlikely to be intro-
duced as long as it was officially assumed that no long-term immigration
had occurred. However, the official insistence on Germany not being a
country of immigration was always part of a contradictory approach.
As early as the 1960s, discussions had begun about the consequences
of the permanent immigration of at least some of the guest workers.
In the early 1970s, it was a widespread consensus in the newspapers
that the government’s declared policy of integration could hardly mean
anything but the eventual naturalization of the long-term immigrants.
Hardly anyone, however, envisaged an ethnically plural German society.
Rather than recognition of minority identities, social integration was seen
as the key challenge (see Schönwälder 2001: 505–15, 616–17 with detailed
references).

Among other factors, this focus on social integration rather than—as,
for instance in Britain—on discrimination and rights was a reflection
of traditions favouring a paternalistic attitude to the migrants and of
the corporatism typical for the West German state at the time (Streeck
1997; Katzenstein 1987). From the 1950s, labour migrants were granted
fairly wide-ranging social rights and more or less equal access to the
work-related social insurance system. West Germany thus demonstrated
that labour recruitment now was a different thing than forced labour
under the Nazi regime. The German government additionally responded
to demands of the sending states. But it was also relevant that West
German corporatism was based on consensus building, and the consent
of the trade unions to foreign recruitment depended on arrangements
which ensured that foreign migrants would not be cheaper workers and
endanger ‘German’ jobs. Social inclusion developed its own dynamic. As
for instance Bade and Bommes (2000: 166, 172) have argued, a pragmatic
policy of integration within welfare state structures contributed to a fairly
advanced process of integration.

Arguably, the weight of corporatist structures in the German welfare
state reduced the chance that the impact of immigration on social policy
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would become a controversial issue. In corporatist welfare regimes, social
rights are, to a large extent, insurance based (Esping-Andersen 1990).
Entitlements to welfare provisions are closely linked to participation in
the labour market and the continuous payment of the required contri-
butions to the unemployment, health, and pension insurances. Thus it
was more difficult to accuse the guest workers of exploiting the German
welfare system.

Furthermore, due to its plural structure and the large number of or-
ganizations involved, the German welfare system could be assumed to
be more open to minority organizations. On the other hand, however,
the established actors in such a corporatist welfare system are likely to
defend their stakes against newcomers. Organizations linked to the social
democratic movement and the churches still play an important role in
the implementation of social integration policies targeting immigrants.

Even among those advocating migrants’ rights, social inclusion was
usually regarded as more important than cultural issues or civil rights.14

While for instance in the United Kingdom the debate about immigrant
and minority rights was strongly influenced by the Civil Rights struggles
in the USA (and this encouraged the adoption of anti-discrimination
measures and multicultural programmes), in Germany a similar parallel
between American and European developments was not drawn. Rather,
Germans felt reminded of their own experience with Polish migration
and minority conflicts. At least for several post-war decades it was widely
if falsely believed that minority conflicts had caused the First World War
and in the long run Germany’s decline towards Nazism and territorial dis-
memberment. When around 1980, Social Democratic Chancellor Helmut
Schmidt publicly emphasized that West Germany would not, as a conse-
quence of guest-worker immigration, follow the Yugoslav path towards a
Vielvölkerstaat (a multinational state), he surely evoked associations of the
Balkans as the site of nationality conflicts and the region where the First
World War originated.

In the labour movement, the need for unity was one of the major
lessons of the experience of Nazism. Any trend towards separation, like
migrants’ lists in elections for factory representatives, was eyed with great
suspicion. To the present day, there is significant resistance within Social
Democracy and the trade unions to policies promoting ethnic plurality.
This partly has its roots in nationalism, but is also related to the great
importance placed on unity as the basis of strength and welfare rights.

14 See e.g. the position of the social democratic Arbeiterwohlfahrt (1973).
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Historical experiences also to some extent explain why there is strong
opposition against plural concepts within the German left and among
liberal-minded people. Group rights and the promotion of a multicultural
society are sometimes seen as expressions of nationalistic, biological, or at
least culturalist conceptions of ethnic or national communities, concep-
tions which are seen as conflicting with the principles of a liberal society
(see e.g. Oberndörfer 1994). Given the German past of extreme national-
ism and Nazism, a particular sensitivity exists among anti-nationalists as
regards a possible revival of völkisch perspectives. In intellectual debates a
line of argument is influential which claims that multiculturalism policies
might lead to even stricter separations within society and that individu-
als are in danger of being allocated a group identity which limits their
freedom of choice. Like in the North American debate, the point is made
that a focus on culture distracts from the more fundamental questions of
social rights (e.g. Radtke 1991a).

In view of Germany’s historical experiences, the refusal of left-wing
analysts to make any concessions to a völkisch type of discourse is perfectly
understandable. In some cases, however, this attitude seems to involve a
strong antipathy against all kinds of political claims based on cultural
identities (Radtke 1991b; Kaschuba 1995). Ultimately, the insistence on
the priority of the social and the rejection of cultural explanations of
inequality and injustice make it very difficult to develop an approach
to diversity that acknowledges the independent weight cultural factors
can have in the structuring of social and political relations in modern
societies.

More recently, in 2004 and 2005, arguments against policies promot-
ing group identities have assumed a new urgency. One key term in
this debate is Parallelgesellschaft (parallel society)—a term summarizing
fears of self-secluding ethnic communities, islands of non-Western values,
social exclusion, and urban conflicts. The debate is related to worries
about the overall integration of the increasingly heterogeneous Western
societies—given various developments that threaten social cohesion and
the welfare state ideal of equal opportunities and limited inequality. The
fear exists that ethnic communities are contributing to disintegration
by withdrawing into secluded communities or ‘parallel societies’. There
are obvious parallels between debates in different European countries
and among European social democrats. The German debate is to date
not as heated and the attack on multiculturalism not quite as urgent
as in the Netherlands or in the UK, where of course multiculturalism
has had more impact on policy. But there is a trend towards a closer
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interconnection of debates in different European countries, and clearly
developments mainly in the Netherlands do influence developments in
Germany.15

As in the Netherlands and in the United Kingdom, intellectuals have
played a part in stimulating the re-evaluation of multiculturalism. Parts
of the left-liberal spectrum in Germany seem to have shifted from a
multiculturalist discourse towards a growing emphasis on social integra-
tion, which is frequently related to cultural adaptation—or even assimi-
lation. The German debate about segregation and ‘parallel societies’ can
be traced back to a study directed by social scientist Wilhelm Heitmeyer
(Heitmeyer, Müller, and Schröder 1997).16 Published in 1997, the study
drew attention to perceived dangerous developments on the edges of
the majority society and to ethnic concentrations which—in this view—
provided fertile ground for Islamic fundamentalism and an acceptance of
violence among young Muslims. Although the study met with a lot of
criticism, the concept of a ‘parallel society’ kept reappearing in discourses
on immigration and integration policies. The Social Democratic Party, for
instance, in its ‘Government Programme, 2002 to 2006’, declared that
it was opposed to any consolidation of cultural parallel societies—thus
alleging that such societies do exist in Germany (SPD 2002: 137).

The term ‘parallel society’ is not always used as a clearly defined con-
cept which could be tested empirically. One, almost the only, systematic
definition was offered by Thomas Meyer, an influential Social Democratic
intellectual (2002).17 In his view, the term ‘parallel society’ refers to social
collectivities with a high degree of ethno-cultural homogeneity. Their sit-
uation vis-à-vis the majority society is characterized by spatial segregation
and the development of a separate infrastructure close to institutional
completeness. As Meyer (2002: 210–21) argues, there is a real danger that
such structures may evolve in particular areas of Cologne, Hamburg, and
Berlin. From his perspective, developments in the Netherlands, where,
to some extent, the cultural ‘pillarization’ of immigrant groups received
the support of political institutions, should be a warning for Germany.
Like several academics today, he believes that the maintenance of cultural
differences is one reason for the unsatisfactory social, economic, and

15 In particular after the murder of Dutch film-maker van Gogh, references to developments
in the Netherlands have become common in the German public debate. Even before, influ-
ential interventions, such as articles by Dutch author Paul Scheffer, used to be published in
German newspapers.

16 Heitmeyer is an influential voice in the social democratic debate in Germany.
17 He is a member of the SPD Grundwertekommission, a committee concerned with defin-

ing and interpreting the ‘basic values’ in the party’s political programme.
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political integration, as the thus consolidated ‘parallel societies’ block the
creation of interlocking opportunity structures conducive to the forma-
tion of social capital and trust.

Typically, Meyer’s, like Heitmeyer’s, concern is with social integration.
Given the range of pressures exerted on the welfare state and the Euro-
pean social model, ethnic differences are seen as a further, potentially
dangerous source of disintegration.

Furthermore—and this is the second strand from which current debates
originate—ethnic differences are increasingly seen as one major cause of
continuing social disadvantages on the part of children and young people
with a migration background. As is argued, institutionalized ethnicity
may provide alternatives to the cultural and social assimilation necessary
for equal life chances (e.g. Heitmeyer 1998). Public debates about such
social and educational disadvantages were revived by the publication of
the results of the PISA 2000 study on student achievements in selected
subjects (see Baumert and Schümer 2001). Compared to children in many
other OECD countries, the results of those educated in the German system
were disappointing. One recurrent motive in the public discourse follow-
ing the ‘PISA shock’ has been the possible connection between the unsat-
isfactory performance of German schools and the number of children
with a migration background and a non-German mother tongue. Indeed,
in some parts of German towns and major cities, the share of children
from immigrant communities already exceeds 25 per cent. In Frankfurt
on Main, for instance, more than one-third of students in schools hold a
foreign citizenship (35 per cent in 1998, see Straßburger 2001: 74). Their
command of the German language, when entering school education, is
often limited,18 and the German education system fails to compensate
quickly and adequately for such deficits.

Public discussions about the consequences of multilingualism for urban
schooling frequently display a tendency to blame the victims. Thus an
alleged unwillingness of some immigrant groups, the Turks in particular,
to learn German, combined with ethnic concentrations enabling a with-
drawal into secluded Turkish communities, are frequently held respon-
sible for the problems occurring in school. The immigrants’ allegedly
insufficient cultural and social assimilation is seen as the root cause of
their failure to achieve equal chances in the employment system. Even

18 In Berlin, for instance, a recent assessment of the language competencies of all children
about to enter school found that about one-quarter were in need of special support. A previous
test had found that among children from families with a non-German language background
about 80 per cent had only a limited knowledge of German.
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worse, the presence of a large group of immigrant children is regarded as
one cause for overall deficits of education affecting all children.

While obviously a certain extent of scapegoating and general anti-
immigrant attitudes are involved, the German-language proficiency of
immigrant children and possible connections between academic achieve-
ments, residential segregation, and ethnic community ties are serious
problems which anyone interested in equal life chances should address.
To date, knowledge about these connections is not very far advanced. It
is, however, safe to assume that residential segregation occurs to a lesser
extent in Germany than in some other countries (such as the USA, the
UK and the Netherlands) (Häussermann and Siebel 2001) and that links
between dense ethnic community ties and low academic achievement
have not been established. When a recent study for the Bertelsmann
foundation (Hörmel and Scherr 2004) claims that, in Germany, multicul-
tural education contributed to a consolidation of group differences it is
reiterating common objections against MCPs but surely not presenting
an empirically based finding. After all, multicultural education hardly
existed. Nevertheless, current trends point to a clear emphasis on the
teaching of the German language. Under the pressures of a politically
unfavourable climate as well as budgetary restrictions, mother-tongue
education may be reduced even further.

To be sure, attitudes to integration and the resulting policy approaches
are not uniform. Even within the government of Social Democrats
and Green Party (1998–2005) different approaches coexisted. Thus Otto
Schily, the Social Democratic Minister for the Interior, has in the past
rejected any public support for the maintenance of Germany’s new
minorities. As he thinks, it would be wrong to promote the establish-
ment of ‘new homogeneous minorities’ which he seems to identify with
parallel societies, tensions, and conflicts (‘Es ware verfehlt, wenn wir die
Entstehung neuer geschlossener Minderheiten fördern würden.’). Instead,
in his view ‘The aim of integration is incorporation in the German cultural
space. We cannot promote all kinds of other languages on top of that.
This would lead to total chaos.’ And, even more harshly: ‘I tell you quite
frankly: The best form of integration is assimilation’ (2002a).19 For Schily,
linguistic integration is the key to social integration; the Turks’ mother
tongue should in future be German.

19 Surprisingly, the interview cannot be found in the long selection of interviews with
Otto Schily offered on the Minister’s homepage (www.otto-schily.de). Schily has given other
speeches in which he presented a more tolerant and plural idea of integration (see e.g. Schily
2002b).
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The previous Federal Government’s Commissioner for Migration and
Integration, however, supported a more pluralistic conception,20 and the
Social Democratic Party has also on several occasions confirmed its com-
mitment to a policy which emphasizes equal access to educational and
other opportunities and refrains from any assimilatory pressures.21 This
programmatic platform leaves space for regional organizations to develop
a more assimilationist policy or one that includes at least multicultural
elements.

Overall, the leading principle of official government policy is nowadays
expressed in the slogan of Fördern und Fordern (‘promote and challenge’ or:
provide support and demand individual efforts)—a typical New Labour
phrase. It legitimizes a focus on the individual who is offered some help
but is also required to prove his or her willingness to cooperate and,
for example, attend language classes. On a new government website,
‘integration’ is explained by emphasizing that individuals who desire to
stay permanently in Germany have to fulfil certain requirements, first of
all to learn German. German society, on the other hand, should grant
permanent immigrants a wide-ranging participation in its societal, polit-
ical and economic life, ‘if possible’ on an equal footing.22 Group rights
and legitimate claims to recognition do not really feature in this concept,
rather the claim that no society can tolerate ‘an internal separatism which
is based on cultural divisions’ may be read as a rejection of multicul-
turalism.23 For the previous Interior Minister himself, the existence of
ethnic communities and infrastructures is incompatible with integration
and would lead to major divisions in German society (Schily 2002a).

It is not easy to identify the factors influencing Social Democratic and
trade-union thinking on multiculturalism as frequently positions remain

20 The (now renamed) Federal Government’s Commissioner for Foreigners Affairs defined
integration as a ‘permanent process of consensus-building about the common fundaments
and rules of co-existence in a community’, a process that involves society as a whole. Equal
chances and participation as well as the absence of discrimination are strongly emphasized
(Bericht der Beauftragten der Bundesregierung 2000: 202, 205–6); see a similar conception in Inte-
grationspolitisches Memorandum der Bundesarbeitsgemeinschaft Freier Wohlfahrtspflege (c.2001).

21 See, for instance, a position paper of the parliamentary faction which emphasizes that
ethnic minorities should be able to find themselves and their cultures represented in German
social life. Cultural integration should involve a greater emphasis on the plurality of cultures
and on cultural identities (SPD-Bundestagsfraktion 2001).

22 See the new government website www.zuwanderung.de (accessed 10 Mar. 2005) which
explains ‘Zuwanderern soll eine umfassende, möglichst gleichberechtigte Teilhabe in allen
gesellschaftlichen Bereichen ermöglicht werden. Zuwanderer haben die Pflicht, die deutsche
Sprache zu erlernen sowie die Verfassung und die Gesetze zu kennen, zu respektieren und zu
befolgen.’

23 ‘Einen inneren Separatismus, der auf kulturellen Trennungen beruht, hält eine
Gesellschaft nicht aus.’ www.zuwanderung.de (10 Mar. 2005).
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clouded in vague declarations. To a considerable extent Social Democratic
migration and integration policy is always determined by considerations
as to xenophobic and racist attitudes among their supporters.24 SPD
politicians have been aware of the political developments in neighbouring
countries such as Denmark, the Netherlands, and Austria, where populist
and xenophobic right-wing groups were successful in attracting important
portions of both the lower- and the middle-class vote, including segments
traditionally supporting the socialists. The case of Austria was followed
with particular concern by German social democrats, not only for reasons
of cultural proximity, but also because the SPÖ had been substantially
weakened in the course of the ascension of Haider’s FPÖ in the 1990s
(see Pelinka and Rosenberger 2003). Any measures of support for immi-
grant groups might be regarded as preferential treatment of newcomers
and as competing with more legitimate claims of the German working
class. Multiculturalism policies might endanger the political basis of Social
Democracy and thus, in a way, also the basis for welfare state policies. Are
such fears justified?

Implications of immigration for the welfare state have, for about thirty
years, been a major issue in the (West) German political debate. In the
early 1970s, the allegedly limited absorptive capacities of West German
society provided one major justification for the stop to foreign labour
recruitment. Later on, the accusation that immigrants and asylum seek-
ers, in particular, make illegitimate claims on welfare state provisions
became an established feature of the public discourse. However, links
between multiculturalism, or more specifically, multiculturalism policies,
and support for the welfare state are more difficult to establish. Empir-
ically founded knowledge about the social acceptance of specific welfare
state arrangements is altogether rather limited (Ullrich 2000a: 22). We
do however know that the welfare state in general enjoys an extremely
widespread acceptance among the populations of all Western industrial-
ized societies, and that its acceptance is even higher in Europe than in
the United States. Worries regarding a threatening welfare state backlash
have altogether turned out to be unjustified (Ullrich 2000b: 132–4). We
know less about what specific qualities of a welfare state system are likely
to increase or to reduce its acceptance among the population. As it seems,
social benefits targeted at only some groups of the population tend to be

24 We are, however, not aware of a recent explicit debate on the potential electoral con-
sequences of multiculturalism policies. It is more common for politicians to refer in a more
general way to the voters’ demand for strict immigration controls and effective integration
policies.
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less popular. But this is not true for all targeted programmes—student
grants and housing benefits enjoy more support than unemployment
benefits. It thus seems plausible that acceptance also depends on views
of those benefiting from the programmes and of their needs and that,
consequently, views of the ethnic minorities and of the legitimacy of their
claims would be crucial.

Again, hard empirical evidence is scarce and we only have some hints:
in a survey conducted by Munich’s city authorities people were asked
about issues the city should spend more or less money on. A surprisingly
large share of almost 50 per cent of respondents thought that more money
should be spent on the ‘integration of foreign co-citizens’, and only
about 10 per cent wanted to see expenditure reduced (the rest thought
it should stay the same) (Landeshauptstadt München 2002: 102). Surely
‘integration’ is not identical with multiculturalism policies, but at least
these figures indicate that there may be considerable support for some
measures immigrants would benefit from. At the same time, however,
demands for a better adjustment of the foreigners’ lifestyles to the German
have, since the 1980s, consistently enjoyed majority support (Datenreport
2004: 585–6)—an observation that indicates resistance to ethnic plural-
ism. Asked whether they supported equal rights for selected immigrant
groups, between 11 (for asylum seekers) and 44 per cent (for ethnic
Germans from Eastern Europe) of respondents said that they should in
all spheres have the same rights as Germans (figures were 23 per cent for
Turks and 40 per cent for Italians). A large proportion were indifferent,
but a maximum of 53 per cent opposed the granting of equal rights for
asylum seekers (Datenreport 1997: 461).25

Generally, of welfare state aims, ‘equality’ enjoys less support than
‘security’ (Ullrich 2000b: 133). Andreß, Heien, and Hofäcker (2001:
108–9) further found that of measures aiming to ensure equality of men
and women those intending a general improvement of employment
opportunities enjoy considerable support; when asked specifically about
preferential treatment of female applicants for jobs, only a minority
(26 per cent in 1990) agree. The same may occur if people were asked
about affirmative action in favour of members of ethnic minorities. But
there is no evidence on whether such measures, if implemented against
majority opinion, would lead to reduced support for the welfare state in

25 Note that the question suggested the fairly radical option of equal rights in all respects
irrespective of citizenship (‘Die in Deutschland lebenden Italiener/Türken/Asylbewerber/
Deutschstämmigen Aussiedler aus Osteuropa sollten in allen Bereichen die gleichen Rechte
haben wie die Deutschen’).
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general. Given the stability and complex basis of support for the welfare
state, this seems unlikely—and excessive fears of a backlash against pos-
sible (moderate) multiculturalism policies not justified.

Concluding remarks

Multiculturalism emerged late in German debates, and it may turn out to
be short-lived. Quite possibly multiculturalism will be abandoned without
ever having attained great strength as an operational political programme.
Presently, as shown above, elements of multiculturalism policies do exist
in Germany—albeit not within a concept characterized by a commitment
to minority rights and public support for the maintenance and expression
of distinct identities. Objections to more fully developed multiculturalism
policies arise mainly from three sources. First of all such policies usually
require an acceptance of the minority groups as longer-term parts of a
given society. Second, the retention of national or ethnic group solidar-
ities is often seen as backward-looking and anti-modern, as unnecessary
for the realization of individual rights, and occasionally even as hindering
individual development. Thirdly, stronger, more visible, and vocal ethnic
communities are seen as a danger to the overall cohesion of modern
societies and as parallel societies. Finally, recent transformations of the
German welfare state might encourage a shift towards a more assimila-
tionist orientation. The new welfare discourse emphasizes the priority an
activating state must assign to the formation of human capital. Education
is meant to help increase the employment opportunities of individuals
belonging to social strata who, at present, are heavily dependent on wel-
fare benefits, as is the case with important numbers of second and third
generation immigrants. The view is gaining ground that, in order to avoid
a proliferation of social problems and a further overload of welfare state
structures, exclusion and growing social conflicts, German society has to
ensure that ethnic communities do not consolidate and that members
of Germany’s immigrant minorities acquire the German language (and
assimilate culturally).26

26 In the context of the debate about a reform of the welfare state, questions of integration
policy have attained a much greater saliency than before. Links between multiculturalism
and social policy may be addressed more explicitly in the ongoing political debate, as welfare
state structures continue to be under pressure. On the other hand, however, in view of the
institutional properties of German federalism it seems unlikely that a uniform national policy
will emerge.
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Currently, the tide seems to be going against any further development
of multiculturalism policies. However, as a consequence of internationally
stronger calls for extended human rights, the demands of more vocal
immigrant minorities, whose members increasingly hold German citi-
zenship and are thus voters whose concerns will be taken into account,
and other not yet visible factors, the balance of an overall non-uniform
constellation could well turn in a different direction. In the long run,
capturing the immigrant vote could turn out to be the more beneficial
strategy for the left than making concessions to more traditional segments
of the working class.

221



8

Do campaigns for historical redress

erode the Canadian welfare state?

Matt James

In their recent work, Keith Banting and his co-authors have shown that
countries with comparatively robust multiculturalism policies have not
experienced overall levels of welfare state erosion greater than those
seen in their more evidently difference-blind counterparts (Banting and
Kymlicka 2004a; Chapter 2 in this volume). This is a telling response
to an argument that left-wing critics of multiculturalism often make in
impressionistic or abstract ways. Captured famously in Nancy Fraser’s
imagery of ‘recognition-versus-redistribution’, the charge is that a novel
focus on ‘cultural or symbolic . . . injustice . . . rooted in social patterns
of representation, interpretation, and communication’ is impeding our
capacity to redress ‘socioeconomic injustice . . . rooted in the political-
economic structure of society’ (1997: 14, 13).

Yet critics are unlikely soon to retract the charge, and perhaps for good
reason. While keenly interested in the impact of particular multicultural-
ism policies on the welfare state, they also have a more diffuse concern.
Critics worry about the long-run impact of a vast ensemble of discourses
and practices, comprising what we can call ‘social-movement multicul-
turalism’, on the civic visions and coalitions that appear necessary to
sustain redistribution.1 Yet it is not immediately clear how one can test

For helpful comments on earlier drafts of this chapter, I would like to thank Keith Banting,
the other participants in the ‘Multiculturalism and the Welfare State’ workshop at Queen’s
University, and Melissa Williams. Special thanks to Will Kymlicka for helpful comments and
encouragement. For great research assistance, thanks to Paul Dyck, Shauna McRanor, and
Diane Vermilyea. Thanks also to the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of
Canada for financial support (grant no. 410-2004-0301).

1 In addition to Fraser (1997), see Barry (2001), Gitlin (1995), and Rorty (2000).
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the proposition that ‘social-movement multiculturalism’ is eroding redis-
tribution. This chapter proceeds on the assumption that a useful first step
is to scrutinize the discourses and practices of particular multiculturalist
campaigns for their interplay with political-economy concerns (cf. Carroll
and Ratner 2001). To this end, it focuses on one important expression of
social-movement multiculturalism in one national context: the politics of
historical redress in contemporary Canada.

Often cited as instances of an ‘identitarian version of multiculturalism’
likely to impair civic solidarity and social cohesion (Torpey, forthcoming;
also see Lu 2005; Maier 1993; Nielsen 2001), redress movements provide
a useful opportunity for probing claims made by the critics. Indeed, both
John Torpey and Charles Maier worry specifically that the emphasis on
group victimhood and historic grievance in what I (James 1999) have
called ‘redress politics’ constitutes a threat to the welfare state. Fearing
that a ‘surfeit of memory’ may ‘divert from other agendas’, Maier states
the case this way: ‘Every group claims its share of public honor and public
funds by pressing disabilities and injustices. . . . I would rather that our
society . . . use civic action to meet urgent public needs and diminish
the gross inequalities that characterize our life, so that we are all less
preoccupied with our memory’ (1993: 145, 147, 150).

To explore these concerns, this chapter studies movements that have
sought, and in most cases continue to seek, reparations for the following
injustices: Canada’s past policy of forcing Aboriginal children to attend
residential schools; the wartime internment’s of Ukrainian and Japanese
Canadians; the ‘head tax’ formerly imposed on Chinese migrants to
Canada; and the physical destruction of Halifax’s Africville community.
In the course of treating the latter case, I also discuss a broader social-
movement focus on the historical oppression of Canada’s African dias-
pora, with which it has important thematic continuities and network
links. While redress politics and ‘multiculturalism’ are logically distinct
and can be critiqued and defended independently, there appear to be
solid grounds—particularly in the Canadian case—for interpreting redress
politics as a broadly multiculturalist arena of political discourse and
practice. Accordingly, the chapter begins by introducing redress politics
as a species of multiculturalism. After summarizing the relevant injus-
tices and using Fraser’s (1997) recognition–redistribution distinction to
characterize the cases, the chapter then turns to the main task at hand:
evaluating the redress campaigns as potential instances of what Banting
and Kymlicka identify in this volume as the most plausible means by
which multiculturalism might be said to erode the welfare state. These are
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the misdiagnosis effect (which displaces attention from maldistribution
by failing to address its real causes), the crowding-out effect (which saps
time and energy that might otherwise be devoted to redistribution), and
the corroding effect (which undermines the solidarity that redistribution
appears to require). The chapter concludes that redress politics constitutes
a species of social-movement multiculturalism whose dynamics are far
more complex—and perhaps even more promising—than the misdiagno-
sis, crowding-out, and corroding charges allow.

1. Characterizing redress politics in Canada

Redress politics as a species of multiculturalism

Although Banting et al. (Chapter 2, this volume) do not themselves
include apologies and redress agreements in their list of ‘MCPs’, I argue
that they qualify as a form of social-movement multiculturalism. Redress
politics is characterized by a difference-conscious focus on group disad-
vantage, group restitution, and group responsibilities (Barkan 2000: xx,
161, 308, 319; Cunningham 1999: 290; Torpey 2003: 11–15). Activists
seek apologies in the name of ethnic communities or indigenous nations,
identify ethno-cultural organizations as anticipated recipients of material
gestures of restitution or repair, and speak of the duties that perpetrator or
beneficiary groups owe to victim communities. For these reasons, actual
redress settlements are likely to include multiculturalist policies as these
are defined in Chapter 1 of this volume.

The 1988 Japanese Canadian Redress Agreement (see Miki and
Kobayashi 1991), the landmark achievement to which many Canadian
campaigns have aspired (James 1999: 259–60), is a case in point. First,
Prime Minister Brian Mulroney directed his government’s official apol-
ogy for the racist Second World War Two internment ‘to the Japanese
Canadian community’.2 Although the Agreement paid individual com-
pensation to roughly 18,000 internment survivors, this ‘many-to-many’
apology (Tavuchis 1991: 99–117) conveyed the group recognition char-
acteristic of official multiculturalist affirmations (immigrant MCP #1
in this volume).3 Second, by establishing the Canadian Race Relations

2 Mulroney’s speech is reprinted in Miki and Kobayashi (1991: 138–9). For an account of
the Agreement, see Kobayashi (1992).

3 If the recipient group is a national minority and the apology acknowledges that status,
then the corresponding example would be a parliamentary affirmation of ‘multinational-
ism’ (example #5 from that list). Similarly, an apology for injustices of colonialism that
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Foundation with a $24 million endowment, the Agreement has helped to
promote both multiculturalism in school curricula and ethnic sensitivity
in the media (immigrant MCPs #2 and #3 respectively).4

A third multiculturalist feature of the Agreement is the $12 million
community-development fund elicited by the National Japanese Cana-
dian Citizens’ Association (NAJC).5 The NAJC has used these monies
to support cultural activities and group-specific social services (immi-
grant MCP #6), including a Japanese-Canadian museum, nursing homes,
memorial centres, community centres, and commemorative gardens. The
NAJC has also drawn on the fund to provide Japanese heritage-language
instruction (immigrant MCP #7). As the literary critic and redress
activist Roy Miki explains more generally, the community-development
fund has been instrumental in strengthening Japanese-Canadian iden-
tity, not least by providing ‘new social and community spaces . . . [for]
those whose subjectivities had been contained and suppressed’
(2004: 62).

Therefore, redress politics would appear to involve advocacy in sup-
port of multiculturalist policies oriented towards affirming and nour-
ishing group difference (cf. Barkan 2000: 24, 317). At the same time,
and moving beyond the realm of formal policy, redress campaigns also
afford a closer look at social-movement multiculturalism’s perhaps most
controversial feature; its combative approach to dominant majorities.
Casting the target nation as the morally compromised beneficiary of
racist acts whose echoes continue to structure public life and private
power, redress seekers employ an ‘adversarial, accusatory history’ (Cairns
1995: 24). This approach exemplifies the stance of minoritarian griev-
ance that critics often blame for corroding the solidarity on which wel-
fare states rest (e.g. Gitlin 1995: 229–31). In short, redress politics in
Canada have involved both the affirmative state policies that defend-
ers of multiculturalism cite, as well as the potentially antagonistic dis-
courses and attitudes that some critics fear. It therefore provides a good
test case for examining claims about the impact of multiculturalism on
redistribution.

acknowledges a distinct status relationship would correspond to example #7 (affirmation of
distinct indigenous status) of the indigenous MCP list.

4 The Canadian Race Relations Foundation provides multiculturalist resources for edu-
cators, such as a quiz testing ‘knowledge of racism in Canadian history’. It also promotes
Black History Month, Asian Heritage Month, and National Aboriginal Day. See Canadian
Race Relations Foundation (2004).

5 On the NAJC activities enumerated in this paragraph, see Miki (2003: chs. 3 and 4).
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The injustices

Let us now consider some of the injustices that have prompted redress
politics to appear in the Canadian context.

� Roughly 5,000 Ukrainian Canadians were interned during the First
World War, on the dubious ground that their status as former subjects
of the Austro-Hungarian empire made them national-security threats
(Luciuk 1988). The camps were punitive, inmates were exploited as
unpaid labour, and in many cases cash and valuables were seized that
were never returned. Ukrainian Canadians were also disenfranchised
in the wartime election campaign of 1917.

� From 1942 to 1949, the entire ethnic Japanese population of coastal
British Columbia, numbering approximately 24,000 persons, was
subjected to a range of racist policies, including internment in the
province’s interior, forcible ‘dispersal’ to other areas of Canada, unfree
labour, the deportation to Japan of persons who were in many cases
Canadian citizens, and the largely uncompensated seizure of homes,
property, and businesses (Miki 2004).

� Implemented at the rate of $50 in 1885, the ‘Chinese head tax’ was
raised to $100 in 1900, and then to $500 in 1903 (Bolaria and Li 1988:
107–16). In 1923 it was replaced by a virtual ban on Chinese immi-
gration to Canada, known informally as the ‘Chinese Exclusion Act’,
which, along with a policy of Asian-Canadian disenfranchisement,
remained in place until 1947. The prohibitive cost of the tax fostered
an informal system of indentured servitude, with labour contractors
paying the price of admission in order to acquire indebted and there-
fore exploitable ‘clients’. Because only male workers were typically
able to pay the entry tax, and were not generally allowed to bring
over other family members once settled, it also ensured that there
would be virtually no second Chinese-Canadian generation until the
late 1970s.

� Established in the early nineteenth century, the Halifax neighbour-
hood of Africville quickly became a site for the city’s hazardous indus-
tries and toxic waste (Africville Genealogy Society 1992). It was also
denied such basic services as policing, water, and sewerage. After
white Haligonians began to express embarrassment about these con-
ditions, provincial and municipal authorities responded in the late
1960s by razing Africville and dispersing its residents to other parts
of the city. This action was taken despite strong protest from what
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had become a proudly self-sufficient community. Activists cite the
Africville experience as a microcosmic example of the mixture of
oppression and indifference that African people have endured on
Canadian soil (e.g. Saney 2002).

� Canada’s century-long residential-schools policy took more than
100,000 Native children from their families and placed them in
grossly authoritarian settings (Miller 1996). In addition to suffering
family separation and forced culture and language loss, over 12,000
survivors allege in the Baxter class-action suit that they were phys-
ically or sexually abused by the church personnel whom Ottawa
entrusted with running the schools (Canada 2003). The Canadian
federal government apologized for the physical and sexual abuse
in 1998 (Canada 2004a). Indigenous peoples have of course suf-
fered myriad other injustices in Canada, including the imposition
of a foreign system of government and pervasive land theft, but
because activists usually seek to address these injustices by pursuing
self-determination rather than by demanding reparations, I do not
directly discuss them here.

Recognition and redistribution in redress campaigns

While all of these campaigns can usefully be seen as examples of social
movement multiculturalism, and hence as forms of ‘the politics of
recognition’, there is one crucial difference amongst them. Two of the
groups—namely, African Canadians and Indigenous peoples—continue
to suffer from serious economic disadvantage, which they trace back at
least in part to the acts of historic injustice committed against them.
As a result, their redress campaigns exhibit what Fraser calls a ‘biva-
lent’ concern to redress injustices of both misrecognition and maldis-
tribution (1997: 19). By contrast, the other groups seeking redress—the
Chinese-, Japanese-, and Ukrainian-Canadians—are not on the whole
economically disadvantaged when compared to the larger Canadian
population.

This distinction is important for my analysis of the cases. In particu-
lar, the concern about ‘misdiagnosis’ only seems to be relevant in the
Aboriginal and African-Canadian cases. After all, the charge of misdi-
agnosis maintains that multiculturalism leads the victims of economic
injustice to seek wrong-headed ‘culturalist’ solutions to their economic
disadvantage. I will begin my analysis, therefore, by considering whether
the preoccupation with seeking redress for historic injustice amongst
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Aboriginal and African Canadians has led to a misdiagnosis of their
economic condition.

I then turn to consider the possibility of ‘crowding-out’ and ‘corrod-
ing’ effects, while expanding the scope of the analysis to include the
Ukrainian-, Japanese-, and Chinese-Canadian campaigns. While all of
the movements that I address have struggled with questions of iden-
tity and difference, the latter three are distinguished by a particularly
keen focus on cultural recognition. Perhaps most notably, they have
fought against group stigma; an unjust and at times disabling inheri-
tance, which episodes such as internment for alleged disloyalty (Japanese
and Ukrainian Canadians) or special restriction as ‘undesirable’ immi-
grants (Chinese Canadians) may leave in their wake. Campaigns of this
sort appear to place particular value on redress settlements as ‘symbolic
capital’ (Bourdieu 1986). Concerned to elicit official recognition that
the group’s past treatment was wrongful and undeserved, they strive
to show authoritatively that their new-found political clout has forced
the state to redress the wrong, leaving a precedent-setting contribution
towards a more just collective future (James 1999). Accordingly, I will
examine whether this preoccupation with recognition and redress has
crowded out a broader focus on welfare state concerns. I will also ask
whether it appears to have corroded feelings of solidarity across ethnic
lines.

To use Fraser’s terminology, therefore, this chapter focuses on two dis-
tinct types of redress politics: (a) the ‘bivalent’ Aboriginal and African-
Canadian campaigns, which struggle against both cultural misrecogni-
tion and economic disadvantage; and (b) the Japanese-, Chinese-, and
Ukrainian-Canadian cases, which are closer to pure instances of recogni-
tion politics (cf. Torpey 2001: 335–8).6 Since issues of cultural recognition
arise in all of these cases, concerns about the crowding-out and corroding
effects apply across the board. Regarding the Aboriginal and African-
Canadian campaigns, we can also ask whether the centrality of cultural
concerns has led to a misdiagnosis of the economic injustices facing the
group.

6 While it is true that even the Japanese-, Ukrainian-, and Chinese-Canadian movements
have sought economic as well as symbolic capital, this alone is not sufficient to claim them
for the politics of redistribution. As Anne Phillips points out, if the mere presence of a
call on public resources is the criterion then virtually all politics would merit that label
(2003: 269).
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2. Assessing the impact of redress politics on the welfare state

The misdiagnosis effect

Do the two ‘bivalent’ cases offer evidence of the misdiagnosis effect?
The Aboriginal and African-Canadian campaigns certainly articulate their
distributive goals in a ‘culturalist’ framework that stresses the impact of
racist disrespect and colonial assault. For example, a Law Commission of
Canada report characterized the concerns of residential-schools survivors
with the following summary observation: ‘The consequences of residen-
tial schools are noted as high rates of alcoholism, suicide, and sexual
abuse, the loss of language and culture, low self-esteem and pride, the
breakdown of families, the loss of parenting skills, dependency on others,
and loss of initiative’ (Claes and Clifton 1998: 45). For their part, Africville
campaigners argue strongly for the economic importance of community
and culture. Noting that the destruction of an established context of
group and family support forced many relocatees to turn to welfare for
survival, activists see their story as ‘a symbol of why black organization
and solidarity are necessary’ (Clairmont 1992: 74).7

For some critics, these arguments and claims may seem to exemplify
the naive belief that valorizing disrespected cultures will somehow undo
profound socio-economic harm. As Kwame Anthony Appiah famously
put it in his critique of multiculturalist responses to the plight of African-
Americans, ‘Culture is not the problem, and it is not the solution’ (see
the discussion in Banting and Kymlicka, this volume). However, the
expectations that the Aboriginal and African-Canadian campaigns attach
to culture are not so self-evidently naive. The campaigns appear to value
cultural affirmation not as a solution in its own right, but rather as a
means of increasing the group’s capacity to vindicate its socio-economic
needs—needs that the dominant society has a record of ignoring, to say
the least. Activists expect their efforts to contribute to this goal in two
major ways; internally, by strengthening the group’s solidarity and mo-
bilization capabilities, and externally, by increasing its political influence
on the wider society.

The Assembly of First Nations (1994) report, Breaking the Silence: An
Interpretive Study of Residential School Impact and Healing, emphasizes the
internal dimension of group affirmation. A key premiss behind its idea

7 Clairmont (1992: 72), finds that only 10 per cent of Africville residents were on social
assistance at the time of the relocation, with over 50 per cent in receipt of benefits shortly
afterwards.
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of ‘breaking the silence’ is that grappling with past trauma through
enterprises of community healing will promote self-esteem and group
solidarity, encouraging participants ‘to lead healthy, prosperous lives’ and
contribute ‘to the well-being of their families and communities’ (141,
137). A similar focus on rebuilding community as a step towards tackling
unemployment and poverty informs the Africville campaign (e.g. Cox
2001; Shunpiking 2002).

Externally, the residential-schools and Africville redress campaigns
focus on persuading the dominant society to respond more energet-
ically and appropriately to their respective communities’ social-welfare
needs. For example, activists stress the contemporary economic impact of
Africville’s destruction and of the dispossession and discrimination visited
on the African diaspora more generally. They do so in the hope that
teaching other Canadians about the ongoing effects of historical racism
might create the political basis for a ‘Marshall-plan’ response to African-
Canadian underemployment and poverty (African-Canadian Legal Clinic
2004; Barnes 2004; Shunpiking 2002).

Many Native advocates are similarly concerned to educate the dom-
inant society about the continued impact of the residential schools.
Indeed, researchers Rhonda Claes and Deborah Clifton have found that
the reparative priority most commonly cited by survivors is for greater
‘public recognition and awareness’ of the effects of the schools, to be
promoted ‘in the form of an inquiry’ (1998: 61). Often speaking in redis-
tributive terms, advocates hope that such a process might lead Canadians
and the federal government to embrace their duty to help repair the
devastation that they have caused. For example, the Assembly of First
Nations (1990) demands that Ottawa provide a ‘full range of [health
and counselling] services to victims . . . their families and communities’,
and that it strive more vigorously to redress a key legacy of the schools:
‘inadequate education reflected in high unemployment rates.’

Africville and residential-schools campaigners also insist that Canadian
welfare planners committed severe injustices in pursuit of what unblush-
ing authorities and activists alike once called civic integration. For
instance, they remind us that Canada’s Aboriginal education policy was
little more than an instrument of attempted cultural genocide (Claes
and Clifton 1998: 31–39), and that ‘integration’ and ‘urban renewal’ in
Halifax meant destroying a Black community (Clairmont 1992). The
point is not to deny any distinction between the contemporary impor-
tance of the residential-schools legacy in Aboriginal arguments for self-
determination, as against the more obviously integrative concerns of
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many African-Canadians. It is that their common focus on criticizing
the Marshallian welfare state, particularly its more aggressive attempts ‘to
integrate people into a common national culture’ (Kymlicka 2002: 328),
does not imply a rejection of distributive politics. Rather, it constitutes an
attempt to promote a more effective and culturally sensitive redistributive
agenda.

In summary, Aboriginal and African-Canadian participants view redress
campaigns as internal opportunities for rebuilding and mobilizing frac-
tured communities. This work is often seen as a contributing step towards
autonomous processes of community economic development. Externally,
activists hope that their campaigns will teach historical lessons which
foster a climate of moral urgency and forge a more sensitive appreciation
of community economic problems and needs. Amply aware that progress
on these fronts will require what Phillips (2003) calls ‘political voice’, the
residential-schools and Africville redress campaigns seek to vindicate their
communities’ historically neglected and improperly addressed distribu-
tive needs. This may not be the approach that multiculturalism’s left-wing
critics prefer. But it is a far cry from ignoring economic injustice altogether
or believing naively that cultural respect on its own will solve it.

Before treating the questions of crowding out and corrosion, I want to
consider what Banting and Kymlicka call the ‘Machiavellian version’ of
the misdiagnosis argument. Of course it seems unlikely that members of
a historically oppressed group would go to the trouble of launching a
redress movement in a devious attempt to distract attention from maldis-
tribution. However, there is evidence that neoliberal and traditional right-
wing political parties promote a narrow ‘heritage’ approach to redress as
a substitute for more ambitious remedies for injustice.

As Yasmeen Abu-Laban and Christina Gabriel have shown, during the
mid-1990s the governing federal Liberals instituted steep budget cuts to
multiculturalism programmes and downgraded the former ministry into a
toothless and administratively sidelined division of the new Department
of Canadian Heritage (2002: ch. 4). These measures served neoliberal
goals by helping to weaken, both financially and in terms of politi-
cal influence and access, a variety of progressive advocacy groups. This
‘heritage’ approach to marginalizing social-movement multiculturalism
also encompasses redress. Since 1994, when Secretary of State for Mul-
ticulturalism Sheila Finestone declared that her department would not
pay reparations or apologize for historical injustices (Canada 1994), the
federal Liberal government steadfastly resisted activist calls for apolo-
gies, ‘Marshall-plan’ responses to group disadvantage, and community
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anti-racism projects.8 Instead, it has established commemorative markers
at Ukrainian-Canadian internment sites, designated Africville as a site of
‘national historic significance’, and marked 28 July as ‘A Day of Com-
memoration’ of the Acadian deportation (see James, forthcoming).

The phrase ‘heritage redress’ itself comes from the 2004 election plat-
form of Canada’s opposition Conservatives (see Ukrainian Canadian Civil
Liberties Association 2004). Although party leader Stephen Harper has not
elaborated on its meaning, Conservative MP Inky Mark’s private member’s
bill, the Chinese Canadian Recognition and Restitution Act, provides
some indication (Canada 2004b). Mark’s proposed Act rejects two of the
main reparative goals pursued by the Chinese Canadian National Council
since 1985: federally funded community anti-racism projects and finan-
cial compensation for former head-tax payers and their families. Instead,
the Act speaks of ‘restitution’, which, on its rather narrow reading of that
term, means funding ‘educational materials on Chinese Canadian history
and on the promotion of racial harmony’. The Act stipulates further that
these materials be developed and delivered by the National Congress of
Chinese Canadians; a low-profile organization which supports Mark’s bill
but appears to have little serious history of advocacy on head-tax redress.9

For the Conservatives, a party often portrayed as hostile to the welfare
state and insensitive to diversity, championing heritage redress may be
a way of attempting to appear more centrist and compassionate.10 The
Conservative stand certainly won praise from the Ukrainian Canadian
Civil Liberties Commission, whose research director, Lubomyr Luciuk,
paid tribute in the following terms: ‘This is a remarkable development,
confirming as it does that this is a new party with a commitment to social

8 The only exception is the 1998 Statement of Reconciliation and ‘healing fund’ for
residential-schools survivors. However, this response is best interpreted as an attempt on
the part of the federal government to avoid responding to the unwelcomely demanding
1996 report of the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples. On this point, see James
(forthcoming).

9 For example, a Google search (23 October 2004) for ‘National Congress of Chinese
Canadians’ + ‘head tax’ garners 28 hits, while ‘Chinese Canadian National Council’ + ‘head
tax’ yields 216. Furthermore, virtually all mentions of the former group come after the initial
introduction of Inky Mark’s private member’s bill in 2002.

10 Following the completion of this paper, the Conservative Party emerged from the 2006
federal election with a parliamentary minority. Interestingly, one of its first actions in the
area of domestic policy was to adopt a redress agreement for the Chinese Canadian head tax.
Although it follows the main lines of the ‘heritage redress’ model, the agreement also contains
a significant formal apology and includes rather than sidelines the activist Chinese Canadian
National Council. These latter developments suggest that social-movement multiculturalism
maintains a limited but still important capacity to modify officialdom’s preferred ‘heritage’
approach.
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justice’ (Ukrainian Canadian Civil Liberties Association 2004).11 Given
Ottawa’s own attack on multiculturalism programmes, to say nothing of
the sweeping mid-1990s cuts that brought federal social spending to levels
not seen since the 1950s (Johnson 1997), Luciuk’s response may also sug-
gest the potential attraction of heritage redress for the governing Liberals.

Therefore, heritage redress appears to be an instance of multiculturalism
in the service of neoliberalism. But what makes it useful in this role is
precisely its capacity to undermine social-movement multiculturalism.
Heritage redress aims to marginalize activist priorities by replacing seri-
ous negotiations over the dominant society’s contemporary reparative
responsibilities with scattered depoliticized acts of national ‘commemor-
ation’ instead. This Machiavellian tactic exemplifies the neoliberal drive
to depose social-movement organizations from their former status as
accepted state interlocutors (Jenson and Phillips 2001; Smith 2005). Far
from being complicit, most Canadian redress movements strongly resist
it.12

Nevertheless, redress campaigns may still contribute to what I (James
2004) call the reshaping of the moral contours of contemporary citizen-
ship. The reshaping appears to be double-sided. On the one hand, as
poverty becomes all but proscribed as a focus of government concern it
seems to resume some of its Victorian social meaning as a straightfor-
wardly stigmatic emblem of personal failure. This development can be
grasped in terms of Ulrich Beck’s stress on ‘moral individualization’ in
late modernity (1992: ch. 3) and Janine Brodie’s notion of the ‘demise
of the social’ (2002). On the other hand, recent scholarship suggests that
reconfigured discourses of civic compassion are emerging (Brodie 2003).
As Xiaobei Chen (2003) argues, for instance, we appear to be witnessing a
heightened sensitivity to the plight of suitably ‘innocent’ victims.

The African-Canadian and residential-schools campaigns are particu-
larly important to consider in the light of these developments. Their
emphasis on group-specific anti-poverty measures as reparations for par-
ticular acts of colonialism and racism may constitute a problematic
adaptation to a political climate hostile to social-democratic appeals and
obsessed with innocent desert. After all, even right-wing ‘libertarians’ can

11 The present-day Conservatives were created by a 2003 merger between the former Pro-
gressive Conservative and Canadian Alliance parties.

12 In addition to the aforementioned National Congress of Chinese Canadians, the other
apparent exceptions are the Ukrainian Canadian Civil Liberties Association and Ukrainian
Canadian Congress. The apparent openness of the latter two organizations to heritage redress
may reflect the facts that there are very few survivors of the First World War internment and
that Ukrainian Canadians do not generally suffer systemic or patterned disadvantage.
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accept a limited notion of redistribution in the form of incident-specific
responses to unjust past transfers (see Valls 1999). Thus, social-movement
framings that portray poverty as a result of the prior victimization of
particular groups of innocents, and which articulate solutions in the
businesslike language of rectifying illegitimate transfers, may offer unwit-
ting assistance to some of the broader ideological currents eroding welfare
states.13

Yet it would be self-serving for a privileged white author to suggest
that Aboriginal and African-Canadian poverty and underemployment can
be meaningfully discussed without addressing histories of racism and
colonialism. It would also be wrong-headed to say that actually exist-
ing welfare states have ever posed a remotely adequate solution to the
problem. Analysts and activists are certainly well advised to track the
ways in which discourses of reparation may be complicit in the neolib-
eral reshaping of contemporary citizenship. But rejecting redress politics
simply for harbouring this potential would seem reminiscent of a one-
sided economism amply guilty of its own misdiagnoses (cf. Banting and
Kymlicka, this volume).

The crowding-out effect

The crowding-out argument should not be pushed too far: it seems
unlikely that a sudden end to multiculturalism would send teams of newly
enlightened activists scurrying off to defend the welfare state. But could
social-movement multiculturalism, and in this case, Canadian redress
movements, somehow be sapping time and energy that might otherwise
be devoted to redistribution?

In an ongoing series of open-ended, non-attributable interview con-
versations, I have been asking high-level redress-movement participants
how they view the relationship between their campaigns and the welfare
state. These encounters have focused on two broad issues: how redress
activism might be shaping the political behaviour of group members on
welfare-state issues, and how it may be influencing the societal values
and coalitions that undergird the welfare state. Animating this approach
is a desire to attenuate the often false objectivity of scholarly distance
(cf. Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992) by hearing activists convey their own
sense of the character and impact of their endeavours. Of course, the
responses are in one sense predictable: redress campaigners would be

13 For a philosophical critique of the notion of ‘restitution’, see Vernon (2003).
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highly unlikely to endorse the argument that multiculturalism erodes the
welfare state. But the responses also bring us into closer contact with some
of the more elusively diffuse mechanisms and valences that concern the
critics.

As one might expect, activists strongly supported Banting and
Kymlicka’s point that political mobilization is not a zero-sum affair. Recall
that Banting and Kymlicka (this volume) suggest that the real task may be
to get people engaged ‘on any issue worth fighting about. Once they are
involved, and have [a] sense of political efficacy, they are likely to support
other progressive issues as well’. Participants illuminated this point in a
variety of ways. One long-time Chinese-Canadian advocate pointed out
that most activists he knows are highly involved politically and often
work on several social-justice campaigns at once (Chung 2004). A younger
Chinese-Canadian leader told me that learning about the head tax and its
impact was what motivated her to join the Chinese Canadian National
Council in the first place (Kang 2004). She has since become a Council
executive member, and now participates in Toronto-area campaigns and
coalitions around issues of immigration and refugee policy.

The Chinese-Canadian leaders told of several individuals spurred on
by the redress campaign to other political involvement. For instance, a
York University student came to their organization for help researching
an essay about the head tax, and then wound up joining and getting
involved in refugee advocacy (Chung 2004). Several young head-tax cam-
paigners have recently become active in the peace movement (Chung
2004). In addition, some participants have protested to Public Security
Minister Anne McLellan about the post-11 September treatment of Arab
and Muslim Canadians (Kang 2004), while others have helped to organize
a National Forum on Race and Homophobia (Chinese Canadian National
Council 2004a). The common theme in these accounts is that learning
in an activist context about the origins and impact of the head tax has
encouraged Chinese Canadians to act on other social-justice concerns as
well.

The nascent struggles around African-Canadian redress exhibit a
slightly different dynamic. As a founding member of the African-
Canadian Coalition Against Racism explained, initiating discussions
around reparations for Canadian Blacks has meant gathering activists
from diverse communities, already working in their own separate organ-
izations on their own specific concerns, and trying to focus them on
how to ‘more effectively mobilize, strategize and work together’. She
argued that this attempt is ‘important because . . . the diverse composition
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of African Canadian communities . . . [is] at times . . . used to divide the
communities’ (Barnes 2004).

The Africville campaign illustrates this desired trajectory from local
activism to a more expansive focus on African-Canadians as members of
a common diaspora. The movement emerged in the early 1980s when
former residents reacted to their sense of lost community and endan-
gered identity by forming the Africville Genealogy Society and initiating
a tradition of annual picnics (Kimber 1992: 80). Soon, members began
lobbying the Nova Scotia and Halifax governments to help them ‘return
to Africville and re-establish [the] community’ (Kimber 1992: 82). But
this focus changed. After several high-profile episodes of anti-Black racism
in Nova Scotia, Africville Genealogy Society members and other Halifax-
area activists began forging links with Toronto-based African-Canadian
groups (Kimber 1992: 84). Since then, Africville campaigners have made
presentations on reparations to the 2001 United Nations World Con-
ference Against Racism in Durban, South Africa (e.g. Allen 2001) and
have collaborated with other African Canadians on the 2001 ‘Racism
and the Black World Response Symposium’ in Halifax (see Shunpiking
2002).

According to these illustrations and examples, redress-campaign
involvement spurs rather than dampens participant activism on other
issues. But this effect does not seem to extend to defend-the-welfare-state
campaigns. For instance, the mobilization boost that Black redress advo-
cates hope to achieve is oriented primarily towards promoting African-
Canadian unity, and perhaps broader disaporic unity as well. Other move-
ments may be similar. For example, although he noted that awareness of
the First World War internment makes Ukrainian Canadians particularly
strong supporters of anti-discrimination and civil liberties, the Winnipeg-
based member of the Ukrainian Canadian Congress whom I interviewed
did not provide any evidence of campaign participants moving on to
activist involvement beyond the ethnic Ukrainian context (Milavsky
2004).

Activists also replied disapprovingly when I asked whether their group-
specific advocacy might crowd out potential action on social-democratic
concerns. For instance, my interlocutor from the African-Canadian Coali-
tion Against Racism responded in the following terms:

until we get to a place where . . . we can say that we fairly understand and
appreciate every group’s situation . . . and we can all, reasonably, and in the same
way articulate those experiences, and fight for them in the same way . . . you
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will always need groups . . . fighting on particular issues that are specific to their
communities and their realities—because nobody can really articulate your issue as
you can.

Citing the case of African-Canadian redress as an example, she argued
that this sort of sympathetic understanding remains particularly elusive
for Canadian Blacks. In her words: the ‘resentment, opposition and, you
know, the kind of adversarial responses one gets . . . are not only tied to a
general disagreement with reparations . . . but . . . also to who is asking for
reparations’ (Barnes 2004).

The senior Chinese-Canadian leader was similarly unmoved by the
crowding-out reproach. He suggested that those who condemn multi-
culturalism for sapping social-democratic energies are the ones guilty of
unhelpful parochialism: ‘I just totally disagree with . . . the premise of that
argument. It’s almost a very selfish question because you know . . . it’s
sort of like . . . “I’m not from your group and that’s why . . . I have this
problem with [your] campaign.” It’s almost a very self-centered criticism.’
Turning to the specific case of Chinese-Canadian redress, he urged critics
to consider the following riposte: ‘maybe you have a blind spot for racial
issues. . . . [M]aybe you think this kind of oppression [i.e. the head tax] is
acceptable, right?’ (Chung 2004).

In short, redress activists were not enthusiastic about being asked to
consider the potential impact of their campaigns on the Canadian welfare
state. They argued instead that their group-specific focus on community
building and self-advocacy is a necessary response to the tendency of non-
racialized groups to ignore their views and needs.

The corroding effect

Because white privilege often paints minority protest as a threat to civic
harmony, concerns about the corroding effect should be raised carefully.
Nevertheless, I will ask: do Canadian redress movements furnish concrete
examples of how multiculturalism corrodes the solidarity on which wel-
fare states are said to rest?

The previous section noted the dismay and mistrust that redress cam-
paigners conveyed when asked about the crowding-out hypothesis. This
reaction is significant, because it suggests that aggressive defences of ‘com-
mon good social democracy’ against ‘go-it-alone multiculturalism’ may be
counter-productive, helping to push activists away from engagement with
pro-welfare state coalitions. In turn, considering this problem in light of
the corrosion hypothesis brings up the question of what might encourage

237



Matt James

this sort of broader civic engagement among historically marginalized
groups. The case of the Japanese Canadian Redress Agreement seems
instructive in this respect.

The Agreement has been crucial in helping to reverse the legacy of dis-
engaged mistrust left by the Second World War internment (Omatsu 1992:
67–9). Consider the following list of activities. Since the 1988 settlement,
the National Association of Japanese Canadians (NAJC) has intervened in
Canadian constitutional debates to support Aboriginal self-government;
advised the British Columbia Union of Indian Chiefs and Chinese Cana-
dian National Council on their respective redress campaigns; aided over-
seas groups suing the Japanese government for its wartime atrocities; held
workshops on women’s oppression and homophobia; assisted the Ontario
Stoney Point band seeking land stolen during the Second World War;
supported the Lubicon of Alberta in their boycott of the Daishowa Paper
Company; and helped Aboriginal veterans in pursuit of their wrongly
denied Armed Forces benefits.14 The NAJC’s post-redress mission state-
ment articulates this new-found sense of engaged civic concern: ‘The
NAJC has the obligation to speak out and lend support when justice is
denied to other individuals and groups’ (Miki 2003: 14).

But what about the external impact of redress movements: how might
they affect the broader public and the coalitions that support the welfare
state? Opinion surveys conducted during the Japanese-Canadian cam-
paign showed results ranging from 42 per cent to 63 per cent in favour
of compensating former internees (Miki 2004: 293; Omatsu 1992: 158).
The Japanese-Canadian Redress Agreement itself garnered 53 per cent
approval shortly after its passage (Omatsu 1992: 158). More recently, an
on-line reader ‘poll’ conducted by the Globe and Mail (2003a) yielded 60
per cent support for the principle of apologizing for historical wrongs.15

There is certainly ample evidence indicating that redress movements
are received favourably by pro-welfare state forces. The left-wing New
Democratic Party (NDP), the major national trade unions, and Canadian
labour’s national umbrella organization, the Canadian Labour Congress,
all strongly endorsed the Japanese-Canadian campaign (Canadian Labour
Congress 1984: 9; Miki 2004: 286). Labour leaders also played prominent
roles in the National Coalition for Japanese Canadian Redress, which

14 On these activities, see National Association of Japanese Canadians (1991); Miki (1996);
Letts (2002); Globe and Mail (2003b); and Miki (2003: 115, 172, and 173).

15 Out of a total 14,283 responses, 7,313 (51 per cent) said that a ‘modern apology for a
historical wrong’ is a ‘worthwhile gesture’ and a further 2,018 (14 per cent) chose the option,
a ‘salve for historical wounds’; 3,678 (26 per cent) called apologies ‘nothing but lip service’,
while 1,274 (9 per cent) said they were ‘not enough without compensation’.
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rallied public backing for internment reparations (Goerzen 2004; Miki
2004: 319). Indeed, Maryka Omatsu’s insider’s account suggests that the
NDP’s assistance, particularly in light of the original stance against intern-
ment taken by the NDP’s predecessor party, the Cooperative Common-
wealth Federation, evoked a ‘feeling of obligation [and] loyalty’ among
activists (1992: 139).

In more recent years, left-wing organizations and actors have continued
to be a reliable source of redress support. NDP federal and provincial
representatives are the only politicians to have spoken out for mean-
ingful Africville redress (e.g. MacDonald 2004; McDonough 2004). The
Chinese Canadian National Council’s list of ‘Canadians for Redress’
(2005) includes the antiglobalization Council of Canadians, the British
Columbia Federation of Labour, federal NDP leader Jack Layton, Ontario
NDP leader Howard Hampton, NDP MP Libby Davies, former NDP MPs
Svend Robinson and Margaret Mitchell, and prominent left-wing activists
Judy Rebick, Stephen Lewis, Michelle Landsberg, Shirley Douglas, and
Naomi Klein—but only one political figure from beyond the ranks of
the organized left, Liberal Senator Mac Harb. Even former International
Woodworkers of America president Jack Munro, whom many ‘new’ social
movement activists blame for the collapse of the Operation Solidarity
coalition against right-wing policies in British Columbia (Carroll and
Ratner 1995: 199), has worked for head-tax redress (Chinese Canadian
National Council 2004b).

In short, it appears that there is a strongly symbiotic relationship
between social-movement multiculturalism and traditional-left organi-
zations, at least at the elite level. However, it is less clear whether
this dynamic holds true for mass publics. Perhaps the tendency of left-
wing organizations to support multiculturalist goals has diminished the
enthusiasm of their traditional blue-collar constituency. After all, the
New Democratic Party, despite its strong organizational ties to unionized
labour, does not in fact receive the majority of votes of union members
(cf. Archer 1985).

But suggesting that multiculturalist positions are a significant reason
why left-wing parties fail to enjoy strong working-class support would
involve attributing a natural disposition among workers towards social-
ism or social democracy, which those multiculturalist positions are then
seen somehow to disrupt. It is perhaps more plausible to expect that
workers susceptible to leftist appeals will also be favourably disposed to
multiculturalism, while the more economically conservative and polit-
ically quiescent among their number—Disraeli’s ‘angels in marble’—will
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be likelier to oppose it. A recurrent distinction in labour-movement
studies suggests as much. What Kim Moody calls ‘business unionism’,
which ‘sees members primarily as consumers and limits itself to nego-
tiating the price of labour’, has a history of nativism and indiffer-
ence towards marginalized people (Moody 1988: xiv, ch. 1). Its ‘social’
or ‘egalitarian’ counterpart formations, by contrast, have often been
‘champions of the rights of minorities and the rightless of all kinds’
(Hobsbawm 1984: 314).16

A similar distinction structures many Canadian public interventions on
redress. This conclusion comes from a content analysis of forty-one letters
on reparations to Canadian newspapers, whose purpose was to probe the
kinds of responses that redress campaigns evoke.17 Obviously, letters to
the editor cannot be said to indicate the views of Canadians generally.
However, such letters do reflect the views of a politically motivated seg-
ment of the population, and may often express the sorts of feelings that
might be expected to arise were tensions between redress and solidarity
to surface. The most striking finding to emerge from the analysis of these
letters was a contrast between redress opponents who expressed a strict
ethic of self-regarding individualism and supporters who invoked themes
of social responsibility and connection.

Although a slim majority of letter-writers (24/41) was in some sense
critical of reparations, 11 of these 24 authors simply commented on the
merits of one or another claim and left no indication of their broader
views. Among favourable respondents, 12 of 17 exhibited a similarly
restricted focus. Two negative letters were judged sufficiently unreason-
able as to be unworthy of serious consideration.18 Thus, 25 of 41 letters
were deemed inconclusive. A further group of seven authors argued that
redress movements exert a corroding effect. Although they provided no
evidence, these writers feared that movements seeking redress for past
wrongs are preventing Canadians from ‘cooperat[ing] socially and eco-
nomically’ (Bazylevich 2002), thus jeopardizing ‘a future of true equality’
(Kirby 1987).

16 On the two alternative traditions in the Canadian context, see Carroll and Ratner (1995)
and Palmer (1983).

17 The search procedure (performed between the months of October and December, 2004)
involved scanning the ProQuest Canadian Newsstand database for archived letters to the edi-
tor containing any of the words ‘apology’, ‘compensation’, ‘historical injustice’, ‘reparations’,
‘redress’, ‘historical wrongs’, ‘past wrongs’, ‘historical grievances’, or ‘restitution’.

18 O’Beirne (1997) argued against compensating Japanese-Canadian internees (most of
whom were citizens) on the ground that Japan helped to ‘start a world war’, while Dickey
(2001) flatly asserted that ‘whiners’ should ‘[g]et real . . . or get out.’
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Figure 8.1 Implications of letters to newspapers for social citizenship

Finally, a group of nine letters indicated the tendency of reparations
movements to attract responses that reflect pre-existing dispositions
towards social citizenship. Among this latter group, four opponents of
redress appealed to unqualified notions of individual responsibility. They
expressed impatience with people ‘wailing for payments from the public
purse’ (Christie 2001), frustration at ‘being continually condemned for
the misfortune of others’ (MacDonald 2000), and anger towards those
who ‘harass the government’ for funds (Fentie 1995). Their collective mes-
sage was ‘I am not guilty for that which I was not responsible for’ (Cyllorn
2000). Conversely, five writers supported redress by appealing to notions
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of collective obligation. They argued that ‘right-wing zealots’ should stop
ignoring historic grievances (Marshall 1995); that ‘all Canadians’ owe
‘financial restitutions’ (sic) to First Nations (Jones 1999); that society bears
‘responsibility for the ongoing [problems] of many First Nations’ (Fournier
1995); and that ‘continual denial . . . will never heal our wounds [or] free
our conscience’ (Simmonds 2001). These writers appeared to share the
view that ‘to ignore the pain of your fellow . . . is something we should
all be ashamed of’ (Pallett 1998). This admittedly speculative account
suggests that demands for redress may tend to win support from the
welfare state’s friends while sparking condemnation from its foes, thus
doing little to alter or otherwise affect existing left-wing coalitions.

However, two special reader-comment features that appeared in the
Halifax Daily News might seem to support a different conclusion. Many
readers who responded to the paper’s successive calls to comment on the
Africville reparations movement conveyed a level, and indeed a particular
type, of hostility that merits discussion. Readers spoke about Africville and
its campaigners in the following terms: ‘They are just trying to get money
out of people’s guilt’; ‘They are opportunists looking to bleed more money
from white taxpayers’ (in Bornais 2002); ‘Most of the residents were
already paid $50 or $100—that’s all the damn land was worth anyway’;
‘they were given nicer homes than the ones they had’; ‘I always thought
Uniacke Square and Mulgrave Park [Halifax public housing projects] were
built to compensate for the relocation of Africville residents. Am I wrong?’
(in Bornais 2004).

Three possible, and perhaps interrelated, interpretations of this line of
comment should be considered. First, as the remarks offered by Barnes
(2004) in her interview on African-Canadian reparations would suggest,
the hostile reaction may reflect a racist opposition ‘based purely on the
fact that Blacks are seeking reparations’. Second, the Africville campaign’s
focus on the responsibility and guilt of one particular city—a relative
rarity in the world of redress politics—may be having a uniquely explosive
local effect. Third, and most relevant to the corrosion hypothesis, the
responses may reflect the heightened sensitivity of financial reparation in
Atlantic Canada; the country’s most economically deprived region. This
latter interpretation might explain the note of jealousy in many of the
remarks. For example, one respondent quite unreasonably inflated the
significance of the token payments made at the time of the relocation,
while two others portrayed public housing as a form of reward.19

19 On the original payments, see Clairmont and Magill (1999: 188–90).
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Jealous reactions from people whose own deprivation makes them
resent ‘special’ treatment for others would certainly seem to indicate
evidence of a corroding effect. However, the problem goes well beyond
the realm of multiculturalism: reactions of this sort are associated
with liberal welfare state policies themselves (Esping-Andersen 1990). As
Fraser suggests: ‘Affirmative [i.e. selective or means-tested] redistributive
remedies for class injustices . . . shift attention from the class division
between workers and capitalists to the division between employed and
nonemployed fractions of the working class. Public assistance programs
“target” the poor, not only for aid but for hostility’ (1997: 25). Thus,
the potential of targeted solutions to spark or inflame intra-class divisions
certainly merits exploration in the context of redress politics. But it is less
credibly raised as a plea to defend an existing liberal welfare state against
the alleged divisiveness of multiculturalism.

It would be more reasonable to say that a liberal welfare state already
straining under its own limitations and contradictions is unlikely to move
forward while suffering the additional jealousies and conflicts that redress
politics may bring in its wake (cf. Fraser 1997: 28). However, this perspec-
tive highlights the importance of a key contribution that the genre’s often
combative rhetoric may otherwise obscure. In the Canadian context, for
example, redress campaigns are promoting precisely what severely frac-
tured societies lack; common civic discussion around contentious aspects
of a shared problematic history.

Scholars have criticized past attempts of the Canadian federal govern-
ment to ground national unity on a ‘myopic . . . ideology of shared val-
ues’ (Norman 1995: 137). Lamenting what they see as often patronizing
incantations to rally around a collective vision of the good, they argue
that the country would be better off pursuing a more modest willingness
to forge a common stock of historical narratives ‘within which we debate
our differing values and priorities’ (Kymlicka 1998: 174). Canadian redress
campaigns make an important contribution to this latter project. Pioneers
in what Barkan calls a ‘new form of political negotiation that enables
the rewriting of memory and historical identity’ (2000: xvii), they help
to build a common discursive context in which the beneficiaries and
victims of historic injustice can better pursue the business of political
togetherness.

Redress campaigners make the first move: they initiate the challenge
that tries to engage the reconciliatory energies of the dominant society.
The move is risky, because the dominant society may fail respectfully to
respond, exposing group members to the hurt and even humiliation that
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can constitute the rebuffed challenger’s fate (cf. Bourdieu 1977: 10–12). It
is therefore significant that Canadian redress movements are beginning
to persuade dominant groups to abandon some of their more grossly
self-serving misinterpretations of the country’s past. The Japanese Cana-
dian Redress Agreement formally acknowledges that ‘the Government of
Canada wrongfully incarcerated, seized the property, and disenfranchised
thousands of citizens of Japanese ancestry’ (in Miki and Kobayashi 1991:
138–9). Although the federal government’s limited apology for the sexual
and physical abuse suffered by Indigenous peoples in the residential
schools is woefully inadequate, at least the doubtful quotation marks
once used by newspaper headline-writers, as in, ‘ “Atrocities” Alleged in
Mission Schools’ (Aubry 1994), have now given way to a frank admission:
‘Residential Schools: A Sad History of Abuse’ (Vancouver Sun 1998). In a
more limited but still significant vein, the Ontario Court of Appeal has
described the head tax as ‘racist and discriminatory’, urging the federal
government to make reparation (Shack Jang Mack, et al. 2002).

Even without settlements, redress movements are making it untenable
for dominant groups to continue to profess ignorance or offer convenient
rationalizations for past wrongs. Whereas even twenty years ago many
of the more shameful episodes of Canadian history were seldom taught
or discussed (Strong-Boag 1994), today a Google search of Canadian
web pages yields the following results: ‘residential schools’, 25,000 hits;
Ukrainian + internment, 1,610 hits; Japanese + internment, 6,370 hits;
Chinese + ‘head tax’, 1,950 hits; Africville, 1,910 hits; ‘African-Canadian’
+ slavery, 697 hits.20 Thus, it appears that redress movements are trans-
forming Canadian memory and historical identity in ways that help to
promote a more accurate and inclusive public discourse—an absolutely
vital basis for building solidarity and cohesion. If Canada’s welfare state
depends on solidarity and cohesion, and we wish to reject conformity and
quiescence as legitimate routes to achieving it, then redress movements
are in this respect contributing to its defence.

Conclusion

Do redress campaigns help erode the Canadian welfare state? This chap-
ter has treated the question by considering the misdiagnosis, crowding-
out, and corrosion effects in turn. It has spent considerable time on the

20 Search performed 22 Oct. 2004.
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misdiagnosis effect because the perhaps most distinctive political contri-
butions that social movements make are the novel understandings and
modes of redressing injustice that they foster. Focusing on the cases of
First Nations and African-Canadians, I have noted the tendency of redress
campaigns to diagnose socio-economic needs through a cultural lens.
Although this approach to injustice is often ridiculed, these campaigns
do not pursue cultural affirmation as a stand-alone solution to economic
injustice, but rather as a means of solving problems of political voice.
The residential-schools, Africville, and broader African-Canadian redress
movements all see processes of cultural and group affirmation as ways of
building strength and improving the group’s capacity to elicit a respectful
hearing from the dominant society. With this approach, they aim to pur-
sue more effectively their distinctive and traditionally ignored distributive
needs.

Considering the Machiavellian version of the misdiagnosis argument
yielded more worrisome results. Although most redress movements resist
the attempt to place heritage redress in the service of neoliberal goals,
a further problem remains. This problem is that an emphasis on repair-
ing victims of extraordinary episodes of official discrimination may help
neoliberal moves to redefine social citizenship as a matter of helping the
certifiably ‘innocent’. It is important to keep this problem in view without
reverting to a one-sided economism that effaces problems of racism and
colonialism.

I then asked about the crowding-out effect: whether Canadian redress
movements sap time and energy that might otherwise be devoted to redis-
tribution. Evidence gathered from interviews with leading movement
participants suggests that the zero-sum view of activism in crude versions
of the crowding-out hypothesis is mistaken. Yet redress campaigns do not
appear to motivate participant action in the cause of welfare state defence.
Indeed, activists seemed quite sceptical about the quintessential save-
the-welfare state appeal, which enjoins people to act in solidarity with
others to defend cherished components of a common citizenship. This
response suggests that the mood of go-it-alone defiance that exponents
of the corroding hypothesis worry about is real. It may even lend some
limited credence to the concern that a fissiparous social-movement mul-
ticulturalism may sometimes undermine the citizen solidarity on which
redistribution appears to depend.

So why be sanguine about the impact of redress politics on the
Canadian welfare state? The more optimistic picture is initially difficult
to perceive. Activists are suspicious of appeals to worry about the broader

245



Matt James

citizenship or political community. For their part, people who dislike
being confronted with problems of social injustice and collective oblig-
ation make their own contribution to the picture of a fragmented polity
sundered by multiculturalist excess. But more important developments
may be taking place. The case of the Japanese Canadian Redress Agree-
ment demonstrates how a polity can earn back some of the civic energy
and openness that welfare-state defence requires. Some redress campaign-
ers have found success in reaching out to traditional-left allies. Finally,
and of perhaps greatest significance, redress politics appears to be forging
a new discursive context in which the beneficiaries and the victims of his-
torical injustice can begin meaningfully to discuss their joint histories and
future.
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Does the recognition of national

minorities undermine the welfare state?

Nicola McEwen

1. Introduction

Many established welfare states are also multinational states which
encompass one or more national minorities within their territorial bound-
aries. The multinational character of such states need not be politically
significant, and for much of the inter-war and early post-war period,
national minorities often seemed content to live within the established
institutional structures of the state. This contentment dissipated in the
last forty years, with national minorities across many advanced capital-
ist societies demanding greater recognition of their national status, and
articulating their distinctiveness in demands for self-government. States
have often responded to such pressures by granting a degree of political
autonomy to national minorities, often leading to the establishment or
strengthening of substate political institutions (Keating 2001; Guibernau
1999).

Inasmuch as it recognizes and perhaps accentuates their distinctive
identities, the granting of limited self-government to national minorities
by established national states may be considered an aspect of multicul-
tural policy. However, the territorial nature of national minority demands
sets this group apart from the other groups discussed in this book.
Unlike groups making non-territorial demands for identity recognition,

I am very grateful to the editors and to Wilfried Swenden for helpful comments on an earlier
draft. I am also grateful to André Lecours and Daniel Béland for a preview of their as yet
unpublished manuscript.
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a national minority has an opt-out solution—ultimately secession from
the state—should the existing state fail to recognize its identity and sense
of distinctiveness. Granting limited self-government has been an effective
tool by which states can manage and appease the demands of national
minorities without unduly threatening the territorial integrity of the
existing state. However, the establishment or strengthening of substate
institutions has usually involved the decentralization of key elements
of the welfare state. According to the critics, the welfare state has been
weakened as a consequence.

Granting limited self-government is not the only way in which national
minorities may be recognized by the state. As Banting and Kymlicka
outline in Chapter 2, multiculturalism policies designed to recognize
and accommodate national minorities may also include: recognition and
support for minority languages; constitutional recognition of the multi-
national character of the state; enhanced representation for national
minorities in central governmental and parliamentary institutions; and
permitting the national minority to have a presence in the interna-
tional arena. Some of these may be considered to have an eroding
effect on the welfare state, particularly among those who consider
the politics of recognition to ‘crowd out’ debates over wealth redis-
tribution (Gitlin 1995) or to overlook the ‘real’ socio-economic prob-
lems which are deemed to underlie recognition claims (Barry 2001; see
Chapter 1 for a discussion of these debates). However, the demand
for self-government has been a consistent feature in the rise of minor-
ity nationalism in recent years, and the political autonomy which has
often been conceded in an effort to appease such demands arguably
poses the greatest challenge to the integrity and scope of the welfare
state.

This chapter considers whether recognizing national minorities by per-
mitting a degree of self-government undermines the welfare state. The
first section of this chapter sets out the key arguments which suggest
that such recognition weakens the welfare state. It then offers counter-
claims, or rival hypotheses, which posit that strengthening substate polit-
ical autonomy need not negatively affect the welfare state, and indeed
may even strengthen it. These rival hypotheses are subsequently exam-
ined in a comparative analysis of Canada, Belgium, and the United
Kingdom, which have granted varying degrees of political autonomy to
their respective national minorities by strengthening existing substate
institutions or establishing new ones. While each state can lay claim
to more than one national minority, it is the effects of policies to
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accommodate the demands of Quebec, Flanders, and Scotland that are
considered here.

2. Minority recognition and the challenge to the welfare state

National minorities have long displayed a dual sense of national identity,
feeling a sense of belonging to the minority nation alongside an iden-
tification with and attachment to the national state. There is nothing
inherently incompatible about such dual national identities. Citizens may
feel simultaneously Québécois and Canadian, Flemish and Belgian, or
Scottish and British, without any sense of contradiction. However, recent
years have seen a weakening in the sense of statewide national identity
and a strengthening of substate national identity, which has found expres-
sion in demands for greater self-government. States have responded to
such demands by extending political autonomy to national minorities,
giving substantive recognition to their distinctiveness as nations within
the state.

Some observers have suggested that enhancing political autonomy can
have a corroding effect on the welfare state. Two distinctive effects can
be identified here. Recognition of national minorities—with or without
substate government—reinforces their sense of difference from their co-
citizens, and may inhibit interregional solidarity, trust, and identity,
and undermine popular support for redistribution from richer to poorer
regions (Wolfe and Klausen 1997; Miller 1995). A similar criticism has
been levelled at all forms of ethno-cultural recognition (see Chapter 1),
but the institutional recognition of national minorities poses a particu-
lar, additional challenge. Enhanced substate autonomy has often been
accompanied by the decentralization of the welfare state, giving consid-
erable responsibility for social policy to substate governments. This may
foster intergovernmental competition between regions, which depresses
welfare expenditures, and generate institutional barriers to further
statewide welfare development (Huber, Ragin, and Stephens 1993;
Peterson 1995; Swank 2002). Other critics have argued that a focus upon
the recognition of national minorities ‘crowds out’ more pressing policy
issues and fails to address the real socio-economic grievances which are
often at the root of demands for self-government (Gitlin 1995; Barry
2001). These concerns will be explored more fully below, before pre-
senting alternative hypotheses on the relationship between minority self-
government and the welfare state.
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Exploring the negative effects on the welfare state of national minority

self-government

The recognition of national minorities by granting enhanced substate
autonomy may have two distinctive corroding effects on the maintenance
and development of the welfare state: the first is institutional, while the
second concerns the shared identity that underpins welfare redistribution.

In the first instance, granting a degree of social policy autonomy to
substate governments is considered to have a corroding effect on the
welfare state by slowing the pace of welfare development. A substantial
literature has presented strong evidence to suggest that the pace of welfare
expansion was slower in highly decentralized and federal states than in
unitary states. The blame for this retarded development is attributed to
the structures of federal states and the competitive environment these
structures generate between the constituent units (Huber, Ragin, and
Stephens 1993; Swank 2002; Obinger, Leibfried, and Castles 2005). Shar-
ing policy responsibilities between different levels of government multi-
plies the number of institutional ‘veto points’, making it more difficult
to achieve interregional and intergovernmental consensus in favour of
welfare expansion. However, although decentralized state structures may
impede welfare expansion, they also appear to slow the pace of welfare
retrenchment. Obinger, Leibfried, and Castles’s recent study identified a
‘ratchet effect’ which impedes retrenchment, with the same institutional
veto points making it more difficult to generate the consensus required
to diminish the scope of the welfare state (Obinger, Leibfried, and Castles
2005).

Political decentralization introduced within established welfare democ-
racies may also shape welfare development and depress welfare expendi-
tures. Indeed, because substate communities are often more vulnerable
to the threat of capital flight—‘when even a single corporate relocation
can devastate an entire community’ (Piven 1995: 114)—they may be
more reluctant to pursue generous welfare policies that involve rais-
ing taxes or impinging on the freedom and flexibility of the market
(Pierson 2001). A similar ‘exit option’ is available to upper income
groups on whom the additional tax burden may disproportionately fall.
Such a flight of capital and of high-earning, higher-taxed groups may
exacerbate the welfare needs of the population while diminishing the
resources available to the state to address these needs. To avoid such a
scenario, substate governments may be more inclined to limit welfare
expenditures in order to maintain a competitive edge vis-à-vis other
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competitor regions, provoking an interregional ‘race to the bottom’ in
welfare provision (Huber, Ragin, and Stephens 1993; Peterson 1995;
Swank 2002).

These criticisms are not confined to decentralization in multinational
states. The ‘race to the bottom’ hypothesis has primarily emerged from
empirical studies of federalism in the United States, which is not designed
to grant self-government to (territorial) national minorities. Moreover,
beyond the United States case, there is little consistent empirical evidence
to support it as a general hypothesis on the depressing effects of political
decentralization on welfare development (Schram and Soss 1998). Some
findings suggest that the effect of decentralization depends upon the divi-
sions of responsibility for revenue raising and spending between the levels
of government. Where responsibility for spending is decentralized but
responsibility for revenue raising is centralized, other things being equal,
social expenditure tends to be higher. By contrast, in countries where both
revenue raising and welfare spending are decentralized, expenditure levels
tend to be lower (Rodden 2003; Obinger, Leibfried, and Castles 2005).

A second set of criticisms is levelled at the particular impact of identity
recognition. The substantive recognition of substate national identities
reinforces the sense of difference shared by national minorities, and
undermines their sense of identification with their fellow citizens. This
may, in turn, have a corroding effect on the welfare state by weaken-
ing support for welfare redistribution. According to Wolfe and Klausen,
the recent emergence of identity politics, including territorial politics,
has contributed to undermining the welfare state by compromising the
common culture and sense of national citizenship which makes welfare
states possible (Wolfe and Klausen 1997). This view is also aired by
liberal scholars of nationalism, who fear that the erosion of statewide
national identities weakens support for the welfare state. Miller argued
that a shared national identity, because it embodies feelings of solidar-
ity and mutual obligation among members of a national community,
represents an essential prerequisite to the functioning of redistributive
welfare systems. Without the shared obligations implied by a common
collective identity, membership of a political community would be based
upon rational self-interest and a relationship of strict reciprocity. Under
such circumstances, citizens would expect to receive benefits in propor-
tion to the contributions they make, thus precluding a redistribution of
resources on the basis of need (Miller 1995: 71–3; Miller 2000: 105–6).
Similarly, Canovan argued that the sense of communal solidarity inher-
ent in national identity explains why goods and possessions should be
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regarded as shared and defines the boundaries within which they should
be redistributed (Canovan 1996: 27–35).

These concerns point to the importance of the welfare state in reflect-
ing, and arguably reinforcing, shared identity and group solidarity. As
Keating observed, the relationship between territorial identities and the
welfare state cuts both ways: ‘Not only does a sense of common iden-
tity help sustain the values of mutual help, but the welfare state itself
helps foster national identity and unity’ (Keating 2001: 40). Public policy
designed to recognize the rights and status granted by virtue of one’s
membership of a national community may in turn reinforce the national
identity and sense of national solidarity upon which they are founded.
This affects not only feelings of solidarity between class groups, but
also feelings of solidarity between regions within the state. As such, the
welfare state and the recognition of social rights it entailed may have
contributed to strengthening the extent to which national minorities
could feel a sense of belonging to the nation-state as well as to their own
distinctive nation (McEwen 2006). The decentralization of the welfare
state weakens the extent to which it can contribute to strengthening
interregional solidarity in this way. This problem may be especially acute
where the minority nation is wealthier than other parts of the state.
National minorities who no longer feel a strong sense of dual national
identity may feel little obligation towards citizens living in other poorer
regions of the state, and may resent carrying an additional expenditure
burden to meet their greater social and economic needs. A weakened
sense of identity and solidarity between regions may thus undermine the
capacity of the welfare state to support interregional transfers from richer
to poorer regions. Without such transfers, it would be difficult to ensure
that citizens throughout the state could gain access to a similar standard
of social programmes, or share common social citizenship rights.

Recognition of national minorities, where it takes the form of stronger
political autonomy and control over social policy, thus poses a challenge
to the principle of social citizenship underlying the welfare state. In T. H.
Marshall’s analysis, the welfare state marked the evolution of citizenship
from the civil and political sphere to the social sphere, ensuring an
equalization of status among members of the political community and
the provision of uniform social rights (Marshall and Bottomore 1992).
The principle of social citizenship underpinning the post-war welfare
state was intended to ensure equitable access to health care, education,
social security and other public services to all citizens, regardless of their
place in society or their place of residence. It is such equitable access
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that permitted social rights to be a basis of fraternity among the citizens
of a state. However, substate autonomy over welfare legislation opens
up the opportunity for policy divergence between governments within
and across the state, and may lead to the development of distinctive
and diverse welfare regimes within the boundaries of a single state. As
such, citizens in one part of the country may be entitled to particular
social services that are denied to their co-citizens in other regions. The
degree to which the state provides for the social and economic security
of its citizens—the degree to which it recognizes and guarantees their
social rights—may thus be dependent upon where in the state citizens
live. Such differing entitlements and rights within the same state may
generate a sense of injustice that further erodes interregional solidarity ties
(Jeffery 2005).

The focus of this chapter is on the potential corroding effects that the
recognition of national minorities by granting limited self-government
may have on the maintenance of redistributive welfare states. In addi-
tion to these corroding effects, critics have suggested that such recogni-
tion claims also produce ‘crowding-out’ and ‘misdiagnosis’ effects which
undermine welfare systems (Gitlin 1995; Barry 2001). In the first case,
demands for identity recognition may consume the energy and time
of activists on the liberal-left who might otherwise have campaigned
for redistributive welfare. Diverting attention away from redistribution
to recognition risks pushing socio-economic issues to the margins of
political and legislative debate, and allowing class inequality to prevail.
Canadian politics, for example, has long been dominated by the need
to balance linguistic and regional interests, and more recently, to accom-
modate Quebec within the federation without alienating Canadians in
the rest of the country, with class-based politics pushed to the sidelines
(Banting 2005a). Secondly, it has sometimes been argued that claims for
identity recognition misdiagnose the real problem. Here, the root problem
underlying the grievances of national minorities or other minority groups
is considered to be their relative class or socio-economic status, which
cannot be addressed by identity recognition alone. This has been an
important historical concern of the British labour movement. Although
Scotland and Wales represented the party’s heartland for much of the
twentieth century, the Labour Party argued that the problems facing
the UK’s national minorities could only be addressed by commanding
control of the levers of central government. When the Labour Party
officially abandoned its policy commitment to Scottish self-government
(the policy had been abandoned in spirit many years earlier), it justified its

253



Nicola McEwen

position by arguing that ‘Scotland’s problems can best be solved by social-
ist planning on a United Kingdom scale’ (Labour Party [Scottish Council]
1958: 1).1 From this perspective, addressing demands for recognition or
special treatment was really a manifestation of deeper socio-economic
inequalities which could only be addressed by managing the national
economy and employing the tools of central government to support
redistributive welfare throughout the country.

In sum, the recognition of national minorities, especially when accom-
panied by decentralized political institutions, may have a negative effect
on the welfare state in a number of ways. We may identify distinctive
corroding effects, whereby political decentralization produces more ‘veto
points’ to inhibit statewide welfare expansion and generates competition
between regions which may diminish welfare expenditures, while identity
recognition undermines the shared identity and interregional solidarity
upon which redistributive welfare systems depend. Devoting attention to
demands for recognition may also ‘crowd out’, or marginalize, debates
over redistribution. This is doubly problematic for those who consider
that recognition claims ‘misdiagnose’ the real problem, which can only
be addressed by redistributive policies at the centre.

All of these claims can be contested, and we may identify a number of
counter-claims and alternative hypotheses to suggest that granting self-
government to national minorities need not have a negative impact on
the welfare state. Indeed, under certain scenarios, the decentralization of
the welfare state which often accompanies regional self-government may
even boost welfare expansion.

Can self-government for national minorities strengthen the welfare state?

The recognition of national minorities by strengthening their politi-
cal autonomy need not undermine the welfare state. Indeed, we may
plausibly present a counter-claim to suggest that granting limited self-
government to national minorities may revitalize and strengthen state
welfare. Three alternative hypotheses may be identified: (i) national
minorities who share a strong sense of solidarity may be better placed
to support the development of generous welfare regimes at the substate
level; (ii) decentralization may provide an opportunity for policy exper-
imentation and innovation at the substate level which can lead to pro-
gressive welfare policies throughout the state; and (iii) in multinational

1 The Labour Party renewed its commitment to limited self-government for Scotland and
Wales in the 1970s, in response to electoral pressure from the Scottish National Party and
Plaid Cymru.
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states, the welfare state may represent a tool in the competing nation-
building projects of state and substate governments, augmenting rather
than diminishing the state welfare.

First, concerns that the decentralization of the welfare state weakens
social citizenship and has a corroding effect on the welfare state assume
that the state is the relevant policy community for social solidarity, and
that the state alone has the capacity for maintaining redistributive wel-
fare systems. However, support for generous and redistributive welfare
systems may be more easily maintained at the substate level. National
minorities already share a strong sense of identity and belonging together.
The governments that represent them may be better equipped than are
central governments within multinational states to draw upon feelings
of commonality and shared identity to maintain and expand the welfare
system. Such societies also tend to benefit from an ‘institutional thickness’
between government, business, and labour that may nurture mutual trust
and facilitate cooperation and compromise between the social partners
(Rhodes 1996: 169).

Moreover, advocates of greater self-government for national minori-
ties have often presented themselves as defenders of welfare rights and
promoters of the solidarity of the communities they represent (Moreno
2003). Far from being a distraction from ‘real’ socio-economic problems,
or crowding-out issues of social welfare, national minority demands for
self-government have often been tied to social and economic objectives,
with self-government presented as a means by which the social and
economic needs of these nations can best be addressed (McEwen 2006).
Thus, the decentralization of the welfare state need not represent a brake
on social policy development, but may redefine the boundaries of the
welfare community, creating new spaces in which social citizenship may
prosper.

Second, political decentralization need not generate interregional com-
petition or produce a ‘race to the bottom’ in welfare expenditures. Rather,
decentralization may stimulate social policy innovation, with substate
governments acting as a locus of policy experimentation and a vehicle
for change at the national level. For example, several social programmes
underpinning the post-war Canadian welfare state were pioneered in the
province of Saskatchewan (Banting 2005a; Béland and Lecours 2005a).
The extension of political decentralization within established welfare
democracies may also stimulate policy innovation. Where substate gov-
ernments have autonomy over aspects of the welfare state, some degree
of social policy divergence may be inevitable, implying a variation in the
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social rights and social services available to citizens in different parts of
the state. However, the effects of social policy divergence may be offset by
a ‘demonstration effect’ that minimizes the detrimental consequences for
interregional solidarity (Moreno and McEwen 2005). For example, when
the Basque government launched a minimum income programme (Plan
de Lucha contra la Pobreza), it sparked the other Spanish communidades
autónomas into establishing similar programmes, in a form of ‘competitive
state-building’ (Arriba and Moreno 2004).

Third, in multinational states which have multi-level government,
social policy may serve as a tool in the competing nation-building projects
of state and substate governments. Nation building is not only evident
in the period of nation and state formation. Rather, nation building is
a continuous process, a form of politics designed to maintain a sense
of identity and belonging to the national community, and strengthen
the legitimacy of the political community. It is especially significant in
multinational states, when a state’s claim to represent a nation or people is
challenged by the presence and voice of a national minority. The nation-
building role of welfare may be identified in three ways (McEwen 2006).
Welfare state institutions can serve a symbolic function, representing a
common heritage, a symbol of shared risks and mutual commitment, and
a common project for the future. This may be particularly effective in
supporting statewide national identities in multinational states, allowing
such identities to develop alongside substate cultural or historic national
identities. In addition, welfare service provision entails recognition of the
social rights of citizenship, and may reinforce the ties that bind the citi-
zens to the institutional level which guarantees these rights. The provision
of social services enhances the ability of governments to appeal directly
to their citizens and to nurture loyalty on the basis that they represent
the source and guarantor of their social well-being. The development of
the welfare state also enhanced the relevance of the institutions of the
state in the everyday lives of its citizens. Welfare development led by
the centre may heighten the importance of statewide ‘national’ political
parties and leaders operating within statewide ‘national’ institutional
frameworks, shifting the focus away from substate political institutions
and marginalizing the territorial dimension of political debate.

The nation-building function of the welfare state may be evident at
the level of the state as well as the substate level, depending upon the
locus of social policy control (Banting 1995: 270–1). Where power rests
with central government, social policy can be utilized to mediate regional
conflicts and reinforce national integration, strengthening the authority
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and legitimacy of the state in the face of challenges from territorial
minorities. Conversely, where social programmes are developed and man-
aged at the substate level, they may strengthen regional cultures and
enhance the significance of regional governments in the everyday lives
of their citizens. In the context of multilevel government, responsibility
for policy development is often shared between state and substate govern-
ments, with a degree of interdependence between the different govern-
mental levels. Control over social policy development has emerged as an
area of tension in intergovernmental relations, especially as nationalist-
leaning governments at the substate level seek to extend their policy
jurisdiction while central governments seek to preserve their scope for
intervention in the social policy sphere. Of course, social policy is not
the only area of policy to be the subject of such disputes, but its role
in the politics of nation building may make it particularly significant.
Rather than crowd out issues of social welfare, such intergovernmen-
tal competitiveness may push them to the top of the political agenda.
And, instead of corroding the welfare state, competitive nation building
between state and substate governments may generate increased social
welfare provision.

Thus, granting self-government to national minorities may have posi-
tive consequences for the welfare state, enhancing the scope of substate
welfare regimes and promoting policy innovation and experimentation
which, when successful, may be extended throughout the state. The
welfare state may also serve as a tool in the competing nation building
projects of state and substate governments, promoting welfare expansion
as both levels of government compete for the loyalty and attachment of
the citizens. These claims and counter-claims can now be tested empir-
ically in our three case studies.

3. The welfare state and the politics of self-government in
Canada, Belgium, and the United Kingdom

Canada, Belgium, and the United Kingdom are multinational states and
advanced welfare states which have had to respond to demands for recog-
nition and autonomy from nations within their boundaries. In particular,
nationalist movements in Quebec, Flanders, and Scotland have emerged
to demand greater self-government, and ultimately to challenge the ter-
ritorial integrity of their respective states. As such, they offer useful case
studies in which we can examine whether granting autonomy to national
minorities erodes or enhances the welfare state.
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There are a number of dissimilarities between the cases which should
be borne in mind. Canada is a historic federation in which Quebec and
the other nine provinces have enjoyed a long period of self-government.
Although in theory a symmetric system, in practice federalism is asym-
metric, with Quebec exercising more policy and fiscal autonomy than
the other provinces. A formerly unitary state, Belgium adopted a federal
constitution in 1993 and while the three regions and communities enjoy
similar status and powers, the fusion of the Flemish region and com-
munity introduced asymmetry into the system. The United Kingdom is
not a federal system and the devolution initiated in 1999 is highly asym-
metric. Whereas Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland, and Greater London
have been granted varying degrees of autonomy, there is no institution
to represent the rest of England separate from the UK parliament and
government.

There are important differences, too, in the relative strength of the
nations within these states. Within Canada, Quebec’s status as a distinc-
tive nation has been disputed, but its geographic centrality, size, and its
position as the home of the majority of Canada’s francophone population
has made it difficult for Canadian governments to ignore Quebec’s self-
government demands. Flanders arguably has even greater significance
to the future of Belgium. Strictly speaking, categorizing Flanders as a
national minority is inaccurate, given that it is the largest and wealthiest
region of Belgium, and home to the Dutch-speaking majority. Scotland’s
status as a nation within the UK has never been seriously questioned,
but its peripheral location and relatively small proportion of the UK
population has at times facilitated the marginalization of Scottish issues
in UK political debate. Still, no state welcomes challenges to its territor-
ial integrity, and the growth of the Scottish self-government movement
prompted the state to respond with proposals to devolve power over
domestic affairs.

These contrasts between the cases influence the extent to which, and
the manner in which, the recognition of their national identity in
the establishment or strengthening of autonomous political institutions
shapes the politics and development of the welfare state.

Canada and Quebec

Canada is a long-established federation in which powers and responsi-
bilities are constitutionally divided between the federal government and
the provinces. Control over social welfare provision falls largely within
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provincial jurisdiction, but the fiscal strength of the federal government
has enabled it to devise a role for itself in developing a pan-Canadian
welfare state (Guest 1997).

As a historic federation, Canada offers an important insight into the
effects of political decentralization on welfare development. The devel-
opment of the Canadian welfare state has been shaped by the federal
division of powers, sometimes prompting innovation and welfare devel-
opment, while at other times representing a block to expansion. For
example, innovative policy experiments in the province of Saskatchewan
in the 1940s arguably served as a catalyst for federal government pro-
posals to establish a comprehensive pan-Canadian welfare state (Banting
1987; 2005a). However, the institutional veto points inherent in the
federal system saw the federal government’s post-war package of welfare
proposals (the Green Book proposals) blocked by opposition from the
provincial governments of Ontario and Quebec. This delayed rather than
prevented post-war welfare expansion, although Quebec lagged behind
the rest of Canada in this regard (Vaillancourt 1988: 116–17). As a result
of the intransigence of the Union Nationale government, Québécois were
denied access to many federal social welfare initiatives implemented in
the 1940s and 1950s. These programmes were rejected in the name
of provincial autonomy, but the Quebec government’s opposition also
reflected the regime’s fiscal conservatism. The slow pace of welfare devel-
opment in Quebec is thus best explained by ideological rather than insti-
tutional factors.

When federal governments have been able to bypass provincial opposi-
tion or secure provincial consent, they have been able to develop policies
that generate comparable levels of social provision across the state. A
federal Equalization Program was introduced in 1957 to provide payments
to poorer provinces to enhance their capacity to meet social need, while
a system of conditional transfer payments supports the development of
equivalent programmes in health care, post-secondary education, and
social assistance. Although delivered at the provincial level, shared-cost
programmes permit the federal government to impose national stan-
dards as a condition of its fiscal transfers. The 1984 Canada Health Act,
for example, reinforced national standards in health care, underlining
that the federal government’s financial support was conditional upon
provincial programmes meeting five principles: universality, portability,
comprehensiveness, accessibility, and public administration. Most contro-
versially, the federal government has used its spending power to bypass
provinces altogether by providing direct benefits to individual Canadians
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as a right of citizenship (Banting 1998: 41–7; Guest 1997: 207–12; Vaillan-
court and Rault 2003). Some observers have noted a trend in recent years
of an increased reliance on the federal spending power to achieve social
policy goals, reflected in initiatives such as the Canada Child Tax Benefit
and the Millennium Scholarships Fund (Noël 1999).

Canada also offers insight into the effects of territorial identity poli-
tics on welfare development. A territorially based nationalism has been
evident in Quebec since the early 1960s, yet there is little evidence to
suggest that the assertion and recognition of Quebec’s distinctive identity
has had a corroding effect on the welfare state. Indeed, the immedi-
ate impact within Quebec was to strengthen welfare provision. During
Quebec’s Quiet Revolution, the Quebec Liberal government of the day
sought greater control of Quebec’s economy and society and demanded
increased autonomy over social and fiscal policies in order to allow the
Quebec ‘state’ to act as an instrument for improving the status and living
standards of francophone Québécois (McRoberts 1993; Coleman 1984:
157–70). Responding to these demands, the federal government permitted
the government of Quebec to opt out of a broad range of shared-cost
and conditional programmes in health, education, and welfare, receiving
fiscal compensation and enhanced revenue-raising capacity to initiate its
own (similar) programmes. The Quebec government also negotiated an
agreement to introduce its own Quebec Pension Plan, albeit closely tied to
the plan offered to Canadians outside Quebec (Simeon 1972: 58–9). Such
opting-out of shared-cost social programmes enhanced Quebec’s political
autonomy and represented a de facto recognition of Quebec’s status as
a national minority.2 The provincial government used its autonomy to
ensure that Québécois gained access to similar social programmes already
available to other Canadians, and in some cases, social welfare provision
in Quebec superseded provision in other provinces. Among other devel-
opments, the Quebec government standardized and expanded health-care
provision, extended compulsory schooling and post-secondary education,
and increased income security provision. State intervention was embraced
as the means by which Quebec could not only survive but flourish as a dis-
tinctive nation (Laurin-Frenette 1978: 126–38; McRoberts 1993: 128–41).
Thus, the enhanced autonomy granted to Quebec in the 1960s arguably
expanded rather than diminished welfare provision within Quebec.

2 Opting out was offered to all provinces but accepted only by Quebec. It thus represents
an informal special status within the context of a formal equality of the provinces.
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The politics of territorial identity may also have had positive effects
for the welfare state in the rest of Canada. Although institutional veto
points have sometimes blocked federal initiatives that require provincial
consent, the nation-building or ‘statecraft’ potential of pan-Canadian wel-
fare has been recognized and exploited by federal governments, especially
when responding to nationalism in Quebec. For example, Pierre Trudeau’s
tenure as Liberal Prime Minister was dominated by a drive to foster the
idea of Canada as one national community, and strengthening the federal
government’s role in welfare provision was a key aspect of this project. A
series of federal proposals in the late 1960s sought to enhance the federal
government’s social policy role, with one working paper arguing that a
sense of Canadian solidarity justified an enhanced federal role in income
distribution which, in turn, would give ‘additional meaning in the minds
of those who receive the payments to the concept of a Canadian commu-
nity’ (Canada 1969: 68). McRoberts suggested that these ill-fated proposals
(the proposals fell with the 1971 Victoria Charter) were bound up with
Trudeau’s hostility to Quebec nationalism and his efforts to strengthen
Québécois’ attachment to the federal state—a strategy which ‘made it
important for them to receive direct services and benefits from the federal
government’ (McRoberts 1997: 144).

Successive federal governments, particularly under the Liberal Party,
have similarly sought to defend and expand the federal government’s
presence in the social policy arena. One study accused successive federal
governments of attempting to purchase national unity through continual
increases in social programme spending, a practice which was perhaps
only temporarily interrupted in the 1990s by the need to rein in the
deficit (James and Lustzig 2002). Indeed, the Liberal government was
re-elected in 2004 with a commitment to renewed state intervention in
the social policy arena, especially in health care. This included pledges
to introduce universal shared-cost programmes in pharmacare and child
care, extending to the rest of Canada programmes which are already
operating in Quebec. As well as providing evidence of a ‘demonstration
effect’, these initiatives may also reflect the use of social policy in Cana-
dian nation building. Quebec will secure an opt-out to continue to run
its own programmes, but the fiscal compensation provided by the federal
government will ensure that Quebec’s programmes remain broadly in line
with those extended to the rest of Canada.

Notwithstanding ongoing debates regarding a vertical fiscal imbalance
in the Canadian federation with respect to the revenue-raising capac-
ity and spending obligations of the federal and provincial governments
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(Boadway 2004; Lazar, St-Hilaire, and Tremblay 2004), Quebec remains
a recipient of substantial equalization payments, representing implicit
transfers from richer to poorer provinces.3 If Quebec’s territorial demands
and claims for recognition had corroded interregional solidarity, we
might expect that support for these payments would be undermined.
Yet, although the operation of the programme is not without criti-
cism (Finance Ministers 2003), support for the principle of equalization
remains strong across provincial governments and within the wider pop-
ulation. In a joint statement issued in 2003, provincial and territor-
ial Finance Ministers reiterated their support for the maintenance and
strengthening of the Equalization Program, and stressed that ‘the ability
to obtain relatively comparable public services, regardless of province of
residence, is a value Canadians cherish’ (ibid. 14). Indeed, survey evidence
suggests strong support across all provinces for the federal Equalization
Program, with support ranging from 78 per cent (Alberta) to over 90 per
cent (Nova Scotia and British Columbia) (CRIC 2004).

Quebec’s demands for recognition and autonomy have dominated
Canadian politics in the last forty years. Critics may wish to suggest that
this provides evidence of a ‘crowding-out’ effect, with the dominance of
constitutional issues pushing social and economic issues off the political
agenda. Indeed, the constitutional upheaval of the 1980s4 coincided with
a period of welfare retrenchment, which saw the federal Conservative
government reduce social expenditure, especially in fiscal transfers to the
provinces (Rice and Prince 1993: 391–6). In its early years, the succeeding
Liberal government continued the trend towards the retrenchment of
state welfare programmes, overhauling (and effectively cutting back) fiscal
transfer payments. Some observers expressed concern that a diminished
federal role in social welfare weakened Canadian nationhood and solidar-
ity (Banting 1995: 287–90; Rice and Prince 1993: 399). Welfare retrench-
ment, however, was provoked by ideological pressures and a desire to

3 In fact, equalization is a vertical programme and is entirely funded by the federal
government from consolidated federal revenues. Three provinces (Alberta, British Columbia,
and Ontario) are identified as ‘have’ provinces and do not receive any payments, while
the others are identified as ‘have not’ provinces and receive varying entitlements based
upon standard calculation. There are no direct transfers from ‘have’ provinces to ‘have not’
provinces (Hobson 2002: 4; Vaillancourt and Rault 2003: 135–6).

4 In 1982, in the face of the unanimous opposition of the Quebec National Assembly,
the Trudeau government repatriated the Canadian Constitution and introduced a Charter
of Rights and Freedoms. The subsequent decade was dominated by ill-fated attempts to give
constitutional recognition to Quebec as a distinct society and to facilitate its reintegration
into the constitution, first with the intergovernmental Meech Lake Accord and later in the
defeated referendum on the Charlottetown Accord (Gagnon 1993; McRoberts 1993: 190–221;
Boismenu 1993).
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reduce the deficit, not by Quebec’s demands for recognition. Indeed,
notwithstanding the degree to which ideologically motivated retrench-
ment pressures had also been evident within Quebec, federal cuts to social
programmes and fiscal transfers shaped the discourse of those arguing for
self-government in the 1995 referendum on Quebec sovereignty, in which
the pro-sovereignty camp was defeated by less than 1 per cent of the vote.
The perceived threat to social programmes from the federal government’s
neoliberal restructuring permitted sovereigntists to argue that the social
and economic security of Québécois would be threatened in the event of
a NO vote. Sovereignty, then, was presented as a projet de société, and a
means of protecting and delivering social welfare for Québécois (Gagnon
and Lachapelle 1996; Venne 1996; McEwen 2006).

Thus, there is little evidence to suggest that the politics of territor-
ial identity in Quebec has had a corroding effect on the welfare state.
The decentralized nature of Canadian welfare has sometimes presented
institutional barriers impeding welfare development, while at other times
presenting opportunities for policy innovation and policy transfer. The
assertion of Quebec’s distinctiveness and claims for recognition, mean-
while, does not appear to have eroded the sense of shared solidar-
ity upholding interregional transfers. More evident is the manner in
which social welfare has been drawn into the competing nation-building
projects of Quebec and Canadian governments. Both levels of govern-
ment have been keen to defend their control over social policy develop-
ment and to present themselves as the defender of the social rights of their
citizens. The effects have often been to augment rather than diminish
welfare provision.

Belgium and Flanders

Belgium was founded and developed as a unitary state until a multi-
stage devolution process, beginning in 1970, gave way to a formal fed-
eral structure in 1993. Its complex federal structure is composed of
two overlapping types of constituent unit: three territorially defined
regions (Flanders, Wallonia, and Brussels-Capital region) and three lin-
guistic communities (the Dutch-speaking, French-speaking, and German-
speaking communities). At the same time, Belgian federalism is also
bipolar, structured around the two main linguistic communities, and
asymmetric, most notably in the fusion of the institutions of the Flem-
ish Region and Community, a process not replicated in the rest of the
country (Swenden 2002). Although the Belgian federal system is highly
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decentralized, the key pillars of the post-war welfare state remain pri-
marily the responsibility of the federal level. Indeed, in Belgian political
debate, the term ‘social security’ has historically been used in preference
to the term ‘welfare state’. The pillars of Belgium’s welfare system were
founded upon four social insurance schemes: family allowances, unem-
ployment insurance, health insurance, and old age insurance. Federalism
has not fundamentally altered this system, as the federal level retains
control over social insurance and the bulk of social spending. The com-
munities have competence over ‘personal matters’, including education,
social assistance, health services, family policy, and old age policy, but
often within strict parameters set by the federal state. The regions have
control over aspects of employment policy, but employment-related social
insurance and labour law remain within the jurisdiction of the federal
government (de Cock 2002; Dandoy and Baudewyns 2005).

The rise of Flemish nationalism and the polarization of the French-
speaking and Dutch-speaking linguistic communities has been the driving
force in the federalization process. The Flemish nationalist movement
first emerged as a reaction against the cultural and political dominance
of the francophone elite, and was strongly associated with demands for
linguistic and cultural equality. Granting a degree of self-government to
the constituent units was a concession which it was hoped would appease
Flemish demands while maintaining the integrity of the state. The con-
tinued centralization of the Belgian welfare system has constrained the
degree to which identity recognition has produced a corroding effect on
the welfare state. However, demands for self-government have remained,
and in recent years have centred on calls for a regionalization of social
security, particularly in the areas of health care and child allowances.

Two key factors account for the emergence of demands for greater
autonomy over social security. First, the process of federalization was
accompanied by a disintegration of the party system along linguistic
lines, creating a dynamic whereby Flemish-based parties seek to out-
bid each other in the defence and promotion of Flemish interests. The
fragmentation of Volksunie, a nationalist party on the left, into groups
which formed alliances with the other main parties, coupled with the
need to respond to the rise of Vlaams Blok, a nationalist party on the
far right, ensures that a nationalist dimension permeates the political
spectrum in Flanders (Béland and Lecours 2005b). Secondly, in the latter
half of the twentieth century, Flanders moved from being the poorest to
the wealthiest region in Belgium, altering the direction of interregional
transfers. Whereas Flanders was once a net recipient of fiscal transfers, a
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series of studies in the 1980s and 1990s found that Flanders had become
a net contributor of transfers to Wallonia and Brussels-Capital region
(Caruso et al. 2002; Cattoir and Docquier 1999). These are implicit interre-
gional transfers. The Belgian social security system operates on the basis of
solidarity between persons, with contributions based upon employment
status and earnings, but a regional dimension emerges when one region
consistently has higher income and employment levels than the others.
Walloons benefit disproportionately in unemployment allowances, family
allowances, health-care allowances, invalidity allowances, and pensions,
with Flanders only receiving a net contribution in transfers for early
retirement pensions (Cattoir and Docquier 1999: 250–1; Dandoy and
Baudewyns 2005).

For francophone political elites resistant to demands for a regionaliza-
tion of social security, the flow of fiscal resources to Wallonia and Brussels
is justified by relatively greater need, and reflects the principle of solidarity
underpinning the Belgian welfare system. Such a system is justified in a
national community by the feelings of identity and mutual responsibility
one feels for her fellow citizens. For political elites in Flanders, however,
interregional differences in social spending also reflect distinctive cultural
behaviour patterns. A nationalist discourse, often combined with a neolib-
eral discourse, has depicted Walloons as having a culture of dependence
on the state, with habitual tendencies to overuse (and misuse) social
services and social security benefits (Béland and Lecours 2005b: 272–5).
More moderate Flemish politicians agree that cultural preferences play a
part, especially in health care, citing a greater tendency for francophones
to seek specialist services, and a greater propensity of francophone medics
to engage in expensive medical practices (de Cock 2002: 61–3). Autonomy
over health insurance and child allowances has also been sought as the
logical next step in the process of federalization, which would bring
coherence to the policy spheres under the jurisdiction of the regions
and communities, as well as facilitate policy development in accordance
with distinctive regional preferences. These different regional perspectives
on the issue of social security regionalization may also reflect distinctive
conceptions regarding the boundaries of the nation and the relevant com-
munity of social citizenship. Whereas for francophone political elites in
Wallonia and Brussels, federal control over social security is an important
basis of the solidarity of the Belgian nation and part of the cement holding
this otherwise highly decentralized state together, the primary national
and citizenship community of most Flemish political elites is Flanders,
not Belgium (Poirier and Vansteenkiste 2000).
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Inasmuch as the granting of limited self-government through federal-
ization may have accentuated Flemish regional identity and institutional
distinctiveness, it may lend support to the hypothesis that the politics of
recognition can have a corroding effect on the welfare state by weakening
the solidarity underpinning the welfare state, at least with respect to soli-
darity between regions if not necessarily between persons. It is impossible
to say whether welfare expenditures would diminish were the demands
for a regionalization of social security to be granted; all we can conclude
is that, on the basis of current revenues and expenditures, Flanders would
have more fiscal resources at its disposal and Wallonia would have fewer.
The recent Flemish initiative of an insurance scheme covering long-term
elderly care, and the Walloon push to have such a scheme adopted at the
federal level to prevent an imbalance in the Belgian social security system
(Béland and Lecours, forthcoming), suggests at least the prospect for
autonomy to give rise to competitive nation building and demonstration
effects in the development of social policy.

There are, however, a number of barriers blocking any such moves
towards the regionalization of social security. The consociational nature
of the Belgian political system, as well as the fragmentation of the party
system, is such that governments are made up of coalitions between
matching Flemish and Francophone parties, and legislative progress can
only be secured with the consent of ministers representing the two main
linguistic communities (Swenden 2002). Francophone parties concerned
for the consequences for social and national solidarity thus represent
an important institutional veto preventing the regionalization of social
security. In addition, it is important to underline that these demands are
primarily voiced at the elite level. According to the 2003 election study,
although support for social security regionalization was greater among
Flemish than Walloon respondents, at 41 per cent and 27 per cent respec-
tively, the majority of Flemish respondents were either opposed to such a
reform (34 per cent) or had no position either way (25 per cent) (Dandoy
and Baudewyns 2005). Political elites, however, have an important role
in shaping public opinion and these ongoing debates may yet influence
perceptions of social and national solidarity across Belgium’s linguistic
divide.

The United Kingdom and Scotland

Until 1999, the United Kingdom was a politically unitary state, with
power centred in Westminster and Whitehall. The UK was also a ‘union
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state’ (Rokkan and Urwin 1982), as it afforded some recognition of dis-
tinctive nations within its boundaries. Recognition of Scotland’s status
as a national minority could be seen in enhanced representation in the
House of Commons, the preservation of distinctive public and civil soci-
ety institutions, and the development of a distinctive system of public
administration centred around the Scottish Office, a territorial depart-
ment of the UK state. Although it has been argued that administrative
autonomy permitted the welfare state to assume a distinctive form in Scot-
land (Paterson 1994), the absence of an autonomous substate government
ensured that post-war welfare expansion could develop without the need
to overcome institutional veto points or secure intergovernmental con-
sensus (McEwen 2002). Nor did the presence and recognition of national
minorities have any discernible corroding effect on welfare development.
For much of the twentieth century, Scots demonstrated a dual sense of
national identity, feeling Scottish and British at the same time. Indeed,
the development of the post-war welfare state may have reinforced British
identity in Scotland, by establishing a set of recognizably British institu-
tions, elevating the importance and relevance of the state for political
parties and the public, and providing a level of welfare provision that
offered a new reason for Scots to feel a sense of belonging and attachment
to the United Kingdom state (Bennie, Brand, and Mitchell 1997: 5–6;
McEwen 2002).

The issue of self-government in Scotland has periodically arisen since
the Treaty of Union united Scotland and England in 1707, but it has
been particularly salient since the late 1960s, amid British economic and
political decline, the failure of regional policy, the discovery of North
Sea oil, and (following the election of the Thatcher government) the
retrenchment of the welfare state. This latter association may lead one to
suggest that the politicization of Scottish national identity may have had
a corroding effect on the British welfare state, yet the heightened demands
for Scottish autonomy in the 1980s and 1990s were much more a conse-
quence than a cause of welfare retrenchment. In Scotland, opposition to
Thatcherism was associated with expressions of Scottish distinctiveness
and a demand for self-government. The politics of territorial identity did
not ‘crowd out’ issues of welfare; rather, the two were powerfully com-
bined in a demand for Scottish self-government. A Scottish Parliament
thus came to be regarded and promoted, not just as a vehicle for the
expression of Scottish national identity, but as a prerequisite for better
public services and progressive social and economic change (McEwen
2002; Mitchell and Bennie 1996).
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The establishment of the Scottish Parliament in 1999 altered the struc-
ture of the UK state, involving the decentralization of substantial areas
of the welfare system. The Scottish Parliament has policy responsibility
for health, education, and personal social services, although the UK Par-
liament retains control over social security, taxation, and finance. The
Scottish Executive’s fiscal resources are transferred en bloc from the UK
Treasury but, unusually for a multilevel state, there are few conditions
attached to the transfer, nor is there any framework legislation to con-
strain the Executive’s policy development. This opens up the opportunity
for policy divergence between the state and substate level, and a variation
in the social rights of citizenship across the state.

Although policy divergence has been constrained by the shared values
and agendas of Labour-led governments at each level, some divergence
has emerged. There are two main forms of policy divergence. In the first
instance, the Scottish Executive has initiated distinctive policies, most
notable in the abolition of up-front tuition fees for university students
and the adoption of a universal programme of free personal care for the
elderly (Keating et al. 2004; Woods 2002). In the second instance, policy
has diverged when the Scottish Executive has chosen not to replicate
policies pioneered by the UK government, such as foundation hospitals
or ‘top-up’ tuition fees for higher education. Although the Labour Party is
in government at each level, it faces distinctive ideological, institutional,
and popular pressures. In Scotland, Labour’s coalition partners, the Liberal
Democrats, the main opposition party (the nationalist Scottish National
Party), much of civil society, and the public remain broadly committed to
a universal, social democratic welfare state. At the UK level, the Blair gov-
ernment, whose main opposition is the Conservative Party, has embraced
a market- and consumerist-driven notion of public sector delivery.

There is little evidence, then, to suggest that Scottish self-government
has had a corroding effect on the welfare state. Indeed, the universal
dimension in social programmes has become stronger in Scotland. This
has been facilitated by substantial increases to the Scottish block grant
generated by the Blair government’s spending priorities in health and
education, areas devolved to the Scottish Parliament.5 However, policy
divergence implies different rights of access to social services, depending

5 Changes to the Scottish block grant are determined by a population-based formula, the
Barnett formula, which sees Scotland get an equivalent share of additional spending (or facing
an equivalent share of expenditure cuts) allocated to equivalent UK departments. Additional
spending in health and education therefore automatically produce ‘Barnett consequentials’,
bringing a proportionate increase in the Scottish budget.
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on where in the UK one lives, and this may challenge social citizen-
ship and interregional solidarity. According to Keating, the British wel-
fare state was founded on a solidarity principle that holds that broadly
equivalent services be available, as a right of citizenship, to all citizens
according to their needs. This may limit the extent to which the sys-
tem could cope with diverse social citizenship rights, generating pressure
for policy convergence and the maintenance of common standards in
service provision (Keating 2002: 11–12). In addition, although the fis-
cal strength of Scotland vis-à-vis the rest of the UK is hotly contested,
Scotland is a net beneficiary of identifiable public expenditure. Extensive
variation in the social rights and services available to British citizens
in different parts of the UK may in time erode the sense of solidarity
that, to some extent, underpins these fiscal transfers. However, some
divergence in welfare provision has always been tolerated within the
British welfare state (Paterson 1994; Wincott 2005). Devolution may have
accentuated these differences and led to a growing divergence in social
citizenship rights north and south of the border, but there is little evi-
dence to suggest that has generated concern among the wider population
(McEwen 2006).

The integrity and scope of the British welfare state is also supported
by political leaders in Scotland and the UK. With Labour in power at
each level, there is no environment of competitive nation building. The
territorial objectives of the Scottish Executive and the UK government
are the same. In political discourse, the Scottish Executive emphasizes its
partnership with the UK government and shares many of its social policy
goals. Leading Labour figures at both governmental levels emphasize
the ‘community of shared values’ that continues to bind Scotland and
England together (Brown 1999; Blair 2003). The welfare state features
prominently in this discourse, elevating the National Health Service,
pensions, and social security to symbols that reflect the solidarity of the
British people. For example, the UK Chancellor, Gordon Brown, himself a
Scottish Labour MP, insisted in a speech that ‘Today, when people talk of
the National Health Service, whether in Scotland, Wales or England peo-
ple think of the British National Health Service: here national is unques-
tionably British . . . And its most powerful driving force is that every citizen
of Britain has an equal right to treatment regardless of wealth, position or
race, and indeed, can secure treatment in any part of Britain’ (Brown 1999:
11). This discourse has been substantiated by substantial investment in
public services since 1999. In addition, under the devolution settlement,
the UK government retains control over social security and most revenue
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raising. The continued intervention of the UK government (notably, the
Treasury) in developing redistributive social services, such as the Child
Tax Credit and the Family Income Tax Credit, direct to individual citizens
and families throughout the UK, permits the maintenance of a pan-UK
dimension to the welfare state.

Conclusion

The particular institutional, territorial, and political configuration in each
of the multinational states examined here has shaped welfare develop-
ment and debates over the future of the welfare state in different ways.
There is little evidence, however, to suggest that either the demand for
self-government voiced by national minorities, or the recognition of their
territorial distinctiveness in new or strengthened autonomous institu-
tions, has had a corroding effect on the welfare state. Indeed, in some
cases, we can plausibly argue that the need to accommodate and appease
national minorities has supported welfare expansion, with the welfare
state used as a tool of territorial integration.

Returning to our initial hypotheses, there is little evidence of a ‘race
to the bottom’ in any of the cases examined, although there is some
evidence to suggest that decentralization has generated institutional veto
points affecting welfare development, especially in federal states. This was
especially apparent in the early years of Canadian post-war expansion,
although the development of pan-Canadian social programmes continues
to require intergovernmental negotiation and compromise. In Belgium,
by contrast, the institutional veto points work to preserve the integrity of
the Belgian welfare state, with francophone parties in the federal govern-
ment acting as a barrier against Flemish demands for the social security
regionalization.

Similarly, there is little evidence from our case studies to suggest that the
recognition of national minorities has eroded social citizenship and social
solidarity. In Scotland and Quebec, social policy decentralization has to
some extent redrawn the boundaries of the social citizenship community,
offering governments an opportunity to draw upon a stronger sense of
social solidarity and mutual belonging to support welfare expenditure.

Redefining the relevant community for social citizenship, however, may
pose challenges for solidarity between regions, especially where the self-
governing region is wealthier than the others. Although the extent to
which Scotland and Quebec benefit financially from the distribution of
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resources from their respective states is fiercely debated, it is reasonable to
conclude that, at least in terms of identifiable public expenditure, both are
net recipients. Flanders, by contrast, is a net contributor, and fears that the
regionalization of social security would diminish interregional solidarity
are particularly prevalent among political elites in Wallonia and Brussels.
Social security is also seen as one of the last institutional ties binding
Belgium together, lending support to the view that the welfare state can
play a role in the politics of national unity. There is little evidence of
competitive nation building in social policy (or in any other policy area)
between the Scottish Executive and the UK government; the party leading
both governments wants to make devolution work towards strengthening
the UK state. Competitive nation building, however, has been much in
evidence in Canada–Quebec relations, with social policy used as a means
by which governments at each level might strengthen their institutional
legitimacy and maintain the consent of their citizens. The competitive
nature of such efforts may have neutralized its effects on the politics of
national unity, but it may have contributed to sustaining, and at times
expanding, the welfare state at the federal and provincial level.
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Multiculturalism versus neoliberalism

in Latin America

Donna Lee Van Cott

Apart from the industrialized Western countries and the post-Communist
countries of Europe, Latin America is perhaps the region where multi-
cultural policies (MCPs) have been most widely adopted in the last two
decades. As in the first two regions, there has been a great deal of public
and scholarly debate concerning the appropriateness of these policies and
the connection between movements in favour of multiculturalism and
movements favouring economic redistribution. Is there evidence that the
politics of MCPs crowds out a discussion of redistributive justice or divides
groups that might otherwise coalesce in coalitions supporting greater eco-
nomic equality? Is there evidence that indigenous peoples misdiagnose
their problems, pursuing cultural recognition when their problems are
really rooted in economic exploitation? On the contrary: multiculturalist
movements have articulated a new discourse that links ethnic and eco-
nomic claims and, in so doing, have revitalized low-income/leftist reform
coalitions.

In Latin America MCPs focus almost exclusively on the situation of
indigenous peoples, the descendants of the peoples who populated the
western hemisphere prior to the arrival of Europeans.1 During the 1980s

The author wishes to thank Keith Banting, Will Kymlicka, Shannan Mattiace, David Miller,
and John Myles for their helpful comments on a previous draft, and Tony Pereira and Kurt
Weyland for assistance locating measures of structural reform.

1 Indigenous peoples constitute approximately 8–10 per cent of the population of Latin
America, or approximately 40 million people. The proportional size of the indigenous pop-
ulation ranges from almost none in Uruguay and most Caribbean islands, to one-quarter or
one-third of the population in Ecuador and Peru, and a majority in Bolivia and Guatemala
(Sieder 2002: 1).
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and 1990s indigenous peoples movements became increasingly important
collective actors in many Latin American countries. By the 1990s they
had consolidated national organizations. Their maturity as political actors
coincided with the decline of unions and leftist political parties, leaving
indigenous movements in some nations the most cohesive actor on the
left, with the most coherently articulated alternative to a neoliberal model
that had caused widespread suffering. Indigenous peoples traditionally
have organized as both an oppressed ethnic group and an exploited eco-
nomic class and have not limited their political activism to the promotion
of MCPs. In the 1990s class issues often supplanted cultural claims as the
structural reforms that swept the region—-the weakening of protections
for workers, the loss of subsidies for agriculture, the promotion of agribusi-
ness at the expense of small farming, the privatization of water rights—hit
indigenous peoples particularly hard. What is new is the increasing weight
of indigenous peoples’ organizations within anti-neoliberal coalitions and
the fact that their claims are now made within an institutional framework
that is increasingly sensitive to cultural difference.

Virtually all Latin American countries with indigenous populations
recognize some constitutional rights for indigenous peoples. Twelve
recognize a distinct status for indigenous peoples and most recognize
some type of collective land rights and the right to exercise customary law.
Twelve countries—including all of the larger countries with the exception
of Chile—have ratified International Labour Organization Convention
169 on the rights of indigenous and tribal peoples (see Table 10.1).
The only other ethnic group that receives constitutional attention is
Afro-Latin Americans, the descendants of African slaves.2 Constitutional
attention to Afro-Latin American rights often mimics that provided for
indigenous peoples. Therefore, I focus primarily on MCPs with respect to
indigenous peoples.

Like Banting and Kymlicka, I develop a taxonomy of MCPs affecting
indigenous peoples, using similar criteria and classifying Latin Ameri-
can countries’ support of such policies as ‘strong’, ‘modest’, or ‘weak’.
Since all of these reforms are relatively recent (the earliest occurred

2 There are approximately 120 million Afro-Latin Americans, or approximately 30 per
cent of the population of Latin America. Blacks range from a majority of the population
in most Caribbean islands to a significant portion of the populations of Brazil, Colombia,
Guyana, Suriname, and Venezuela (Inter-American Dialogue 2002). Latin American countries
recognizing African-American rights include Colombia, since the 1991 constitutional reform
(Arocha 1992; Asher 1998; Van Cott 2000); Ecuador, since the 1998 constitutional reform
(Van Cott 2002); and Brazil, since the adoption of affirmative action policies in 2001 (Htun
2004).
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Table 10.1 Multicultural policies for indigenous peoples in Latin America

Country Date of Collective Self-govern. Cultural Customary Rep. in Affirmation Ratified Affirm. Total
Constitution/ land rights rights law central of distinct ILO 169 action number
recognition rights govt status

Argentina 1994 Y N Y Y N Y 2000 N 5
Belize 1981 N N N N N N N N 0
Bolivia 1995 Y Y, L Y Y N Y 1991 N 5.5
Brazil 1988 Y N Y Y N Y 2002 Y 6
Chile 1993 by statute N N N Y, L N N N N 1
Colombia 1991 Y Y Y Y Y Y 1991 Y 8
Costa Rica Laws passed in 1977/93/99 Y N Y Y N N 1993 N 3
Ecuador 1998 Y Y Y Y Y Y 1998 N 7
El Salvador 1983/91–2 Y N N N N N N N 1
Guatemala 1986 Y N Y Y N Y 1996 N 5
Guyana 1980/96 Y N N N N N N N 1
Honduras 1982 Y N Y Y N N 1995 N 4
Mexico 1917/92/2001 Y Y Y Y N Y 1990 N 6
Nicaragua 1987/95 Y Y Y Y N Y N N 5
Panama 1972/83/93–4 Y Y Y Y Y Y N N 6
Paraguay 1992 Y Y Y Y N Y 1993 N 6
Peru 1993/2003–4 Y, weakened in 1993 Y Y Y N Y 1994 N 5
Suriname 1987 N N N N N N N N 0
Venezuela 1999 Y Y Y Y Y Y 2002 N 7

Source: Author’s compilation from constitutions. “L” means adopted in a limited manner

2
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in 1991), and they occurred after economic crisis in the 1980s led to
sharply curtailed welfare spending, it is difficult to discern an impact with
respect to the economic and social indicators studied by Banting and
Kymlicka. Moreover, reasons for changes in these measures since 1980
are largely attributable to factors other than the institution of MCPs.
Finally, the welfare state in most Latin American countries historically
has been exceedingly weak or non-existent. Thus, it makes little sense
to perform the same correlation between MCPs and the indicators of
welfare state erosion used by Banting and Kymlicka. The more rele-
vant comparison is between the codification of MCPs and the enact-
ment of neoliberal structural reforms. In Latin America these reforms
were instituted in the 1980s and 1990s at the behest of multilateral
institutions, to whom most Latin American countries owed enormous
debts.

I argue that the relationship between multiculturalism, neoliberalism,
and the ability to make redistributive reforms in Latin America is derived
in part from the relative strength and cohesion of three key collec-
tive actors: neoliberal elites, the electoral left, and indigenous peoples’
social movements. I argue that the relative strength of these actors has
changed over the last fifteen years, with interesting implications for
states’ ability to adopt, implement, and maintain neoliberal structural
reform programmes. I first discuss the nature of and forces giving rise
to MCPs and neoliberal reforms in Latin America. I then examine the
relationship between coalitions in favour of and opposing both sets of
policy changes and assess the implications of these relationships for policy
outcomes.

1. Multicultural policies in Latin America

Banting and Kymlicka identify nine policies emblematic of Western
democracies’ new approach to recognizing indigenous peoples’ rights.
Two of these policies do not travel well to Latin America. First, treaties
between indigenous peoples and European powers, or the independent
states that succeeded them in the nineteenth century, were less com-
mon in Latin America than in North America. Constitutional recognition
replaced treaties after independence as the primary source of indigenous
corporate rights (Clavero n.d.: 2). Indigenous communities today press
mainly for recognition of collective land titles secured during the colonial
period, but this component of MCPs is already encompassed under the
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category of collective land rights. Second, there are few ‘affirmative action’
policies targeted toward any population in Latin America.3 Therefore,
Table 10.1 refers mainly to the other seven policies. Cultural rights usually
denotes rights to bilingual education and/or to official recognition of
indigenous languages.

Based on the information presented in Table 10.1, Latin American
countries are ranked as follows with respect to the adoption of MCPs:

STRONG: Colombia, Ecuador, Panama, Venezuela
MODEST: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Hon-

duras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Peru
WEAK: Belize, Chile, El Salvador, Guyana, Suriname

Those countries classified as ‘strong’ recognize at least six of the nine
MCPs for indigenous peoples. All countries in this group recognize some
form of meaningful autonomy for indigenous peoples—that is, control
over a territorial space and public resources and the power to make and
enforce norms—as well as the right to hold land collectively, the right to
exercise customary law, and some type of educational or language rights.4

Although Brazil and Paraguay also recognize six MCPs, in these countries
the extent of recognition, particularly with respect to land rights and self-
government, is considerably weaker than in the other countries. In Brazil,
affirmative action rights instituted in 2001 accrued to blacks rather than
to Indians. Thus, although Banting and Kymlicka weight all of their nine
policies equally, I give relatively more weight to the creation of mean-
ingful autonomy regimes that confer jurisdictional powers and economic
resources. All countries that ratified ILO Convention 169 recognize the
right of indigenous peoples to hold land collectively, govern themselves,
exercise customary law, and to receive some type of language recognition
and an appropriate educational policy. The ‘strong’ set of cases affirmed
these rights in their constitutions or ordinary legislation as well. ‘Weak’
countries recognized no or only one type of MCP. The ‘modest’ countries
fall between these two extremes. Various scholars and agencies have
ranked Latin American and Caribbean countries with respect to MCPs,
producing different results. Table 10.2 presents two such rankings. Given

3 Brazil recently embraced such policies for its significant Afro-Brazilian population, and
Colombia has some programmes in the area of higher education for indigenous peoples and
blacks (Htun 2004).

4 Guatemala might have joined this category if not for the failure of voters to approve
a 1999 referendum on constitutional reform that included a broad set of indigenous rights
based on one of the peace treaties that ended the long-running civil war.
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Table 10.2 Alternative rankings of Latin American coun-
tries with respect to constitutional rights for indigenous
peoples

Barié ranking Inter-American
Development Bank ranking

Country Score Country Score

Ecuador 21 Ecuador 45
Colombia 20 Mexico 33
Venezuela 18 Colombia 32
Paraguay 18 Venezuela 30
Peru 14 Nicaragua 27
Mexico 14 Bolivia 17
Argentina 14 Brazil 17
Brazil 13 Peru 13
Guatemala 11 Paraguay 12
Bolivia 11 Panama 12
Panama 10 Guatemala 12
Nicaragua 10 Argentina 7
Honduras 5 Guyana 4
Guyana 5 Honduras 4
El Salvador 4 Costa Rica 3
Costa Rica 3 El Salvador 2
Suriname 0 Suriname 1
Chile 0 Belize 1
Belize 0 Chile 0

Sources: Barié ranking from Barié (2003: 560). Inter-American Development
Bank ranking from www.iadb.org, as cited in Barié (2003: 560).

the variation in ordinal placement, all rankings should be considered
rough estimates rather than definitive measures.

Whereas in the advanced industrialized countries MCPs are for the
most part implemented once adopted, in Latin America the weakness of
judicial institutions, and the fragmentation and intentional obstruction
of legislatures charged with writing implementing legislation for multi-
cultural constitutional reforms, means that in some cases these policies
only exist on paper. The policies that are least likely to be implemented
faithfully are indigenous self-government and collective land rights. Not
only do powerful political and economic forces restrict the exercise of
indigenous collective land rights, in Latin America subsoil rights belong
to the state. Thus, while honouring collective land rights, states are able
to gain access to minerals, petroleum, and other valuable resources. Self-
government rights often are restricted to levels of government where
resources and powers are reduced or overridden by competing powers
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Figure 10.1 Adoption of MCPs during the 1990s.

of non-indigenous governments.5 Thus, the rankings above are based
mainly on the codification of constitutional rights that in some cases
have yet to be implemented. For example, in Ecuador new, autonomous
electoral districts for indigenous peoples and Afro-Ecuadorians have yet to
be established, partly due to the lack of consensus within the indigenous
movement on the particulars. Venezuelan Indians have yet to realize
the implications of their constitutional right to form Indigenous Muni-
cipalities. Nevertheless, the comprehensive nature of the Ecuadorian and
Venezuelan constitutional indigenous rights regimes, and the extent of
rights implemented thus far, clearly places these two countries above the
‘modest’ group.

As Figure 10.1 illustrates, the tendency to recognize indigenous rights
in Latin American constitutions increased during the 1990s, demonstrat-
ing a pronounced policy diffusion effect. The small sample size makes
linear regression a blunt tool for analysis, but the bivariate statistical
relationship between the year that MCPs were adopted and the number
of reforms adopted is statistically significant.6 In addition to this longi-
tudinal trend, we can detect an inverse relationship between the size of
the indigenous population and the political and economic impact of the
MCPs adopted. Countries with relatively small indigenous populations

5 For more information on multicultural constitutions in Latin America, see Assies, van der
Haar, and Hoekema (2001), Clavero (2000), and Sieder (2002).

6 At the 0.05 level, with an R-squared of 0.22.

278



Multiculturalism versus neoliberalismin Latin America

adopted the most extensive regimes of multicultural policies (Colom-
bia, Venezuela, Panama), while countries with relatively large indigenous
populations (Bolivia, Guatemala, Mexico, Peru) adopted more restrictive
regimes. Ecuador—a country with both a large indigenous population and
a strong regime of MCPs—is an outlier, probably due to the greater effec-
tiveness during the constitutional reform of its indigenous movement,
the only one that boasted a strong electoral vehicle and an effective and
hegemonic national indigenous organization during this crucial period of
MCP adoption.

This inverse relationship is to be expected because the implications of
shifting economic and political power to a minority group increase as
that group grows larger. This is particularly the case with groups whose
central claims have to do with territory and autonomy. Latin American
indigenous people typically claim territory far in excess of their pro-
portion of the population. For example, Colombian Indians constitute
less than 3 per cent of the population but their autonomous reserves
cover one-quarter of the national territory. Similarly, providing a few
reserved seats for Indians in a large national assembly will not generate
a radical shift in the balance of power or the allocation of government
resources, whereas providing equitable reserved seats to Bolivia’s 65 per
cent indigenous population would turn relations of power upside down.
Although Banting and Kymlicka found a positive relationship between
indigenous population size and the number of MCPs, the variation in size
of the indigenous populations included in their sample was not great, and
all are relatively small.

2. Neoliberalism in Latin America

Since the 1970s, most Latin American countries have enacted a series
of neoliberal economic reforms intended to restart growth after decades
of inefficient inward-oriented, state-centred development policy. In most
cases multilateral banks and lender-country governments imposed struc-
tural adjustment programmes as a condition for access to capital after
Latin American countries began in 1982 to be unable to make sched-
uled payments on foreign debt. Reallocating government expenditures
toward debt payments required the dismantlement of fragile social safety
nets. In Latin America, these typically consisted of pension and health-
care programmes, which comprised between two-thirds and 100 per cent
of social welfare spending. In addition, government subsidies or price
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controls with respect to food, energy, and transportation constituted an
important part of government social assistance. Pensions and health care
typically have been associated with formal employment, with different
classes of benefits accruing to different labour categories (public/private)
and sectors of the workforce, resulting in significant inequalities and
gaps in coverage. Whereas employment-based welfare programmes can
be effective in industrialized countries, Latin American economies’ indus-
trialized labour forces range from 25 to 35 per cent, far below the Euro-
pean average, leaving the majority of the population uncovered (Huber
1996: 158; Huber and Stephens 2000). This is a particularly regressive
option for Latin America, where a large portion of the population is
unemployed or working in the informal sector and, thus, cannot benefit
from employment-derived social benefits, and where there are large rural
populations receiving no benefits whatsoever (Huber 1996: 142).

Most of these social-welfare programmes were developed in the con-
text of Latin America’s import substituting industrialization (ISI) eco-
nomic model, which enabled well-organized, urban, middle-class groups
to demand social insurance schemes specifically targeted to them. Pro-
tected markets enabled employers to pass the costs on to consumers
(Huber 1996: 144). These programmes were largely dismantled after the
collapse of the ISI model in the early 1980s because they were no longer
economically sustainable. Structural adjustment policies that decimated
organized labour and public sector employment reduced the amount of
contributions, while inflation and falling real wages reduced the value
of what contributions could be made. Governments could not take over
private pension schemes, given the severe debt crisis and fiscal crisis
experienced by virtually all countries in the region, as well as mandates
from international financial institutions to reduce and privatize such
programmes and to cut subsidies and remove price controls (Huber 1996:
144–5; Huber and Stephens 2000).

The Southern Cone countries7 were first to initiate structural reform
in the 1970s. This spread to the rest of the region after 1985, following
the initial shock of the debt crisis, and accelerated in the 1990s (Mor-
ley, Machado, and Pettinato 1999: 5, 14). Structural reforms included
tax reform to raise government revenues and remove distortions in the
market, liberalization of trade restrictions, privatization of inefficient

7 That is, the countries in the southernmost part of South America: Argentina, Brazil, Chile,
and Uruguay. The index of structural reform cited below is a combined score aggregating
separate indexes of ‘trade reform, domestic and international financial liberalization, tax
reform, and privatization’ (Morley, Machado, and Pettinato 1999: 10).
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Table 10.3 Relative intensity of structural and MCP reforms

Intensity of MCPs Intensity of structural reforms

Strong Moderate Weak

Strong Colombia, Ecuador,
Venezuela

Moderate Argentina, Costa Bolivia, Honduras
Rica, Peru Brazil,

Guatemala,
Mexico,
Paraguay

Weak Chile,
El Salvador

state-owned businesses, regulatory reforms of the financial sector, and
reductions in spending on education, health care, and poverty alleviation
(Cornelius 2003: 199). Table 10.3 presents a correlation of my ranking
of the intensity of MCPs with Morley, Machado, and Pettinato’s (1999)
ranking of the intensity of structural reforms, for those countries appear-
ing in both rankings. No countries making a strong effort at neoliberal
economic reform in the 1980s and 1990s also enacted a strong set of
MCPs, and no countries making a weak structural reform effort also
enacted weak multicultural policies. The three countries that Paunovic
identifies as having the strongest record of macroeconomic stabilization
and most intense structural reforms—Argentina, Chile, and Peru—have
relatively weak MCPs, while the two countries that he identifies as being
the greatest laggards in the region—Ecuador and Venezuela—have the
most ample and deep set of MCPs (Paunovic 2000: 34). Thus, there seems
to be an inverse relationship between the strength of multicultural and
structural reforms.

Latin American economies for the most part did not respond as
expected to the change in economic model. The loss of investment
capital, climatic disasters, and a steep decline in the terms of trade for
exports exacerbated economic stagnation or caused contraction, leading
to economic growth rates significantly lower in the 1980s and 1990s than
in the three previous decades (Cornelius 2003: 201). Higher interest rates
on existing foreign debt led in the 1990s to extremely high debt burdens,
which have yet to subside. For example, Argentina and Brazil in 2002
had public debt burdens equal to 55 per cent of GDP (Cornelius 2003:
219). Although most Latin American countries increased exports as a
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percentage of GDP between 1980 and 2000 (on average, from 12.4 per
cent to 17.3 per cent) this has not been sufficient to offset the cost of
adjustment. As a result, public spending on education, health care, and
subsidies for the most disadvantaged and vulnerable groups was slashed
in the 1980s and early 1990s as governments bowed to pressure from
international lenders (Huber 1996: 162). Thus, most Latin American states
entered the era of multicultural constitutionalism after the introduction
of structural reforms and with little welfare state to speak of. The timing
of the adoption of MCPs—mainly after 1994—actually coincides with
an increase in welfare-state spending in response to sharp increases in
poverty and inequality throughout the region—on average from 10.4 per
cent to 13.1 per cent of GDP, although this is only slightly above the
amount of social expenditure in 1980 (Hershberg 2003: 22; Huber and
Solt 2004: 161).

3. The debate about neoliberalism and multiculturalism

What is the relationship between these two important trends: the ten-
dency of Latin American states to codify constitutional rights for indige-
nous peoples and to undertake neoliberal reforms? Both outcomes are
responses to crises in the prevailing political and economic models.
The degree of elite convergence on the need for structural reform is
partly determined by the intensity of fiscal crises and hyperinflation
in the pre-reform period (Paunovic 2000: 20–1), just as the tendency
to adopt far-reaching rights for disadvantaged groups and to create
mechanisms to promote democratic participation is partly determined
by the intensity of the democratic legitimacy crisis faced by polit-
ical elites prior to major constitutional reforms (Van Cott 2000). In
countries undergoing a serious economic crisis prior to constitutional
reform, neoliberal elites were relatively stronger and more cohesive than
anti-neoliberal and pro-indigenous coalitions. The correlation between
hyperinflation and the strength of neoliberal elites during constitutional
reforms that considered indigenous rights is particularly interesting. Of
the four countries with quadruple-digit inflation, none enacted ‘strong’
MCPs. Conversely, the three countries with the strongest recognition
of indigenous rights (Colombia, Ecuador, Venezuela) experienced only
moderate, two-digit inflation in the pre-reform period.8 Thus, intense

8 Inflation rates are as follows: Argentina (1,383 per cent), Bolivia (2,199 per cent), Brazil
(1,332 per cent), Peru (2,465 per cent), Colombia (28 per cent), Ecuador (60 per cent), and
Venezuela (36 per cent). Data from Paunovic (2000: 21).
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economic crisis may strengthen neoliberal elites, making it more dif-
ficult for indigenous peoples to secure ample multicultural regimes,
whereas relatively low levels of economic crisis give more leverage to anti-
structural reform coalitions and lower the barriers to securing indigenous
rights.

The relationship between the adoption of MCPs and the defence of
redistributive economic policies against the juggernaut of neoliberalism
is different in Latin America compared to the other regions studied in
this volume owing to the larger size of the population that would benefit
from both types of policy. Whereas indigenous peoples are a minuscule
minority in most advanced, industrialized countries, in Latin America
there are two countries where indigenous populations constitute a major-
ity (Bolivia, Guatemala), and at least three where the population ranges
between 10 and 40 per cent of the total (Mexico, Ecuador, Peru). More-
over, in Latin America, in a context of high and increasing inequality
in the 1990s, on average half of the population lives in poverty—50.7
per cent according to a 2000 Inter-American Development Bank report;
slightly less according to 2002 ECLAC data.9 Poverty tends to be even
higher in countries with larger indigenous populations (Székely et al.
2000: table 1; see also Walton 2004).10 Thus, rather than the diamond-
shaped distribution we see in industrialized countries, in which a large
middle class must be convinced to transfer income to small, impover-
ished, minority groups, in Latin America we find a pyramid. The majority
of Latin Americans would benefit greatly from redistributive policies and
the ethnic minority in question, indigenous peoples, shares class interests
with the non-indigenous poor. Thus, there are more possibilities for cross-
ethnic, intra-class coalition building in Latin America.11 As Huber and Solt
argue,

A coalition of the poor and the working-class, . . . accounts for 60–70 percent of
the population in Latin American countries. Basic health care, nutrition, educa-
tion, and a minimum income in case of illness or old age, targeted toward this
population, with entitlement based on citizenship and financed out of general tax
revenue, would be an effective and politically sustainable approach [to poverty
reduction]. (Huber and Solt 2004: 161)

9 Huber and Solt, citing 2002 ECLAC data, reports that ‘poverty fell from 48.3 per cent of
the population in 1990 to 43.8 per cent in 1999’ (2004: 152).

10 Bolivia 1996 (65.1); Ecuador 1995 (57.0); Mexico 1996 (58.8); Peru 1997 (43.3). No
data was listed for Guatemala, among the poorest and most indigenous countries in the
hemisphere (Székely et al. 2000).

11 I thank David Miller for pointing this out.
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Some anthropologists working with indigenous movements view the
relationship between MCPs and economic policies differently. They argue
that political elites endorse a minimal set of multicultural rights in order
to deflect demands for more radical challenges to neoliberalism and
that indigenous movements that ‘settle for’ multicultural constitutional
regimes risk sacrificing progress on the more important goal of block-
ing or overturning the neoliberal economic model and, thus, altering
fundamental relations of power (see e.g. Gustafson 2002; Hale 2002; and
Postero 2003). This argument is essentially the Machiavellian version of
the crowding-out argument exposed by Banting and Kymlicka in the
introduction to this volume.

Based on his observations of the Nicaraguan and Guatemalan cases,
Charles Hale (2002) argues that neoliberals recognize a limited set of
cultural rights as part of a strategy for moderating cultural demands
and defusing anti-neoliberal protests. Recognizing a more modest set of
cultural rights delegitimizes more ‘radical’ demands. Co-opting moderate
indigenous leaders by giving them space within formal politics delegit-
imizes leaders who refuse to assimilate into the formal political system
and to accept the prevailing market-based economic model. This strat-
egy enables neoliberals to divide cultural movements into ‘acceptable’,
‘moderate’ indigenous subjects, and ‘threatening’, ‘dangerous’, ‘radical’
indigenous subjects. Radical indigenous subjects are those calling for
a complete restructuring of political and economic relations, including
the prioritization of communal, traditional, and non-market economic
decision-making processes, the protection of collective property rights,
and a greater emphasis on redistribution relative to economic growth.
Hale argues that the danger of accepting a limited set of multicultural
rights is that the larger agenda will be unattainable.

Bret Gustafson (2002) makes a more nuanced argument. Based on
his study of Bolivia, Gustafson argues that ‘multicultural neoliberalism’,
or ‘neoliberal interculturalism’ fails to transform unequal political and
economic relations. However, when indigenous movements participate
in the creation of these reforms, unexpected and often empowering
processes are unleashed that elites are unable to control. For Gustafson,
‘neoliberal interculturalism’

is not a uniform process of ‘inclusion’ of previously excluded Indians, but rather
a set of uneven, contradictory shifts of political languages and institutions that
seek to reorder and legitimate changing expressions of social difference, citizen
identity, and hierarchical forms of participation. These new tactics of governments
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represent a transformative renewal of discourses and institutions through which
elites seek to insulate centralized power (spatially, conceptually, and institution-
ally) from various forms of ‘indigenous’ and other ‘popular’ forms of political
engagement. Certainly laudable for a reformist sensibility, interculturalist reforms
do not, however, pursue robust versions of indigenous rights or overhaul struc-
tures of economic inequality. Nonetheless, new forms of social mobilization and
paradoxes of the reforms themselves suggest that, as in the past, governmental
projects are hardly guaranteed to obtain that which they seek and may in fact
produce new and unexpected outcomes. (Gustafson 2002: 269–70)

Although it is easy to read what Hale calls a ‘wider calculated logic’ into
elites’ intentions, Gustafson shows how this is belied by the fragmented
and contradictory nature of the reforms, their ‘implementation, meanings
and effects’ (Gustafson 2002: 277).

Hale, Gustafson, and Postero present a distorted view of the relationship
between MCPs and neoliberal elites because their case selection—chiefly
Guatemala and Bolivia—is biased toward the ‘modest’ end of the MCP
continuum, and because their analysis stops before Bolivian Indians had
had an opportunity to fully take advantage of the Sánchez de Lozada-era
reforms (1993–7). An analysis of multicultural policy reforms in South
America, where they are more widespread and indigenous peoples are
relatively more powerful vis-à-vis neoliberal elites and the state than
in Central America or Bolivia in the 1990s, does not support the view
that MCPs have deflected demands for more radical challenges to funda-
mental power relations. Indigenous leaders in South America interviewed
between 1993 and 2002 argued that the recognition of the limited set
of rights achieved, and the access to formal politics that these have
facilitated, will make possible the eventual acceptance of more ‘radi-
cal’ forms of autonomy and self-government. As Andolina puts it in
his study of Ecuadorian multicultural reforms, newly won multicultural
rights are viewed as ‘“tools in the struggle” and new sites of negotiation
and contention’ (2003: 749). Thus, rather than foreclosing more radical
proposals, the limited set of MCPs realized provides a foothold in the
formal political system for the articulation of more radical, transformative
alternatives.

In his contribution to this volume, Matt James reports a similar finding
with respect to redress movements in Canada. Such movements increase
group solidarity, strengthen collective identity, enhance the ability of the
group to mobilize politically and, when successful, create a positive image
of the group in the wider society. Thus, movements for cultural rights
enhance the ability of disadvantaged cultural minorities to successfully
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advance redistributive claims. Even if the MCPs go unimplemented, their
successful codification has positive political effects. The leaders of histor-
ically disadvantaged groups

view redress campaigns as internal opportunities for rebuilding and mobilizing
fractured communities. This work is often seen as a contributing step towards
autonomous processes of community economic development. Externally, activists
hope that their campaigns will teach historical lessons that foster a climate of
moral urgency and forge a more sensitive appreciation of community economic
problems and needs. (James, this volume.)

These observations apply equally well to indigenous campaigns for con-
stitutional rights in Latin America.

Hale’s analysis oversimplifies the complexity and variation within coali-
tions supporting the original adoption of MCPs and the contested nature
of multiculturalism within states. It also elides the intense opposition to
these policies expressed by state actors and other elites during constitu-
tional reform processes. Indigenous peoples and their allies bargained,
engaged in civil disobedience, employed brinkmanship, and manipu-
lated the media and international supporters in order to achieve even
modest recognition of indigenous rights. They linked their demands to
important elite goals, such as extending the reach of public law, estab-
lishing a regime of internationally approved human rights, and recu-
perating the legitimacy of exclusionary democratic regimes. Once rights
were codified in constitutions, indigenous peoples had to battle again
to secure implementing legislation, much of which remains unwritten.
Within the neoliberal governments and political parties that ultimately
endorsed MCPs, fierce debates raged over the scope and details of the
reforms, debates among diverse political elites, not just between neoliber-
als and indigenous actors. Hale’s assertion that neoliberals have a coher-
ent ‘project . . . to harness and redirect the abundant political energy of
cultural rights activism’ (2002: 498) gives too much credit to neoliberals,
who are internally divided over the issue of cultural rights and tend to
respond reactively and opportunistically to such demands as political
conjunctures unfold.

As Matt James (this volume) observes with respect to redress move-
ments in Canada, conservative elites in Latin America promote restrictive
‘cultural heritage’ rights agendas as a substitute for more radical transfor-
mation. They champion more moderate indigenous organizations, whose
leaders are easier to co-opt, in an effort to weaken more radical actors.
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And in countries where conservatives are united and their opponents are
weak they often succeed. Nevertheless, indigenous peoples themselves
do not ‘misdiagnosis’ the basis of their exploitation. Rather, they frame
the discourse on social justice in new ways. Although most indigenous
organizations denounce neoliberalism and globalization, their economic
claims can be satisfied within the context of a generous capitalist welfare
state. They seek greater political and administrative autonomy within
their own territories, combined with a significant increase in economic
redistribution toward the impoverished and state programmes that would
enable them to compete within the prevailing model (e.g. access to credit,
market assistance, and agricultural subsidies like those available to farmers
in the West).

In fact, neoliberalism and globalization have not brought only harm
to indigenous peoples. The policy reform that facilitated the Bolivian
and Colombian multicultural constitutional reforms was decentraliza-
tion, a key component of contemporary neoliberal economic and state
reforms. Decentralization shifts authority and resources to municipalities
and regions where resources can be used more transparently and effi-
ciently and authority can be exercised with greater accountability and
responsiveness to public needs. It was the mechanism that provided the
structural basis for fulfilling indigenous peoples’ most important demand:
self-government. The establishment of local and, in Colombia, regional
direct elections enabled indigenous peoples in both countries to domi-
nate municipal governments in areas where they are concentrated and,
in Colombia, to use the flexibility provided by multicultural reforms
to employ culturally appropriate governance norms. In addition to a
tendency toward decentralization, the global diffusion of policy norms
from the advanced industrialized countries brought with it international
norms of cultural recognition and human rights upon which indigenous
movements have based their rights claims.

If political elites approved MCPs with the expectation that they would
forestall direct confrontation of the state and the economic model, they
have been bitterly disappointed. Indigenous social movements in South
America continue to engage in the full range of protest activities, unde-
terred by the limited nature of the MCPs thus far achieved. They lead and
participate in numerous demonstrations that challenge relations of power
and economic distribution. Ecuadorian and Bolivian indigenous orga-
nizations, for example, have toppled neoliberal presidents and blocked
neoliberal policies while demanding the creation of a ‘multinational
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state’.12 Events in the last decade actually support the converse of Hale’s
argument. State recognition of a modest set of cultural demands encour-
ages more radical demands. In the 1990s, rather than ‘crowding out’
leftist movements and class-based claims, or ‘corroding’ the solidarity that
redistributive coalitions require, Latin American indigenous movements
revitalized the left and became integral parts of coalitions opposed to
structural adjustment and trade liberalization. From the indigenous per-
spective, neoliberal reforms and trade liberalization are modern forms
of imperialism having historical continuity with foreigners’ colonization
of the Americas and their extraction of its vast mineral wealth: a ‘sec-
ond colonization’ (Houghton 2004: 12; see also Postero 2003). Today,
new Conquistadors—multinational corporations, US embassies, and IMF
officials—impose policies on Latin American governments that further
the economic dependence and impoverishment of indigenous peoples
while distorting the traditional economic and social structures on which
indigenous cultures depend for their autonomous development. Indige-
nous organizations in Mexico, Ecuador, and Chile have been particularly
vocal in their opposition to free-trade agreements.13

Throughout the Americas indigenous peoples are fighting back. In
Bolivia indigenous organizations participated in a 2000 mobilization that
prevented the privatization of water in Cochabamba by a foreign com-
pany (Bechtel), and led a movement in 2003 to prevent the sale of natural
gas to foreign corporations (Assies 2004; Economist 2004). In Ecuador,
indigenous organizations led a broad-based national mobilization in

12 On these movements in Bolivia, see Assies (2004) and Gustafson (2002). On Ecuadorian
indigenous protests, see Boletín ICCI (2002: 2); Collins (2000); Dávalos (2003); León (2001);
Lucero (2001).

13 For example, in September 2003, representatives of indigenous organizations throughout
the world met in Cancún, Mexico, during the Fifth Ministerial Conference of the World Trade
Organization in order to protest the negative impact of the WTO on their communities.
In a Declaration issued on 12 September, the indigenous organizations made the following
statement: ‘With the creation of the World Trade Organization and with the continued
imposition of structural adjustment policies by the World Bank and International Monetary
Fund, our situation, as indigenous peoples, has gone from bad to worse. The corporations
receive more rights and privileges at the expense of our rights. Our right to self-determination,
which consists of determining freely our political status and seeking our own economic, social
and cultural development, and the exercise of our rights over our territories and resources,
over our indigenous knowledge, culture and identities, are flagrantly violated.’ (Declaración
Internacional Cancún de los Pueblos Indígenas 2003, author’s translation.) Among the dam-
ages identified are: the loss of livelihood for Mexico’s indigenous corn producers, attributable
to the dumping of subsidized corn from the United States, and the contamination of tra-
ditional strains of corn due to genetic modification; increasing conflicts between mining,
gas, and petroleum companies and indigenous peoples in Ecuador, Guyana, Colombia, and
Venezuela; militarization and environmental devastation in indigenous communities caused
by extractive industries; and infrastructural projects that destroyed sacred and ceremonial
places in Guatemala and Mexico.
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February 2004 opposing the proposed Free Trade Area of the Americas,
continued payment of the foreign debt, privatization of the petroleum,
telecommunications, electricity, social security, health, and education
sectors, and the weakening of public sector labour rights (Agencia de
Noticias Plurinacional del Ecuador 2004). Indigenous-movement-based
political parties, like Bolivia’s Political Instrument for the Sovereignty of
the Peoples,14 Ecuador’s United Plurinational Pachakutik Movement, and
Colombia’s Indigenous Social Alliance, emphasize class as well as ethnic
issues and identities. Rather than ‘crowding out’ or eroding support for
economic and social welfare issues, indigenous movements revived these
issues and helped to form more robust coalitions for economic and social
justice in the context of declining electoral strength and dynamism on
the left. As Banting and Kymlicka observe with regard to the advanced
industrialized countries, the emergence of multicultural issues and poli-
cies ‘provided a context for the left to get involved in politics again, by
providing an issue on which progressives felt it was possible to make a
difference. Getting involved in making a difference helped revive confi-
dence in the possibility of challenging economic inequalities’ (Chapter 1,
p. 16 above).

Indigenous peoples’ organizations have a long history of relations with
leftist parties and unions. Prior to the 1990s, such relations generally were
tense, with indigenous leaders complaining that parties and unions failed
to address their issues, excluded indigenous people from leadership roles,
and expressed racist attitudes. Nevertheless, as Mexican indigenous rights
activists Margarito Ruiz Hernández and Araceli Burguete Cal y Mayor
argue, relationships with leftist parties and movements had a profound
ideological and organizational influence on contemporary indigenous
movements. The experience

was fundamental in fuelling a broad segment of the contemporary indian-
ista/autonomista movement. The political biographies of a significant number of
indianista/autonomista indigenous leaders over the age of 40 today highlight the
roots of their training in the worker/peasant movements and/or in the communist
or socialist parties—or even the guerrilla movements, in Guatemala, Nicaragua and
Chile—of their respective countries. (2001: 25)

14 Coca growers and other indigenous leaders formed the Assembly for the Sovereignty of
the Peoples in 1995 to compete in municipal elections. Unable to successfully register due
to difficult barriers, the ASP borrowed the legal registration of the United Left. Prior to the
2002 national elections the party split. The larger faction, the Political Instrument for the
Sovereignty of the Peoples, headed by coca growers’ leader Evo Morales, borrowed the legal
registration of the Movement toward Socialism. See Van Cott (2005).
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After 1989, the global decline of socialism made it difficult for Latin
American leftist parties to put forward socialist platforms as a viable
alternative (Alcántara Sáez and Freidenberg 2001; Roberts 1998: 20–2).
At the same time, the neoliberal reforms of the 1980s and the mas-
sive public sector job losses they engendered reduced the size of the
organized working classes and debilitated the union and peasant organ-
izations that had previously served as a base of support and as key
organizational mechanisms for leftist parties. These parties saw their vote
share reduced dramatically in most countries as socialism experienced a
dramatic fall in public support after the fall of the Berlin Wall (Levitsky
and Cameron 2001: 26). The decline of traditional leftist actors gave rel-
atively more leverage to indigenous organizations within anti-neoliberal
coalitions.

4. Four cases

These arguments about the complex and changing relationships among
indigenous peoples’ movements, neoliberal elites, and the left can be
illustrated by comparing four key cases: Colombia, Bolivia, Ecuador, and
Venezuela.

In Colombia, three indigenous delegates participated in the 1990–1
National Constituent Assembly: two were elected, while a third was
appointed to represent the demobilized Quintín Lame guerrillas.
An unusually large number of Assembly delegates—nearly a third—
represented the left and centre-left. However, the cohesion and numer-
ical dominance of neoliberal elites convinced leaders of the leftist bloc
not to challenge the prevailing neoliberal economic model in exchange
for support for its programme to open up the closed two-party system
and to promote political and administrative decentralization. Indigenous
peoples in that assembly allied most often with the centre-left bloc and
with Liberal Party neoliberals seeking to promote decentralization and
to strengthen the rule of law. Thus, because the consensus between
the two major parties on neoliberalism seemed unshakeable, leftist and
indigenous delegates chose to focus on more achievable goals. The result
was a set of indigenous peoples’ rights that was unprecedented in its
boldness and scope. Afro-Colombians gained lesser rights, primarily hav-
ing to do with collective land rights in a limited region of the Pacific
Coast, where the ancestors of slaves have developed distinct rural cultures.
Since Afro-Colombians had no representative in the Assembly, indigenous
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representatives advocated their rights. These largely mimic in weaker form
rights granted to indigenous communities (Van Cott 2000: 67–98).

As in Colombia, indigenous organizations in Bolivia in 1994–6 faced a
strong neoliberal coalition headed by a popular president. President Gon-
zalo Sánchez de Lozada had come to office in an unprecedented coalition
with a small indigenous party, the Tupaj Katari Revolutionary Movement
of Liberation. Explicit recognition of the importance of indigenous issues
gained Sánchez de Lozada the largest victory margin for a presidential
candidate in a decade. However, as Xavier Albó observes, this ‘surprising
and bold alliance’ of neoliberals and multiculturalists was awkward at
best (Albó 1994), and it did not outlast the president’s four-year term.
Indigenous representatives did not have the opportunity to participate
as equals in a constituent assembly; instead, the Bolivian Constitution
was reformed behind closed doors and passed by a Congress that the
president’s party dominated (Van Cott 2000). Thus, not only did Indians
receive a much weaker set of rights, particularly with respect to self-
government and political representation, neoliberal reforms proceeded
that eroded the flimsy social safety net. As Gustafson (2002) observes,
instead of economic benefits, neoliberals offered Bolivia’s impoverished
indigenous majority less costly multicultural reforms. The inadequacy of
Bolivia’s multicultural model was made apparent in the years that fol-
lowed, as indigenous organizations successfully led massive mobilizations
in favour of a constituent assembly to secure the expansion of their self-
government rights, as well as changes to the economic model (Economist
2004: 33; Gustafson 2002: 283–91; Schultz 2003: 8–10).15

Constitutional reform processes and their results in Ecuador and
Venezuela were different. In Ecuador, the Confederation of Indige-
nous Nationalities of Ecuador (CONAIE) led the popular demand for a
National Constituent Assembly. CONAIE’s political power was surging
following the successful creation in 1996 of an indigenous-movement-
based political party (Pachakutik), the spectacular ouster of President
Abdala Bucaram, and a series of effective mobilizations with respect
to a wide range of policy issues.16 By 1996 CONAIE had established

15 Indigenous peoples protested in favour of a constituent assembly with prominent indige-
nous participation in the summer of 2002, and during often violent demonstrations that
toppled President Gonzalo Sanchez de Lozada in October 2003. On 20 February 2004, Pres-
ident Carlos Mesa promulgated a reform of the Bolivian Constitution that will allow the
convocation of a constituent assembly in 2006 (ALAI 2004).

16 For example, in 1994 CONAIE defeated the government’s proposed agrarian reform
policy, and in 1995 was a key partner in a movement to change electoral laws through a
nationwide referendum.
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itself as the core of a revitalized left, which worked together more-
or-less coherently during the Assembly that began in December 1997.
CONAIE’s platform included a set of ethnic rights more expansive than
the Colombian regime, as well as the destruction of the neoliberal eco-
nomic model. Although outnumbered at the beginning of the Assembly,
CONAIE’s indigenous-rights platform prevailed after the largest conser-
vative party (the Social Conservative Party) walked out following dis-
putes over social security reform and the extension of the Constituent
Assembly beyond its 30 April 1998 mandate. As in Colombia, indigenous
representatives in the Assembly and their leftist allies achieved recog-
nition of a weaker set of cultural and self-government rights for Afro-
Ecuadorians (Andolina 1999, 2003; Van Cott 2002). The Ecuadorian con-
stitutional reform differs from the Bolivian and Colombian experiences
in that the indigenous party Pachakutik was the third largest force in
the Constituent Assembly and the centre of the opposition bloc. As a
result, indigenous themes had relatively more support than in Bolivia or
Colombia. In addition, Ecuadorian elites were weaker and more divided
by region and political party. Although elite congressional representa-
tives attempted to manipulate or pre-empt the reform process, social
movements and influential opinion makers, who perceived the Assem-
bly as the legitimate expression of Ecuadorian society, outmanoeuvred
them.

Similarly, in Venezuela in 1999 indigenous peoples took advantage
of the collapse of the traditional elite parties and the president’s affec-
tion for the history and culture of indigenous peoples. Buoyed by a
resounding electoral victory that granted him a mandate for sweeping
constitutional reform, President Hugo Chávez decreed electoral rules that
favoured his own left-leaning movement—62.5 per cent of the vote in
Constituent Assembly elections was converted into 121 of 128 seats,
while the two neoliberal parties that had dominated politics in Venezuela
for the previous half-century earned only one seat between them. This
resulted in an Assembly overwhelmingly dominated by the president
and his allies from the military, the left, and the human rights move-
ment. Three indigenous representatives participated through reserved
seats for indigenous peoples and two more gained election to the Assem-
bly on their own. Despite the relative weakness of Venezuela’s indige-
nous movement, the five indigenous delegates successfully demanded the
region’s most progressive regime of indigenous constitutional rights (Van
Cott 2003a). During the 1999 Assembly, the president’s coalition took
on the neoliberal model and dismantled the privileges of the business
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elite. Thus, indigenous peoples did not have to waste energy fighting
neoliberal elites, who were too weak to challenge their multicultural
demands. Instead, their stiffest opposition came from Chávez’s military
allies, who expressed the fears of their counterparts in other Latin Amer-
ican countries, i.e. that granting rights to indigenous peoples would
threaten the country’s territorial integrity. The issue of indigenous rights
provoked a four-day confrontation between conservative ex-officers and
the Commission on Indigenous Rights. After language was inserted explic-
itly denying the possibility of territorial dismemberment, the indige-
nous rights platform passed with 128 votes in favour and 3 abstentions
(Van Cott 2003a: 61–2).

In sum, indigenous peoples gained multicultural rights in Bolivia and
Colombia by allying with a centre-left that did not challenge the neolib-
eral economic model but successfully pressured for decentralization and
the opening of the democratic regime. In Ecuador and Venezuela elites
resisted the imposition of neoliberal reforms for years in the hope that
future oil revenues would make them unnecessary. Indigenous peoples
achieved an ample regime of indigenous rights by allying with the
anti-neoliberal left: in Ecuador as the core of the centre-left bloc; in
Venezuela, as a privileged friend of the leader of the left. In every
case, although some elites supported the multicultural rights codified,
indigenous peoples had to fight hard against strong opposition and
indigenous rights were among the most controversial rights ultimately
recognized.

Whereas constitutional reform occurred in South America during peri-
ods of intense political crisis regarding the legitimacy of the democratic
regime, in Guatemala, Nicaragua, Panama, and Mexico indigenous con-
stitutional rights were recognized as a direct result of successful mili-
tary pressure from indigenous (and non-indigenous) combatants. In the
meso-American cases, neoliberal elites remained relatively strong and
unified during the period when indigenous peoples movements were best
able to press their multicultural claims. In all four cases the left was too
weak to serve as an effective ally in the struggle against neoliberalism.
Indigenous peoples only secured a strong set of multicultural constitu-
tional rights where they successfully exerted military pressure and had
the backing of the United States (Panama, Nicaragua) (Van Cott 2001).
Nicaragua is an exceptional case that proves the rule: the Atlantic Coast
Autonomous Regions were established in 1987 under Marxist Sandinista
rule. Neoliberals that took control of the government shortly thereafter
have impeded their full implementation.
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5. Conclusion

Latin America in the 1990s witnessed two major trends: (1) the adoption
of neoliberal economic restructuring, which exposed millions of people
to hardship and weakened the modest and uneven social security systems
that had developed in some countries in earlier years; and (2) indigenous
movements’ successful campaign for cultural rights, resulting in the wide-
spread codification of multicultural policies. Critics have argued, along
the lines of the critics of MCPs in developed countries, that neoliberal
elites conceded modest MCPs in order to forestall radical challenges to
their economic model.

In fact, the relationship among neoliberalism, indigenous political
mobilization, and the adoption of MCPs is more complex.17 Since the
adoption of MCPs followed the original neoliberal momentum, there is
little evidence that MCPs crowd out redistribution. Rather, the causal
chain runs in the other direction: the politics of economic crisis and
neoliberalism tended to open political space for indigenous mobilization
and the adoption of MCPs. Indigenous movements gained strength in the
context of economic hardship. They revived leftist-popular coalitions that
opposed structural adjustment and trade liberalization. Thus, the pursuit
of MCPs did not divide social justice coalitions; rather, it helped to build
them. Indigenous movements have been more successful in obtaining
MCPs than in forestalling neoliberal agendas. In part, this reflects the
fact that indigenous groups and their priorities became stronger within
leftist coalitions as economic crisis weakened unions and socialist parties.
In some cases indigenous movements and their allies recognized that
they were too weak to reverse neoliberalism but were strong enough
to win some MCPs. Moreover, some indigenous demands—particularly
for self-government—were compatible with the neoliberal emphasis on
decentralization and state restructuring. Indigenous movements did not
misdiagnose their problems; rather, they captured gains that were attain-
able in particular political contexts.

17 Attempts to correlate MCPs with either the human development index or measures of
economic competitiveness are inconclusive due to limitations of the data and the small
sample size. There is a weak statistical correlation between the measure of macroeconomic
competitiveness in 2002 and the number of multicultural policies adopted, at the 0.06 level,
with an R-squared of 0.22. With respect to the impact of MCPs on the welfare state, the results
are even weaker. All countries in our sample improved their level of human development
during the 1990s, according to the Human Development Index prepared by the United
Nations Development Programme. There is no statistical relationship between change in
HDI between 1990 and 2001 and the number of MCPs adopted. There is also no correlation
between the HDI in 2001 and the number of MCPs adopted.
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Whether indigenous movements and the MCPs they have attained will
strengthen or weaken future campaigns for economic redistribution will
depend upon the relative strength of indigenous peoples’ organizations,
neoliberal elites, and the left in each country. The severe hardships that
neoliberal reforms have caused have cost neoliberal elites and the political
parties that represent them support. Meanwhile the left has recuperated
some of its electoral strength; for example, leftist presidents recently
were elected in Brazil, Ecuador, Uruguay, Venezuela, Bolivia, and Chile.
Indigenous movements are also gaining force, particularly in countries
where they have joined forces with popular movements to create new
electoral vehicles.

Given the recent inception of both MCPs and structural reforms in
Latin America, the future offers a range of possibilities. Latin American
states that instituted both sets of reforms fall between two modal types.
On one end of the spectrum are states like Chile, Argentina, Peru, and
Guatemala, in which neoliberal reforms were undertaken vigorously and
now coexist with a modest set of MCPs, the latter limited primarily to
language, education, and limited collective land rights. We can call this
‘neoliberal multiculturalism’, borrowing from Hale and Gustafson. On the
other end of the spectrum are countries like Ecuador and Venezuela with
more expansive sets of multicultural policies that include considerable
political representation and autonomy rights. In these countries popular,
as well as elite, resistance has delayed the imposition of neoliberal reforms
and has been accompanied by political and economic instability, party
system fragmentation and decomposition, and widespread social protest.
We can call this ‘populist multiculturalism’ to convey the political context
in which multicultural reforms were adopted in those countries.

The political and economic equilibria described by the ‘neoliberal’ and
‘populist’ types is by no means stable, given the changing relations among
the three key collective actors and the dissatisfaction with the status quo
that all three express. Three further outcomes are, thus, foreseeable. The
first is the resurgence of the economic and political elite, who lead a back-
lash against and rollback of MCPs. I call this option ‘neoliberal reaction’.
In fact, this occurred during the Banzer-Quiroga administration in Bolivia
(1997–2002). The second outcome entails a radical ethno-nationalist
development of MCPs with considerably more self-government powers
for ethnically defined subnational governments and some scheme of
national-level ethnic power sharing. This could result in the ethnic utopia
that many indigenous organizations envision, in which all ethnic groups
have voice and representation through mechanisms compatible with their
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culture and redistributive measures provide basic social welfare for all:
the ‘multinational democratic state’. In the alternative, given the exist-
ing extreme inequalities in Latin American societies, and the divergent
interests of light-skinned elites and the dark-skinned majority, it could
lead to a constant state of social upheaval, economic stagnation, and
legislative and executive gridlock, an outcome we can call ‘protracted eth-
nic conflict’. Should an indigenous majority emerge from this battle and
seize executive power, it is likely that neoliberalism will be significantly
curtailed. It is too soon to tell whether this is occurring in Bolivia, where
indigenous leader Evo Morales was elected president in December 2005
with an unprecedented absolute majority of 54 per cent of the vote.

The direction that each country takes ultimately will depend upon
the relative strength of neoliberals, the left, and indigenous peoples’
movements, on the capacity of fragile political party systems to aggregate
and channel coherent policy alternatives, and on economic conditions—
domestic and international—which largely determine the resources with
which Latin American states can address multicultural and welfare
demands.
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Neoliberalism and the re-emergence of

ethnopolitics in Bolivia

Willem Assies

Bolivia, although a much poorer country than most of those studied
in this book, was not a stranger to welfare policies. During the middle
decades of the twentieth century, it had taken steps towards the develop-
ment of programmes dedicated to economic and social security. Although
the system was limited in many ways, it did provide elements of protec-
tion to at least some parts of the population. In the 1980s and 1990s,
however, two major trends transformed the Bolivian political landscape.
One was neoliberalism, which exposed the population to significant eco-
nomic hardship and reduced the limited social programmes that had
been inherited from the past; the second was the political mobilization of
indigenous people and the adoption of multiculturalism policies. Given
the debates addressed in this book, the key issue is the relation between
multiculturalism and neoliberalism. Did multiculturalism in Bolivia con-
tribute to the advance of the neoliberal agenda or not?

To address this issue, in the first place we have to distinguish clearly
between identity politics ‘from below’ and recognition policies ‘from
above’ or, to put it crudely, between ‘demand’ and ‘supply’. What are
indigenous movements demanding and what is a neoliberal state willing
to concede? Framing the question this way also leads us to explore the
relationship between policies of recognition and redistributive policies.

This chapter is based on research carried out in the framework of the project ‘Indigenous
Peoples and State Reform’, funded by the Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnología (CONA-
CyT), Mexico (Project No. 45173). I would like to thank the editors and the participants in
the workshop at Queen’s University, Kingston, for their helpful comments on an earlier draft
of this chapter.
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In his article on what he calls ‘neoliberal multiculturalism’ Hale (2002)
has argued that neoliberal states may be willing to proactively recognize a
minimal package of cultural rights, while equally vigorously rejecting the
rest of indigenous demands. He proposes that the acceptance of certain
cultural demands may lure indigenous movements into a limited form
of identity politics that forsakes redistributive issues and thus in the end
contributes to neoliberal governmentality. He furthermore suggests that
the relationship between ‘cultural’ and ‘redistributive’ issues may be more
complex than an either-or question. The emergence of identity politics
poses the challenge of rethinking the relation between redistribution and
recognition as two, not mutually exclusive, forms of achieving social
justice (Fraser 2003) and, in the case at hand, invites an exploration of
the complex relations between ethnicity and class (status and class) in a
post-colonial society.

This chapter argues that Bolivia provides no significant evidence of a
‘crowding-out’ effect in the sense that culturalist demands took prece-
dence over a more general redistributive agenda. Neoliberalism was well
established before the effective mobilization of indigenous peoples and
the strength of the neoliberal position was not significantly enhanced by
the emergence of indigenous movements and parties involved in identity
politics. Instead, the dominant pattern seems to be that: (a) neoliberalism
was generated by other forces such as the multilateral agencies, but that
(b) neoliberal restructuring in turn helped trigger indigenous mobilization
and ethnically charged politics. If neoliberal politicians came to adopt
multiculturalism policies, this was basically what Van Cott (this volume)
calls a reactive and opportunistic response.

The question of the ‘corroding’ effect is difficult to answer for the
Bolivian case if it is framed in terms of indigenous mobilization weak-
ening relations with other groups that would otherwise have coalesced
to resist neoliberalism and support wider popular coalitions. In fact, it
was neoliberal restructuring that obliterated the existing trade union
structures and ethnically charged politics blossomed in the vacuum thus
created. A major characteristic of contemporary popular protest in Bolivia
is that it is highly fragmented. Typically, protest peaks, or what Bolivians
call ‘social convulsions’, emerge out of a temporary fusion of dispersed
mobilizations that coalesce around some issue that emerges as overarch-
ing and representative of neoliberal economic policies and the system of
governance that allows such policies to be implemented. This, however,
at best gives rise to tactical alliances among more or less ‘radical’ groups
or leaders, be they indigenous or not.
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Do indigenous peoples in Bolivia ‘misdiagnose’ their situation and do
they pursue cultural policies that cannot really solve their deep-seated
socio-economic problems? It is difficult to speak of misdiagnosis in this
sense in the Bolivian case because there are no indigenous movements
that are limited to ‘cultural’ issues. If Bolivia can be characterized as a
post-colonial society, is it a case of misdiagnosis if indigenous peoples
consider themselves as both culturally oppressed and economically
exploited and dispossessed of the resources for cultural and economic
reproduction?

To develop the argument, the chapter traces the historical development
of these issues through several critical cycles. After a brief introduction
to the history of Bolivia, the first major section examines the National
Revolutionary Cycle which began in 1952 and established certain welfare
policies. The second section examines the development of neoliberal
policies and the political constellation that allowed this development.
It then traces the emergence of ethnically charged opposition to these
policies and the adoption of multiculturalism as an aspect of a second
generation of neoliberal reforms in the mid-1990s. It finally shows how
these multiculturalism policies failed to enhance support for the neolib-
eral project as became increasingly clear by the end of the 1990s when
indigenous peoples came to play an important role in the resistance
against neoliberalism, leading to the Bolivian crisis of 2003. Indigenous
movements often played a key role in the opposition to neoliberalism.
The final section briefly sums up the argument and considers possible
future scenarios.

1. A post-colonial society with an indigenous majority

Although data on numbers of indigenous people are notoriously contro-
versial and difficult to interpret (Gonzalez 1994) it is commonly assumed
that indigenous people constitute the majority of the Bolivian popula-
tion. According to Bolivia’s 2001 census, the country counted nearly 8.3
million inhabitants of which 62 per cent1 declared themselves to belong
to some indigenous people, principally the Quechuas (31 per cent) and
the Aymaras (25 per cent) of the Andean highlands and the colonization
areas in the eastern lowlands, while the remaining 6 per cent accounts
for some thirty different indigenous peoples in the eastern Amazonian

1 Of those over fifteen years.
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lowlands (Bolivia 2003). According to estimates up to 45 per cent of the
indigenous population lives in urban areas. Thus, while equating the
indigenous population with the rural population—about 38 per cent of
the total population—is erroneous, it is commonly agreed that 90 per cent
of the rural population is indigenous (Calla Ortega 2003a: 198; MACPIO
2001). While about 54 per cent of the urban population is poor and 26
per cent extremely poor, in the rural areas 81 per cent is poor and 55 per
cent extremely poor (UDAPE 2003: 51). Being indigenous and being poor
are clearly correlated (PNUD 2004: 108).

Bolivia is a post-colonial society that still has to come to terms with its
colonial legacy. It is beyond the scope of this article to thoroughly discuss
Bolivian history, but it should be pointed out that after the arrival of the
Spaniards a highly stratified society was constructed in the Andes region,
inhabited by Aymara and Quechua. It was centred on the silver mining
economy that emerged in the Potosí region and later, from the late nine-
teenth century onward, on tin mining a bit further north. The tropical
Oriente, inhabited by indigenous peoples practising swidden agriculture
in combination with hunting and gathering, remained largely peripheral
until the quinoa and rubber booms of the nineteenth century triggered
new incorporation efforts. Present-day Bolivia is characterized by a pat-
tern of regional differentiation inherited from the mining economy with
its satellite economies that supplied it with agricultural produce through
the hacienda system, and a remote eastern periphery. Its historical devel-
opment influenced the forms in which the indigenous population was
incorporated into the dominant economy and the degrees to which it
was able to preserve its own forms of organization (Ticona A., Rojas O.,
and Albó C. 1995; Rivera Cusicanqui 2003).

The Chaco war (1932–5) had profound consequences for the Bolivian
polity and paved the way for the Bolivian Revolution of 1952. This
disastrous adventure fuelled a change in the national political debate
as the so-called ‘Chaco generation’ began to raise the Indian question,
the land question, labour issues, and the dependency on the private
mines owned by a few tin barons. The war was followed by a period of
political instability during which representatives of the ‘liberal’ mining
and landholding oligarchy alternated with governments headed by ex-
combatants. During such governments Standard Oil of New Jersey, held
responsible for the Chaco war, was nationalized and a state enterprise
Yacimientos Petrolíferos Fiscales Bolivianos (YPFB) was created to manage
the nationalized enterprise. The first labour laws saw the light and in the
wake of a Primer Congreso Indigenal, which took place in 1945, decrees
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were issued that prohibited serfdom and sought to promote rural educa-
tion, though with little concrete effect. Meanwhile, new political parties,
most importantly the Movimiento Nacionalista Revolucionaria (MNR)
arose as well as labour unions among which the Federación Sindical de
Trabajadores Mineros de Bolivia (FSTMB) came to play a vanguard role.
Peasant unions began to emerge demanding the establishment of rural
schools and contesting the hacienda system. After the MNR gained the
1951 elections it was kept from assuming power by an army intervention
that eventually was defeated by the popular insurrection of April 1952. In
the view of the revolutionaries the ‘nation’—middle class, workers, and
peasants—had defeated the ‘anti-nation’ represented by the feudal and
mining oligarchy and their imperialist allies.

2. The national revolutionary cycle

The coming to power of the MNR initiated the ‘national-revolutionary
cycle’ and a state capitalist development model that basically was kept
in place until 1985. The 1942 MNR revolutionary programme clearly
included welfare ideals in its final paragraph on the economic liberation
and sovereignty of the Bolivian people. It called for:

� A law that regulates peasant labour, taking regional peculiarities and
the customs imposed by geographic circumstances into account, but
guaranteeing the health and the satisfaction of the needs of the
worker;

� Colonization projects that aim to turn every Bolivian, man or
woman, into an owner of the land;

� The regulation of labour conditions of the organized workers
and employees in international enterprises, creating a mechanism
whereby salaries and wages are adjusted and to avoid social malestar
(un-well-being);

� Obligatory social security and the elimination of the mechanisms
that hinder the putting into effect of social laws and their benefits
for the Bolivians;

� A statute of civil service that protects, assures, and regulates the
functions of public servants, men and women;

� The death penalty for speculators, usurers, smugglers, falsifiers, those
who bribe public servants and traders in vice;
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� The identification of all Bolivians with the aspirations and needs of
the peasantry: the programme proclaims that social justice is insep-
arable from the redemption of the Indian for the economic liberation
and sovereignty of the Bolivian people.2

This constitutes a wish list that—except for the death penalty—quite
befits a welfare state.

The 1952 Revolution brought four basic transformations:

� The universal franchise for all Bolivians, male and female, older than
21 if unmarried or older than 18 when married, independent of their
income, occupation, or degree of education.

� The nationalization of the holdings of the three tin barons. These
mines were brought under the administration of the Corporación
Minera de Bolivia (COMIBOL) in which, during the first few years,
the FSTMB played a key role. The FSTMB had also taken the initiative
to create a trade-union umbrella organization, the Central Obrera
Boliviana (COB), which became a key player in Bolivian politics and
forced the MNR to accept ‘co-government’ during the first four years
after the Revolution.

� In 1953 an agrarian reform was decreed under the pressure of peasant
unrest and unionization from which the Confederación Nacional
de Trabajadores Campesinos de Bolivia (CNTCB), initially linked to
the COB, emerged. The agrarian reform put an end to the hacienda
system that had dominated the Andes region, but failed to improve
productivity. A lack of appropriate technical and financial support
and the subdivision of holdings upon inheritance led to increas-
ing fragmentation into minifundia and resource degradation. On the
other hand, development policies adopted in the course of the 1950s
would favour large-scale agriculture and extensive cattle breeding in
the eastern lowlands, which effectively underwent a socially regres-
sive land reform. By the 1980s the national agrarian structure had
become extremely polarized again, with an impoverished indigenous
peasantry in the Andes region and a lowland region dominated
by huge enterprises crowding out the local indigenous population,
which would start organizing politically in the 1980s.

� An education reform was initiated in 1955 and introduced free,
obligatory, and universal education. The reform aimed at cultural

2 The full text is reproduced in Arze Cuadros (2002: 605–43).

302



Neoliberalism in Bolivia

homogenization and imposed Spanish as the sole teaching language,
which probably is one of the reasons for the relatively meagre
results.

During the years leading up to the 1952 revolution and thereafter a
Bolivian version of the welfare state emerged, inspired by the ideology
of national developmentism and as part of a nation-building effort. As
was the case in other Latin American states (Santos 1987; Oxhorn 2003)
this welfare system remained precarious and patchy. Although it espoused
a universalist ideology in fact it relied on a selective incorporation of
specific groups or sectors of the population according to political con-
venience. What emerged in Bolivia in the wake of the 1952 Revolution
has been described as a prebendalist, patrimonialist, or cartorial state;
a state and a political regime that rely on doling out jobs in the state
bureaucracy to the clientele of the governing sectors (Gamarra and Malloy
1995; Gamarra 2003; PNUD 2002; Tapia Mealla and Toranzo Roca 2000;
World Bank 2000). During the first few years of ‘co-government’ between
the MNR and the COB, the COMIBOL became an important employment-
generating machine with a huge bureaucracy and well-subsidized com-
pany stores in the mining centres. As the MNR gradually moved to the
right, however, the co-government arrangement broke down by 1956 and
since then the relationship between governments and miners has been
tense if not one of open confrontation. On the other hand, the peasantry
was placated by the land reform and remained a loyal ally of the MNR
governments as well as of the military governments that ruled the country
after 1964. This alliance was formalized in a pacto militar campesino that
lasted until the mid-1970s when the Banzer dictatorship killed between
80 and 200 peasants protesting its economic policies. The unravelling
of the pacto, as we shall see, brought a reconciliation between workers
and (indigenous) peasants, now united in the struggle against military
dictatorships.

The outcome of the national-revolutionary model was that by the mid-
1970s the state sector accounted for some 70 per cent of the national
product with enterprises in the mining and oil and gas sector playing
key roles. The state was the main employer and provider of goods and
services. Salaries paid to the bureaucracy absorbed about 10 per cent of
the national product. The number of state employees rose from 40,000 in
1951 to 90,000 in 1964 and about 170,000 in the late 1970s, about one-
third of the economically active population; 55,000 were public employ-
ees (of which 30,000 were teachers), 30,000 worked in the nationalized
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enterprises, and 22,000 were on the payroll of the armed forces (Berthin
Siles 1999: 367–9; World Bank 2000: 1).

In 1956 a unified social security system was created, which was to cover
maternity, illness, professional risks, disability, old age, and burial, sort of
‘from the cradle to the grave’. Since the state was the principal employer it
contributed most of the funding in its capacity as employer, but failed to
contribute the share it should fund as state. In the early 1970s the Banzer
government sought to rationalize the system. A national fund was to be
administered by a Caja Nacional de Seguro Social, while alongside, for
different affiliated sectors, so-called complementary funds existed. Thus
the customs service, the public service, the railways, teachers, the judicial
branch, the police, the army, miners, universities, industrial workers,
and other sectors had their specific funds to complement the meagre
national fund disbursals. The result was a hodgepodge of mostly highly
bureaucratized small social security funds that unevenly covered a min-
imal part of the population (Mercado Lora 1998), not to speak of the
peasantry.

After twelve years of MNR rule and eighteen years of military govern-
ments the social achievements of the Revolution were rather modest.
Life expectancy and literacy had improved, but per capita GDP may
have declined in real terms (Morales 2003: 221; Klein 2003). The land
reform had brought redistribution in the Andes region, but thirty years
later landholding was highly fragmented and minimally productive and
most of the indigenous peasantry desperately poor. In the Oriente a
highly polarized rural structure had emerged, dominated by huge estates
(Demeure V. 1999: 269–90). The nationalized mines were often exhausted
and mismanaged while little had been invested (Jordán Pozo 1999: 219–
39). No dynamic ‘national bourgeoisie’ had come into being. The Oriente
agriculturalists and some medium-sized mining enterprises had emerged
relying on extremely generous state subsidies (Rodriguez Ostria 1999:
291–304). Cocaine had become one of the major export products. The
military regimes bequeathed the country a huge foreign debt.

In sum, the 1952–82 period was characterized by a politics structured
largely around the axes of class and economic interest. In the context of
a nation-building effort and state-centred national-developmentist eco-
nomic policies a number of progressive economic and social policies were
put into place. On the cultural dimension, the era was characterized by
a denial of multiculturalism. The 1952 Revolution expressly abolished
the term indio, which was regarded as demeaning, and referred to the
rural population as ‘peasantry’. Although the land reform recognized
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communal holding it basically sought to create individual family farms
while other important programmes, such as education, were clearly
assimilationist.

3. Democracy, free markets, and multiculturalism

After the turbulent 1978–82 period Bolivia finally returned to civilian
government under a left-of-centre coalition, the Unidad Democrática y
Popular (UDP).3 Its attempt to revamp the national revolutionary model
ended in dismal failure. The COB pressed for pent-up popular demands in
the most ‘maximalist’ style while the opposition in parliament—the MNR
faction of Victor Paz Estenssoro and the Acción Democrática Nacionalista
(ADN) of ex-dictator General Banzer—gave the UDP government precious
little room for manoeuvre. Inflation turned to hyperinflation while chaos
was on the rise. In 1985, president Siles Zuazo decided to step down a year
before ending his constitutional mandate.

The debacle set the stage for a turn to orthodox neoliberal adjustment
policies. In this section I will first discuss Bolivian structural adjustment
policies and the system of governance that allowed them to be carried
through. In 1985 a ‘first generation’ of adjustment policies was introduced
following the Washington Consensus recipe.4 This shock therapy broke
the backbone of the COB, which until then had been the major vehi-
cle of popular protest. In political terms, the introduction of neoliberal
adjustment policies basically relied on what has become known as ‘pacted
democracy’, that is ‘gentlemen’s agreements’ among the leaders of the
principal parties concerning the division of the spoils. Although formally
a representative democracy, this meant that the party system suffered a
huge ‘representation deficit’. By the late 1980s some new ‘neo-populist’
parties emerged, which appealed to the indigenous population and crit-
icized the established party system as well as the neoliberal economic
model. When between 1993 and 1997 a ‘second generation’ of reforms
was introduced, multiculturalism became an important ingredient, partly
in response to the neo-populist parties, which were soon co-opted into the

3 The coalition was made up from a faction of the MNR joined by the Movimiento de
Izquierda Revolucionaria (MIR), a left-wing party that had emerged in 1971, and the Bolivian
Communist Party (PCB).

4 It should be noted, though, that privatization of state enterprises did not figure promi-
nently among the first generation reforms in Bolivia, basically as a result of the lingering
influence of revolutionary nationalism. A Bolivian variant of privatization would be intro-
duced after 1993, as part of the second-generation reforms.
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pacted democracy system. As the neoliberal agenda pursued its course new
forms of opposition in which indigenous movements played a prominent
role emerged. Faced with this opposition the state increasingly turned to
repressive measures, creating the conditions of emergence of the ‘Bolivian
crisis’ that culminated in the ousting of president Sánchez de Lozada in
October 2003.

Structural adjustment and governance

The 1985 elections resulted in a coalition between the MNR and ADN that
elected Paz Estenssoro president.5 A few weeks later he introduced a New
Economic Policy, which achieved economic stabilization at tremendous
social costs. The package included a reform of the monetary system,
rationalization of the bureaucracy through mass dismissal, market liberal-
ization, export promotion, and reform of the tax system. The tin market
crash later that year accelerated the overhaul of COMIBOL and 23,000
miners were ‘relocated’, that is dismissed. Due to trade liberalization the
market was swamped with cheap imports and many factories closed or
downsized. Urban unemployment jumped from 6 per cent to 12 per
cent. The dismissal of the miners and the restructuring of other sectors
emasculated the COB.

As elsewhere, the turn to neoliberalism was accompanied by a shift
in the social policy paradigm which now favours targeted assistance,
presumably to increase efficiency by limiting the amount of leakage
to middle- and upper-class groups. Under the pressure of multilateral
agencies general subsidies and overly bureaucratic welfare policies are
replaced by strictly needs-based direct assistance (Abel and Lewis 2002;
Oxhorn 2003; Pérez Baltodano 1997; Sottoli 2000). To attenuate the
worst effects of the adjustment measures, in 1986 Bolivia created a Social
Emergency Fund (FSE)6 to provide temporary employment in works of
‘social impact’. Originally viewed as a temporary measure, in 1991 the
FSE was transformed into a more permanent Social Investment Fund (FIS)
to finance health and education infrastructure, as human capital building
became a catchword in the new social policy paradigm of ‘struggle against
(extreme) poverty’. FIS fund targeting, however, became largely oriented
by patronage criteria (Aguirre, Arze, and Montaño 1992; Prisma 2000;
World Bank 2000: 53).

5 If none of the candidates wins a straight majority, the Bolivian Congress elects the
president.

6 Bolivia was a pioneer in this field.
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The turn to neoliberalism was sustained by what has become known as
‘pacted democracy’. From 1985 onward a series of gentlemen’s agreements
were concluded among the main party leaders. Whitehead (2001a) has
suggested that this system of inter-party bargaining and division of the
spoils may present an alternative to what O’Donnell has called ‘delegative
democracy’, which ‘rests on the premise that whoever wins elections is
thereby entitled to act as he or she sees fit, constrained only by the hard
facts of existing power relations and by a constitutionally limited term of
office’. Such weakly institutionalized democracies, characterized by a lack
of accountability, have carried through the harsh adjustment ‘packages’
of the 1980s (O’Donnell 1999: 168). While Whitehead (2001a) argues
that Bolivia’s democratic institutions appear to function more effectively
than those of various adjoining neo-democracies and that ‘the broadly
neoliberal framework of policy pursued since 1985 seems reasonably com-
patible with the persistence and even entrenchment of at least a “low
intensity” form of market democracy’ (Whitehead 2001b: 39), Bolivia’s
troubled recent past suggests otherwise. As I have argued elsewhere, rather
than being superior to delegative democracy Bolivia’s pacted democracy
can be viewed as a functional equivalent that shares the features of weak
institutionalization and lack of accountability as well as the inability to
channel popular discontent with neoliberal policies, which was met with
repression. Bolivian democracy became ever more of a democradura or
what Seoane (2003) has called ‘armed neoliberalism’. It was in this context
that ethnically charged politics came to play an increasingly prominent
role.

Neoliberalism and the politicization of ethnicity

As noted, in the wake of the Bolivian Revolution the term indio had
officially been banned and a class perspective predominated, down-
playing cultural or ethnic differences. In the context of the agrarian
reform the organization of rural trade unions was strongly promoted.
The local sindicatos became the basis of the pyramidal structure of the
Confederación Nacional de Trabajadores Campesinos de Bolivia (CNTCB),
strongly linked to the MNR governments and subsequently to the military
governments under the formal pacto military campesino.7 The unravelling
of this alliance in the mid-1970s was accompanied by a resurgence of

7 The CNTCB was formally part of the COB, but as the revolutionary governments veered
to the right the COB became increasingly strongly opposed to these governments while the
peasantry remained loyal.
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‘ethnic conscience’. ‘Katarista’ movements, named after the leaders of
the late eighteenth-century indigenous revolt, gained increasing influence
within the CNTCB. In 1973 the famous Manifiesto de Tiawanacu had been
launched which, among other things, stated that ‘We feel economically
exploited and culturally and politically oppressed. In Bolivia there has not
been an integration of cultures but superposition and domination, and
we have been relegated to the lowest and most exploited rungs of this
pyramid.’8 Seeking a middle ground between radical indianism and its
glorification of an idealized past and the emphasis on class struggle of the
left, Katarismo underlined the necessity to look at Bolivia with ‘two eyes’.
It stressed the struggle of the Indian population against ‘internal colonial-
ism’ but also viewed the sindicato (union) as the principal vehicle of strug-
gle of the exploited campesino. It thus sought to synthesize the struggles of
‘nation and class’. In 1979, a congress of ‘peasant unification’ sponsored
by the COB resulted in the renaming of the CNTCB as Confederación
Sindical Única de Trabajadores Campesinos de Bolivia (CSUTCB). Workers
and peasants, who had become increasingly divided since 1952, now
closed ranks in opposition to the military regimes. However, although
Katarismo was important in the formation of the CSUTCB, its role in the
political arena remained negligible. Some Katarist and Indianist parties
emerged in the late 1970s but they never attracted more than 2 per cent of
the vote. By the early 1980s Katarism was splintered by factional disputes,
but it had prepared the ground for a greater acceptance of the ‘pluri-
multi’.

This development received further impetus when the indigenous
peoples of the tropical lowlands arrived upon the scene. Since the late
1970s anthropologists and NGOs had promoted ‘encounters’ among the
indigenous peoples of the region, leading in 1982 to the formation of the
Confederación Indígena del Oriente Boliviano (CIDOB). Increasing pres-
sure on local resources in the context of neoliberal policies as well as the
continent-wide preparations for the commemoration of the ‘encounter of
cultures’ provided the motives and the opportunity for the undertaking
of a broadly publicized thirty-five-day March for Territory and Dignity
to protest timber exploitation in what were considered indigenous ter-
ritories. Then president Jaime Paz Zamora (1989–93) personally went to
meet the marchers and subsequently signed a series of decrees recognizing
indigenous territories in the eastern lowlands. In 1991 Bolivia ratified ILO
Convention 169 on indigenous and tribal peoples in independent states.

8 The full text can be found in Bonfil Batalla (1981: 216–23).
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By that time ethnicity also had come to play a role in the party system.
The system of pacted democracy that had emerged in 1985 relied on
three ‘traditional’ parties; the MNR, which by then had adopted the
neoliberal creed, the nominally social-democratic MIR, and ex-dictator
Banzer’s ADN. By the late 1980s, however, two new ‘neo-populist’ parties
emerged which in different ways appealed to the indigenous and cholo9

electorate. Conciencia de Patria (CONDEPA) was led by the popular radio
and television host Carlos Palenque and had its main base in the La Paz
highland region. Unidad Cívica Solidaridad (UCS) became the political
vehicle of beer magnate Max Fernández and was less regionally confined.
What the two parties had in common was that they attracted the protest
vote of an impoverished electorate and that ethnic empathy played some
role in appealing to this electorate.

Max Fernández’s story is one of a ‘darkish’ shoeshine-boy who became
a millionaire.10 He accumulated a fortune, speculating and using credits
in the times of hyperinflation to buy up shares in Bolivia’s main beer
brewery, the Cervecería Boliviana Nacional. Always emphasizing that he
had known poverty he used part of his fortune to assist the poor in times
when social policies were rolled back. Financing schools and clinics in
medium-sized towns, where this had a relatively great impact for the
less advantaged, and oiling his electoral campaigns with plenty of beer
and invectives against the established parties, his party garnered up to
16 per cent of the vote in the 1997 elections. This, however, was a
condolence-vote; in 1995 Max Fernández had died in a plane crash and
his party, with little ideological content from the outset, would thence-
forward join any government coalition to ward off the payment of a huge
tax debt. Nonetheless, Fernández can be considered a precursor of the
‘anti-systemics’ for his ‘moral’ critique of the established parties and his
asistencialismo (i.e. his commitment to clientalistic or corporatist support
for the poor) in times of neoliberal austerity. And he was ‘darkish’.

While Mayorga (2002) classifies Max Fernández as the more ‘godfather-
like’ (padriño) type of politician, he classifies Carlos Palenque as the ‘best-
man’ (compadre) type. While Fernández had a more diffuse appeal as
a result of philanthropy, beer, and ‘darkishness’, Palenque’s appeal was
more restricted in regional terms and it built much more on ethnicity

9 Mestizo and/or urbanized indigenous people in the highlands.
10 What follows is largely based on the studies by Mayorga (2002), which provides biogra-

phies of Max Fernández and Carlos Palenque, and those contained in Mansilla and Zegada
(1996). Romero Ballivián (2003) provides a summary of their careers in the latest edition of
his studies on electoral processes and the electoral geography of Bolivia.
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(only implied by Fernández’s ‘darkishness’), a rejection of neoliberalism,
and antisystemic rhetoric. The ‘best-man’ style, at least discursively,
implies a more horizontal relation. Palenque particularly appealed to the
Aymara of the La Paz urban and rural highlands; a ground prepared by
Katarism. His political career started when he interviewed a drug lord and
his radio and tv station was closed in 1988, which caused intense protests.
He had become enormously popular, particularly among Aymara women,
with a talk show where people exposed their daily and domestic conflicts
and problems, and were listened to and were helped in some way by
Palenque and his team. In those talk shows he was seconded by Remedios
Loza, dressing chola style—bowler hat and all—and fluent in Spanish,
Aymara, and Quechua, while his wife Mónica Medina took charge of
the ‘social branch’, distributing coffins for the dead, eyeglasses to the
sightless, and wheelchairs to the crippled. On that basis, CONDEPA was
founded in 1988 to give voice to the oppressed and defenceless through
a discourse that stressed Andean values and the antagonism between
cholos and q’aras (white, rich, dominant), denouncing neoliberalism and
propagating a model of ‘endogenous development’. In 1997, Palenque
died of a heart attack. That year CONDEPA achieved about 17 per cent of
the vote and entered Hugo Banzer’s government coalition from which it
soon was expelled as the party was falling apart due to factional struggles
over Palenque’s legacy.

In a context where miners’ and urban trade unionism was shattered as a
result of economic restructuring and growing informal (self-)employment
these parties appealed to those excluded from the pacted democracy
model. However, as Mayorga (2002: 86) argues, although these parties
posed a challenge to the established party system they ended up con-
tributing to its consolidation and the hegemony of democratic neoliberal-
ism. They had the capacity to symbolically represent and incorporate new
social identities into the democratic dynamic but Mayorga also cautiously
points out that this capacity for symbolic incorporation contrasts with a
weakness of institutional representation and efficacy in channelling social
demands and transforming them into public policy proposals.

In sum, neoliberal adjustment policies, inspired by multilateral agencies
and unrelated to multiculturalism policies, transformed the economic and
social model of Bolivia and this particularly affected the sectors of the pop-
ulation subject to economic subordination and ethnic discrimination. At
the same time, by eroding the bases for trade unionism adjustment poli-
cies undermined the conditions for class-based mobilization whereas the
pacted democracy model restricted representation of the subordinated.
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This provided the conditions of emergence for neo-populist parties, which
in different ways tapped ethnic empathies but in the end failed to provide
a genuine alternative and soon joined the spoils system of pacted democ-
racy. Their appeal to ethnicity, however, paved the way for a reactive and
opportunistic turn to multiculturalism among the traditional parties.

Recognition policies and second-generation reforms

By the early 1990s recognition of the multicultural and pluriethnic com-
position of the population had become fashionable in Bolivia, as else-
where in Latin America. The Katarism of the rural trade unions, the new
visibility of the indigenous peoples of the Oriente, and the emergence
of two neo-populist parties that somehow tapped identity resources sug-
gested that adopting a multiculturalist ploy might be electorally reward-
ing. In a reactive response, for instance, by the early 1990s the MNR
embraced multiculturalism. Its new leader, Gonzalo Sánchez de Lozada,
who had been the architect of the 1985 economic shock therapy, would
sit down among indigenous peasants and state how much he liked their
typical dishes, though his interlocutors would be a little uneasy about his
heavy gringo accent,11 stating things like ‘I do not understand a word of
what he says.’ Taking into account a political marketing study Sánchez
de Lozada invited one of the moderate and more intellectualist Katarista
leaders, Víctor Hugo Cárdenas, to join him in the 1993 presidential race.
Although initially this ‘surprising and bold alliance between Aymaras and
neoliberals’ (Albó 1994) generated high expectations, the shine soon wore
off. Upon assuming the vice-presidency Cárdenas had said that the prin-
ciples of ama quella, ama llulla, ama sua, ama llunku (do not be lazy, do not
lie, do not steal, do not be servile) would guide him but this was soon held
against him as he was accused of being servile to the neoliberal model.12

Multiculturalism, however, was to be one of the outstanding features
of the package of ‘second-generation’ reforms carried through by the

11 Sánchez de Lozada was brought up and studied in the USA and never lost his accent.
12 In his speech Cárdenas also stated that ‘Indigenous development is national develop-

ment. Each time the criticism that the indigenous not only want to establish states of their
own and dismember the country and moreover, seek a “separate development”, certainly
utopian and regressive, is becoming more marginalized. We should recognize that, apart
from some radicalized discourses, the indigenous peoples understand their own development
as a component of national development, linked to the great objectives of our countries,
incorporated in the dynamics of the market and, above all, based in the will to rely on their
own effort to achieve that’ (cited in Ibarra, n.d.). The latter remarks clearly indicate a drift
away from his earlier Katarista discourse and its emphasis on looking at reality through the
lenses of class and nation.
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Sánchez de Lozada government (1993–7).13 The most outstanding second-
generation reforms were:

� Capitalization—a Bolivian variant of privatization whereby half of
the shares in the most important national enterprises (electric-
ity, telecommunications, airlines, railways, oil and gas exploitation,
and transport, and a tin foundry) were handed over to mostly
transnational enterprises in return for an equivalent investment in
the sector. This reform was related to a reform of the pension system.
The other half of the shares of the state enterprises was retained
for the Bolivians and was to be managed by private Pension Fund
Administrators that were to assure that every Bolivian reaching the
age of 65 would receive a minimum pension, the BONOSOL (Mercado
Lora 1998). While the privatization of the state enterprises turned out
to be fraught with shady deals and often was regarded as a garage sale
of the national patrimony, the allegedly low profitability of the pri-
vatized enterprises undermined the BONOSOL. With great difficulty
a pension of about US$250 was paid out during the 1997 electoral
campaign, but in 1998 the Banzer government scrapped the scheme
and later replaced it with the BOLIVIDA of some US$60 per year.14

� The law of Popular Participation, which decentralized government
and contained elements of multiculturalism. The previously insignif-
icant sections of provinces were converted into municipalities. While
municipal governments had been effective in at best some twenty
larger cities, the country now counts over 300 municipalities that
receive an important share of the national tax revenue. At the same
time, Territorial Base Organizations, among them those of indigenous
peoples, were recognized and given legal personality.15 They were to
play a role in overseeing municipal governments. Though initially
this reform met with resistance of the CSUTCB, but not of the CIDOB,
it soon was appropriated by local organizations to make inroads into
local government, though not without difficulty or ambiguities
(Assies 2003a; Grindle 2000). The coca growers of the Chapare region

13 For a detailed and valuable analysis of Bolivian multiculturalism under Sánchez de Lozada
see Van Cott (2000). Subsequent events, however, have called into question the optimistic
tone of this account and pointed to the limitations of ‘liberal indigenism’ (Gustafson 2002)
or what Hale (2002) has dubbed ‘neoliberal multiculturalism’. Recently, Albó (2004) has also
emphasized the superficiality of Sánchez de Lozada’s conversion to multiculturalism.

14 The subsequent, short-lived, second Sánchez de Lozada government reinstated the
BONOSOL.

15 This ‘territorialization’ was also intended to further sideline the already weakened ‘cor-
poratist’ trade union structure.
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in Cochabamba are an outstanding example of such appropriation,
which provided them with a springboard that allowed for the
shake-up of the party system in the 2002 presidential elections.

� Reforms in the agrarian and forestry legislation initially were market
oriented in intention but were partly amended as a result of peasant
and indigenous protests. As a result, the new legislation was a hybrid.
On the one hand it introduced market elements applying to the
private sector, while on the other hand peasant smallholdings and
community lands continued to be protected. The new legislation also
came to include the recognition of Originary Communitarian Lands
(TCOs), thus including the territories that had been granted in the
lowlands after the 1990 March. It was thought that the TCO concept
would only apply to the tropical lowlands, but after a few years it
was adopted by highland peoples to stake their territorial claims on
the argument that the ‘law applies to all’.16 Although the reform has
brought some tenuous benefits for the lowland peoples it hardly has
benefited the highland population, which continues to suffer land
fragmentation, resource degradation, and neglect (Artículo Primero
2003).

� An educational reform introduced bilingual education and thus
abandoned the revolutionary policy of nation building through
forcible hispanization.

The flurry of reforms was accompanied by a reform of the Constitution
that recognized the multiethnic and pluricultural composition of the
Bolivian population. It also paved the way for a reform of the electoral
system, meant to strengthen the hold of the established parties at the
local level or to make them more responsive to local needs. The reform
created sixty-eight single seat districts for the election of part of the
130-seat Chamber of Deputies; a reform that opened the way for the
political upheaval of the 2002 presidential elections (Albó 2002; Van Cott
2003b).

By the end of the Sánchez de Lozada administration the multilateral
agencies regarded Bolivia as an outstanding pupil. The role of the state

16 It should be noted that indigenous communities have adopted a double-edged strategy
in the face of the new legal framework. On the one hand they seek the recognition of
their property as TCO under the agrarian legislation, while on the other hand they seek
recognition of their authority structures under the Popular Participation Law, and to make
this recognition coincide with the recognition of TCOs. In this way they seek to reconstitute
territories, not only as property, but rather as areas in which their authorities hold political
sway and jurisdiction.
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in the economy had been rolled back and the most important second-
generation reforms were more or less in place. The economy was growing,
though not spectacularly and with ups and downs, the incidence of
poverty and extreme poverty was back to the 1986 level after having
peaked around 1990, the human development index (HDI) showed signs
of improving due to improvement in health and education standards,
and democracy had been in place for some fifteen years in a notoriously
unstable country. Such an assessment, however, happily overlooked that
Bolivia was one of those cases where the macro-indicators look good,
but the population does not fare well. Fanfani’s (2001) ‘felicitous’ dictum
that ‘the rich got richer and the poor more numerous’ also applies to
Bolivia and the 2002 PNUD report characterizes Bolivian performance
as a vicious circle of feeble economic growth, worsening income distri-
bution and increasing poverty for important sectors of the population.
Employment in the state sector dropped and this was not compensated
by private sector performance. Growth of some non-traditional exports
had its counterpart in the transnationalization of the internal market,
crowding out the smaller local industries. Thus unemployment and infor-
mal self-employment increased while labour conditions in the more
formal sector deteriorated as a result of flexibilization. State capitalism
had successfully been dismantled, but it had been replaced by a rather
savage brand of crony capitalism. The regulatory system that was to
oversee the privatization process and regulate sectors likely to consti-
tute natural monopolies was often inept and open to influence peddling
(Grebe López 2001: 176), and it was more concerned with the investment
climate and profitability than with consumer concerns. The ‘represen-
tation deficit’ of pacted democracy became increasingly notorious. A
World Bank report euphemistically states that ever since 1985 states of
siege have been declared to ‘facilitate economic governance’ (World Bank
2000: 51).

Thus, in response to the growing presence of indigenous move-
ments and the emergence of ethnically charged politics, multiculturalism
became an important feature of the second-generation reforms for prag-
matic electoral reasons rather than out of conviction. It was a limited
response. Whereas the educational reform introduced bilingual educa-
tion, the Law of Popular Participation aimed for administrative decentral-
ization in the first place while the recognition of indigenous authorities
played a secondary and subordinated role (Calla 2000). In the cases of
new agrarian and forestry legislation indigenous peoples’ concerns were
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only taken into account due to mobilizations and pressure of the indige-
nous peasantry and effective implementation of such legislation where
indigenous rights are concerned turned out to be extremely patchy and
exceedingly slow as it often collided with the interests of business sectors
(agriculture and mining) with strong links to the governing parties and
committed to the Bolivian brand of neoliberalism. State sponsored mul-
ticulturalism may have generated some expectations but soon it became
clear that it fell short where a redistribution of power and resources is
concerned.

From discontent to social convulsions

Things became worse under the disastrous Banzer government (1997–
2002). Corruption had never been absent in the country but it became
rampant and the Banzer clan and its cronies were shamelessly involved.17

Banzer relied on a ‘megacoalition’ of which the partners were endlessly
involved in squabbles over the spoils. Although Banzer had criticized
Sánchez de Lozada’s neoliberal policies and his sell-out of the national
patrimony, economic and social policies did not change but rather deteri-
orated (Assies and Salman 2003). After a brief ‘honeymoon’ with the coca-
growers, relations imploded to ‘ground zero’ due to the militarization
of eradication policies on behest of the American Embassy, while the
simulated empathy with the plight of indigenous peoples of the Sánchez
de Lozada government gave way to a manifest empathy with the large
landholders of the Oriente and little concern for the highland peasantry
(Assies 2002).

Meanwhile, the economy dipped in the wake of the Asian, Brazilian,
and Argentine crises and unemployment reached double-digit levels. The
year 2000 started with the protests against the opaque privatization of
the water supply system in the Cochabamba region and the consequent
price-hike. The Water War ended with the ousting of Aguas del Tunari, a
company set up by the Bechtel concern and some partners, and a hurried
modification of legislation on water rights that had been adopted some
months earlier. Locally this was regarded as a first victory after fifteen
years of defeats in the face of neoliberalism (Assies 2003b). At the same

17 Curiously, after recounting the ‘politicization’ of the Customs, which became a domain
of Banzer cronies (cf. Sivak 2001), and of the National Service for the Administration of
Personnel in the ‘last 18 months’, a starry-eyed or simply cynical World Bank report (2000:
14) states that the ‘current Government is strongly committed to succeeding with state reform
where others have failed’.
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El Diario, 9 May 2000 La Prensa, 6 May 2000

Figure 11.1 Hugo Banzer and the remaining party leaders of his ‘mega-coalition’, Jaime
Paz Zamora (MIR) and Johnny Fernández (UCS), celebrating Banzer’s seventy-fourth
birthday and claiming their shares of the cake or being disappointed with their small
spoons to share the stew.

time peasant protests erupted in the highlands, starting a cycle of protests
with increasingly ethnic overtones to demand land, tractors, credit, and a
series of other things. These protests were led by Felipe Quispe, el Mallku,18

who had become General Secretary of the CSUTCB in 1998. In November
2000 Quispe created his own ‘political instrument’, the Movimiento Indi-
genista Pachacuti (MIP), to participate in the 2002 presidential elections.19

Violence also was on the rise in the Chapare region, where the Banzer
government stubbornly carried out the ‘war on drugs’ to comply with
the fundamentalism of the US Embassy. Although talk about the ‘sacred
leaf’ is not absent from the coca-growers’ discourse, it is far less ethnicized
than Quispe’s strident Indianism. Coca-growers’ leader Evo Morales would
be another presidential candidate in the 2002 elections, borrowing the
Movimiento al Socialismo (MAS) label. To everyone’s surprise, Morales

18 ‘The Condor’, an Andean honorific title. Biographic profiles of Felipe Quispe and Evo
Morales can be found in Albó (2003).

19 If we look at Bolivia’s electoral geography the coincidence between the old heartland
of Katarism, the CONDEPA outreach, and later support for Felipe Quispe’s MIP is striking.
Romero Ballivián (2003: 311) suggests that this continuity is rooted in the protest against
the behaviour of governing parties, against inconclusive modernization and frustration with
the lack of opportunities among a relatively well-educated population. Since the late 1980s
the vote for these parties has been positively correlated with school attendance and ethnic
identification, particularly Aymara identification in the case of Katarism and the MIP. While
Palenque played out the cholo-q’ara dichotomy, with a discourse of strident Aymara nation-
alism, for example stating that once he will be president he will create a Ministry for White
Affairs, Quispe attracted support from the rural Aymara population of La Paz as well as the
urban Aymara of La Paz and El Alto, where he won 17 per cent of the vote in 2002.
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ended second in these elections with nearly 21 per cent of the vote, which
made him a potential presidential candidate, while Quispe garnered about
6 per cent of the vote, more than any Katarist or Indianist party had ever
achieved. Congress was flooded with indigenous Deputies and Senators,
turning what had been the perk of ‘professional’ politicians donning suits
and ties into a rather colourful tower of Babel. As it turned out, Sánchez de
Lozada, who finished first in the elections, only slightly ahead of Morales,
managed to broker a pact among the established parties, which brought
him to the presidency for the second time. It would not be for long. In
February 2003, the introduction of a new income tax, as advised by the
multilateral agencies, caused a revolt during which about thirty people
were killed and in October Sánchez de Lozada fled the country in the
midst of a wave of protests against the intended sale of gas to the USA,
by way of Chile; an intention that compounded the sell-out of national
resources with anti-US and anti-Chile sentiments. By then the attempts to
repress these protests had cost over sixty lives.

It is not the place here to discuss these protests and the political turmoil
in Bolivia at length, which we have done elsewhere (Assies and Salman
2003; Assies 2004), but rather to point out that indigenous people played
a prominent role in this process. I do not share Patzi Paco’s (2003) rather
exalted view that the conflicts were basically about colonialism and racial
oppression or, as some press comments suggested, that they essentially
were about Aymara nationalism. They rather were popular revolts against
an economic model and a type of democracy that exclude a rather signif-
icant part of the population, the indigenous among them (Calla Ortega
2003b).20 On the other hand, the dynamics of ethnic polarization that
can be observed in Bolivia seem to corroborate Chua’s (2004) thesis that
exporting ‘raw’ free market democracy to ethnically divided societies
can breed ethnic hatred. She argues that while free-marketeering dis-
empowers the poor and economically empowers an ethnically visible

20 The most recent Human Development Report on Bolivia (PNUD 2004) dedicates a full
chapter to the much needed interculturalism for Bolivia. The Report distinguishes six codes of
self-understanding of identity: (1) a code of polarized opposition, which clearly corresponds
to the Palenque and Quispe type of anti-q’ara discourse; (2) a code of multiple defence, which
shows similarities with the polarization code, but is mainly found among entrepreneurs,
executives of transnational enterprises, and the like; (3) flexible adaptation is a strategy
more typical of lowland indigenous people who adapt to circumstances and interlocutors;
(4) a missionary code is found among religious groups; (5) a regionalist code reflects Centre–
periphery frictions; and (6) asistencialismo corporatism can be wielded against transnational
enterprises to force them to become ‘socially sustainable’. Of course none of these codes is
the patrimony of a specific segment of society or exists in a chemically pure form. It is an
interesting and suggestive classification, however.
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minority, democracy politically empowers the impoverished majority and
that may unleash ethnic demagoguery, or worse.21

4. By way of conclusion

Let us return to the issues that orient the contributions to this volume.
In this chapter I have sought to show that welfare state thinking has not
been absent from Latin America and not even from Bolivia although, at
best, it yielded a stunted and miserly version of a welfare state, wrecked by
patronage, clientelism, and corporatism. In 1985 the national revolution-
ary development model was replaced by neoliberal structural adjustment
policies that were implemented under a system of governance known
as pacted democracy, inherently suffering from a representation deficit.
In a country with a majority indigenous population, adjustment poli-
cies brought hardship for these majorities and exacerbated polarization
between a rich minority and the rest. At the same time such policies cor-
roded much of the trade union structures that earlier had been a vehicle of
popular protest. The rise of neo-populist parties, particularly CONDEPA,
was an indication of the discontent with the economic model and the
limits of the prevailing mode of governance. Although this prompted
an embrace of multiculturalism among the established parties, it did not
bring about a change in overall economic policies. This multiculturalism
was limited and superficial anyway and hardly involved a redistribution of
resources in favour of indigenous peoples. Instead, in a context of increas-
ingly blatant corruption in government circles, the economic model
was upheld through increasingly violent repression of popular protests,
culminating in the October 2003 events. Although ethnic factors and
Aymara nationalist rhetoric became ever more prominent these protests
were essentially popular revolts against an economic model and a mode
of governance. The pattern of protest is typically one of fusion and fission
from which no enduring coalitions have (yet?) emerged.

In her contribution to this volume Donna Lee Van Cott sketches five
basic scenarios for the future of ethnopolitics and multiculturalism poli-
tics in Latin America. What can we say about future scenarios in Bolivia?
First of all, I should point out that various pending issues have not been

21 In a somewhat similar way Schierup (1997: 121) has argued that the contemporary
American Dilemma ‘is the incompatibility of elitist appeals for social cohesion and universalist
allegiances with all of the powerful political and economic interests that both require and
create growing segments of the population as ethnicized, enclavized and bereft of the rights
of citizenship.’
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discussed in this chapter and that the ‘Bolivian condition’ is extremely
complex and regionally differentiated. The October 2003 ‘Gas War’ and
earlier conflicts have clearly called the neoliberal model into question and
will certainly lead to modifications, like an enhanced role of the state and
a turn to more humane policies. If not, a scenario of ‘protracted conflict’
and popular protest with ethnic overtones, as unfolded during the Banzer
and second Sánchez de Lozada governments, is likely.

The October events, however, also opened the way for other scenarios.
A reform of the Bolivian Constitution is on the books and this reform
will have to deal with the extremely tricky and explosive issue of regional
autonomy demands. In the foregoing we have touched upon the issue
of Aymara nationalism but for reasons of space I have not discussed
the elite-driven demands for regional autonomy of the Santa Cruz and
Tarija departments, where most of the economic growth occurs and where
the most important gas reserves are located. Santa Cruz regionalism, in
particular, has in recent years become propped up by a virulently right-
wing ethnicized ideology that emphasizes the mestizo character of its
population and contrasts it with the highland population, accused of
preying upon lowlands. A Constituent Assembly will certainly have to
deal with such autonomy claims but given the configuration of power
relations in much of the lowlands, with large landholders and cattle
raisers playing a key role, greater autonomy for these regions may well
result in an exacerbation of land conflicts and increased oppression of
local indigenous peoples. Such autonomy claims, therefore, might result
in a ‘multinational state’ but not a democratic utopia as envisioned by
Van Cott.

Finally, the Bolivian party system is in tatters. For the time being, the
MAS has emerged as the most important party and seeks to project itself
as a democratic left-wing alternative. If something like that consolidates
we might expect a scenario somewhere between, or combining, populist
multiculturalism and radical ethno-nationalist development of multicul-
turalist policies. The situation is extremely fluid, however, and I would
not risk predicting the course of events.
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Multiculturalism and the welfare state:

Theoretical reflections

David Miller

One way to describe the problem that this book is addressing is as a
tension between two parts of the liberal ideal of equality. On the one
hand, modern liberals are committed to the idea of equal citizenship,
understood to include social and economic rights that are to be enjoyed
equally by every member of the relevant political community. The institu-
tions of the welfare state—public education, health care, income support,
unemployment insurance, old age pensions, and so forth—are essential to
guarantee those rights. On the other hand, under conditions of cultural
diversity, liberals are also committed to equal treatment of citizens qua
members of cultural groups. As many have argued, this may require
multicultural policies that provide protection and support to cultural
minorities, whether by granting them exemptions from generally pre-
vailing laws, supplying them with additional resources, or granting them
symbolic recognition in the public realm. A tension between these two
commitments will arise if it turns out that the pursuit of multiculturalism
in some way undermines equal citizenship, and in particular the social
and economic rights that the welfare state is meant to guarantee. If this
were to happen, liberals would be forced to reflect more deeply on what
equality means to them, and to make some hard choices: to abandon
multiculturalism for the sake of the welfare state, or vice versa.

But does the tension identified in the last paragraph really exist, or can
multiculturalism and the welfare state be happy bedfellows? The essays

I should like to thank Keith Banting, Geoff Evans, and Will Kymlicka for their very helpful
comments on an earlier draft of this chapter, and Sarah Butt for invaluable research assistance.
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that make up this book were commissioned in response to a group of
critics who claim to have identified such a tension (and who resolve it by
giving priority to the welfare state and arguing against multiculturalism).
In general the essays conclude that the critics’ claims were exaggerated,
and that a hard look at the evidence reveals no systematic tendency for
states that pursue multicultural policies to retrench on welfare policies
and expenditures. Before concluding that the problem is an illusory
one, however, we need to look more closely at what the critics were
claiming, and also draw some sharper distinctions, between different
forms of multiculturalism, and between different types of welfare policies.
Perhaps some part of the critics’ case may survive empirical investiga-
tion, albeit not in the sweeping form in which it has sometimes been
presented.

It is helpful here to begin by setting the critics of multiculturalism
in political context. The authors cited by Banting and Kymlicka in
their introductory chapter—Brian Barry, Todd Gitlin, Richard Rorty, Alan
Wolfe, and Jyette Klausen—despite their differences can all be described
as old-style social democrats, with a story to tell about the politics of the
welfare state that takes roughly the following form. Within the Western
democracies in the period following the Second World War, a majority
consensus emerged in favour of the state’s pursuit of economic and social
equality, a consensus supported both by unionized workers and by leftist
intellectuals. The capitalist economy was to be tamed by enhanced work-
ers’ rights, redistributive taxation, and the provision of essential services
on a non-market basis, creating a form of social citizenship as theorized
by T. H. Marshall and others. The consensus enabled the election of left-
of-centre governments with the means at their disposal to carry out this
taming, supported if necessary by inclusive political movements at grass-
roots level. Ethnic and racial minorities, especially blacks in America,
could be expected to join the consensus and to benefit from it through the
enforcement of equal rights in education and employment and through
general economic redistribution.

This majority consensus was first disrupted by the rise of the New Left
in the 1960s, whose radical demands not only placed new issues on the
political agenda, but also divided the left coalition, setting workers against
intellectuals, women against men, blacks against whites, and so forth. The
authors in question see multiculturalism as an outgrowth of the identity
politics first promoted by these 1960s radicals. Because the movement of
the left has been fragmented, there is no longer any consistent pressure
on parties and governments to make further moves in the direction of
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greater equality. Although social democratic parties have not disappeared,
to achieve electoral success they have been forced to move to the centre,
at best protecting the existing welfare state institutions and other instru-
ments of equality, at worst succumbing to global economic forces and
allowing those institutions to erode slowly over time. So for these sup-
porters of older-style social democracy, the political outlook is somewhat
bleak, and although the rise of multiculturalism is not necessarily seen as
the main culprit, it is certainly regarded as contributing to the demise of
a politics of equal citizenship. The reasons given explicitly or implicitly
for this are those identified by Banting and Kymlicka: multiculturalism
focuses political debate on cultural questions, often of a symbolic nature,
and allows redistributive issues to slip off the agenda; it sets one group
against another, and makes it difficult to form a broad-based coalition in
favour of equality; and at best it delivers symbolic benefits to minority
groups, whereas their real interests are in policies that would deliver them
jobs, housing, health care, and other tangible benefits as part of a general
redistribution in favour of the worse off.

A further aspect of the critics’ thinking that deserves our attention is
the importance they attach to the nation-state as the main instrument for
achieving social democratic ideals. There are some differences about the
emphasis to be placed on either side of that hyphenated term. Richard
Rorty is most explicit about the need for what he calls ‘national pride’ as a
motivating force for progressive policies. He argues that American reform-
ers have always assumed that America at its best represented a special
achievement, and that their task was to push reality closer to this national
ideal (Rorty 1998: esp. First Lecture). Todd Gitlin uses the language of
‘commonality’ and ‘common dreams’ alongside that of citizenship, and
Alan Wolfe and Jyette Klausen give the idea of ‘the great community’ a
central place in the thinking of Tawney and Marshall, the two thinkers
they believe best express the theoretical basis of social democracy (Gitlin
1995; Wolfe and Klausen 1997). Brian Barry is more cautious in his appeal
to national identity (Barry 2001: ch. 3). He is critical of what he calls
‘romantic nationalism’ but recognizes at the same time that a purely legal
notion of citizenship does not create a strong enough bond to sustain a
politics of equality. He settles instead for ‘civic nationality’ as the com-
mon identity that citizens need to acquire, an identity that has cultural
elements, but is flexible enough to allow its content to be renegotiated
as new cultural groups join the state. For all these thinkers, however,
the danger posed by multiculturalism is that it may promote rigid and
exclusive sectional identities that are incompatible with the (thicker or
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thinner) overarching identity that citizens of a nation-state must share
if it is to function successfully. Multiculturalism is criticized not only for
its alleged direct effects on policy, but also for the way it shapes political
identities, and therefore the relationships that will exist between citizens
who belong to different cultural groups.

These claims about multiculturalism are somewhat intangible, and
badly in need of empirical investigation of the kind undertaken in this
book. The question we need to ask is whether the empirical testing that is
carried out here really gets to the heart of the critics’ case. Why might it
not? Perhaps the variables that can be measured (for instance whether a
state scores high or low on an index of multicultural policies) are not the
variables that matter from the critics’ point of view. Perhaps the causal
effects of multiculturalism are longer term, and cannot be detected by
studies that run over a couple of decades. Perhaps the causal effects are
real, but are being blotted out by countervailing factors in the societies
under study. Most of the authors who have contributed to this volume
feel the intuitive force of the critics’ argument, even while they present
evidence that multiculturalism in practice appears not to have damaging
effects on the welfare state. So besides looking at the evidence we need
also to think about the various mechanisms that have been canvassed to
explain why multiculturalism and the welfare state might be unhappy
bedfellows, and ask whether they have really operated in the way that the
critics suggest.

Multiculturalism is a vague term, and it may be useful to begin by trying
to clarify it. Sometimes it is used in a purely descriptive sense, to refer to
the fact of cultural diversity—to the coexistence within a political society
of many distinct religious, ethnic, or racial groups whose members see
their cultural differences as important parts of their identity. Although
this usage is now common, it can lead to confusion and it might have
been better to have used ‘cultural diversity’ or ‘cultural difference’ to refer
to this phenomenon.1 Then multiculturalism can be used in a normative
sense, to refer to an ideology that attaches positive value to cultural
diversity, calls for the equal recognition of different cultural groups, and
calls upon the state to support such groups in various ways. This ideology

1 This is not to say that multiculturalism in the descriptive sense is unimportant if we
are looking for causal factors that may explain whether states do or do not adopt egalitarian
social policies. These is some evidence that ethnic diversity in particular has a negative impact
on such policies: see the discussion by Banting and Kymlicka in Chapter 1 above, and my
own discussion in Miller (2004). Here, however, I shall focus on multiculturalism in the
second and third senses distinguished in this paragraph—multiculturalism as ideology and
multiculturalism as policy.
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can take different forms—we can distinguish weaker or stronger versions
of multiculturalism depending on how much significance is attached to
group identity vis-à-vis national identity, for instance, or how radical
the demands for cultural support become. Finally, multiculturalism can
be used to refer to a set of policies that are designed to help cultural
minorities, materially or symbolically, for example the policies identified
by Banting et al. in Chapter 2 as ‘multiculturalism policies’. It is impor-
tant for two reasons to distinguish multiculturalism as ideology from
multiculturalism as public policy. First, although the two phenomena
are causally related to some extent, the relationship may not be a tight
one: in particular, as some of the evidence from Holland and Germany
presented in Chapters 6 and 7 suggests, a society may retreat ideologi-
cally from multiculturalism without abandoning multicultural policies.2

Second, if we return to the critics discussed above, their primary target
is multiculturalism as ideology. In their view a society in which people
come to think of themselves primarily as belonging to separate identity
groups, and who view their relationship to the state through that prism,
is not a society that can sustain egalitarian politics. I don’t mean that
they have nothing to say about multicultural policies: Barry in particular
attacks many of these policies as unjustifiable from the standpoint of
liberal equality, and also as failing to provide cultural minorities with the
resources that they really need.3 But the critics are not inherently opposed
to affirmative action, or bilingual education, or exemptions from dress
codes. What mainly concerns them is the growth of a political culture in
which these become the central issues of the day, displacing economic
issues for instance, and in which they are debated from the perspective
of each separate group, rather than from the perspective of an inclusive
citizenship.

We also need to look more carefully at what is encompassed by the idea
of the welfare state. It has long been recognized that, even confining our
attention to the advanced liberal democracies, we find a range of different

2 Another case that illustrates this point is Australia, one of only two countries with a
‘Strong’ rating for immigrant multiculturalism according to the analysis in Chapter 2. The
high point of Australian multiculturalism as ideology was reached in the early 1980s, and the
picture since then has been one of steady retreat from the idea among politicians and others
engaged in public debate. Policies dating from that period such as programmes aimed at
supporting newly arrived immigrants have not been abandoned, though in some cases their
funding has been sharply cut. Such policies can continue partly through institutional inertia
and the political pressure exerted by client groups, and partly because they serve integrationist
as well as multicultural aims. The rise and fall of Australian multiculturalism is traced in
Galligan and Roberts (2004: ch. 4).

3 For a variety of critical responses to Barry’s attack, see Held and Kelly (2002).
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welfare regimes—different both in the kind of institutions they employ
and in the distributive outcomes that result.4 For the critics of multi-
culturalism we are considering, the welfare state is important primarily
as a redistributive mechanism that can help to offset the inequalities
of life chances that a capitalist economy creates, and raise the position
of the worst-off members of society to a level where they are able to
function as equal citizens. Welfare states, however, serve other purposes
besides redistribution in this sense. They can also be seen as social insur-
ance mechanisms that protect citizens against hazards such as illness or
unexpected loss of earnings.5 Here they redistribute resources horizontally
between the healthy and the sick, say, rather than vertically between the
rich and the poor. Of course welfare state institutions can be redistributive
in both senses at once: a national health service funded by progressive
taxation not only transfers resources from the healthy to the sick, but
also redistributes vertically to some extent.6 The poor are made better off
than they would be if they had to buy medical insurance on the market.
For the question we are considering, however, it matters to what extent
the welfare state functions as a redistributive mechanism in the vertical
sense. For it is this kind of redistribution that appears to require social
solidarity to support it. Self-interest alone will lead people to support
welfare policies that insure them against unpredictable hazards of various
kinds. Given sufficient uncertainty about the future, it makes sense to
authorize the state to protect you against the risks of accident or illness
and to pay taxes to cover those risks. But the same does not apply to
benefits that predictably go to worse-off groups, such as housing subsidies,
income supplements or long-term unemployment benefits. For better-
off people—skilled workers and the middle class as well as the rich—to
support these policies, they must see this as a matter of social justice.
And, so it is claimed, this requires in turn that they should identify
with the beneficiaries of the redistribution—an identification fostered
by a sense of common national identity, and (allegedly) undermined
by multiculturalism.

4 The best-known analysis of this kind is probably Esping-Andersen (1990).
5 Indeed the insurance aspect may be quite explicit, as it is, for instance, in the German

welfare system, where health care, pensions, and unemployment benefits are funded by
insurance linked to employment.

6 The extent of this vertical redistribution is a matter of dispute among students of the
welfare state. For a sceptical view, see Le Grand (1982), and also Goodin and Le Grand
(1987). Later critical responses to Le Grand are helpfully synthesized in Powell (1995). See
also Evandrou et al. (1993), which qualifies Le Grand’s original study in certain respects. I
have discussed the issue at greater length in Miller (2003).
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So if we want to investigate the impact of multiculturalism on the
welfare state, it is not enough just to look at, for example, overall levels
of expenditure on health services, education, or social services. We also
need to look in a more discriminating way at those elements of the
welfare state that are genuinely redistributive, and at how far public
attitudes are supportive of such redistribution. For if what the critics
allege is true, we might expect something like the following to occur: the
welfare state will not shrivel away overnight, but over time it will move
closer to the insurance model, in the sense that it will serve mainly to
protect people against risks and provide them with services that are more
efficiently supplied by public means, but different groups will benefit
from it roughly in proportion to the amount that they contribute. It will,
therefore, no longer serve as a vehicle for social equality, except insofar
as it provides a safety net that prevents people from becoming utterly
destitute.

With this in mind, we can now look at the evidence about how the
welfare state is faring in countries that have embraced multiculturalism
to varying degrees. Let me begin with the data presented by Banting et al.
in Chapter 2, which looks at overall social spending at as proportion
of GDP, the redistributive impact of taxes and transfers on poverty and
inequality, the extent of child poverty, and the final extent of income
inequality once taxes and transfers are taken into account. Taking all the
countries surveyed together first, and ignoring how they score on the
various multiculturalism scales, what we find is broadly consistent with
the somewhat pessimistic story about the welfare state sketched above.
Overall social spending as a proportion of GDP has risen significantly,
by 16.8 per cent on average, but the redistributive impact of taxes and
transfers has barely risen at all, not enough to compensate for rising
income inequality, caused presumably by changing conditions in the eco-
nomic market. As a result child poverty (the percentage of children living
in homes with less than 50 per cent of median income) has increased
in all but three of the sixteen countries studied and post-tax income
inequality has also increased in all but three, by 9 per cent on average
(see Table 2.1 in that chapter for these figures). If we were to interpret
these results as reflecting what most citizens in these societies want from
their governments—admittedly a dangerous assumption, but I shall be
looking at public attitudes in a moment—we would say that as liberal
societies become more affluent, their members are happy to see more of
the wealth they create channelled into public services of various kinds
(health services particularly), but become increasingly less concerned
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about economic inequality. So although the welfare state in a broad sense
does not wither away, there is no pressure to increase its redistributive
impact to deal with rising levels of pre-tax income inequality. For social
democrats who look to the welfare state as the primary instrument of
egalitarian redistribution, this is bad news.

So the critics appear to be right to be concerned about the future
of egalitarian politics, but are they right to point the finger of blame
at multiculturalism? According to the figures presented in Chapter 2,
there is certainly no general relationship between a country’s decision
to adopt strong multicultural policies and its ability to maintain a modest
level of redistribution through taxes and transfers. Admittedly this claim
is bolstered, as far as immigrant multiculturalism is concerned, by the
performance of two countries, Australia and Canada, which started out
with unusually low levels of social expenditure, and if these are taken out
of the picture the trends point in the other direction. Nevertheless, it is
reasonable to conclude here that the adoption of multicultural policies,
taken by itself, cannot be held responsible for the diminishingly egalitar-
ian outcome of the welfare state.

But what of the underlying ideology of multiculturalism and its impact
on public attitudes towards welfare and equality? This is going to be hard
to trace, but let’s begin by looking at attitudes to welfare and equality
first. Is there any significant weakening in the public’s commitment to
the values that the welfare state is meant to embody? The comparative
evidence presented by Markus Crepaz in Chapter 3 uses only one item
from the World Values Survey, which asks respondents to place themselves
on a scale between ‘people should take more responsibility to provide
for themselves’ and ‘the government should take more responsibility to
ensure that everybody is provided for’. Answers to this question reveal
some surprisingly large shifts of opinion in different directions over a
ten-year period in individual countries (no doubt reflecting local changes
in the prevailing political climate), but the question itself does not dis-
tinguish between the many different ways in which governments might
provide for people (jobs? health services? income supplements?), and so
is not very helpful as a way of tracking attitudes towards redistribution.
In the particular case of Britain, Geoffrey Evans cites figures recorded
annually in the British Social Attitudes survey, which reveals a small but
steady lessening of support for the proposition that ‘government should
spend more money on welfare benefits for the poor, even if it leads to
higher taxes’, a proposition that captures fairly accurately the central idea
of what I have been calling the social democratic strategy of equality. This
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can be supplemented by some results from Peter Taylor-Gooby’s article
‘Commitment to the Welfare State’ which uses data from the International
Social Survey Programme comparing Western Germany, Britain, Italy, and
Sweden (Taylor-Gooby 1998).7 What this shows is that the percentages
of people agreeing that government should definitely be responsible for
providing ‘health care for the sick’ and ‘a decent standard of living for the
old’ have remained fairly constant, but that there is weakening support
for governmental responsibility for ‘a decent standard of living for the
unemployed’, ‘providing a job for everyone who wants one’ and ‘reducing
income differences between the rich and the poor’. This goes some way to
confirming my hypothesis that citizens are happy to continue supporting
the insurance aspects of the welfare state—anyone may need health care,
or find themselves in financial difficulties late in life—but have become
less keen on policies that overtly redistribute resources in the direction of
the worse off.

Attitudes to the welfare state, then, appear to be slowly shifting away
from egalitarianism. What about public beliefs in, or attitudes towards,
multiculturalism? Here the picture is also a complex one. First of all,
there is clear evidence of increasing tolerance of racial, ethnic, and reli-
gious diversity, and along with this increasing acceptance that equality
of opportunity must also mean equal treatment for members of minority
groups. In Chapter 5, Geoffrey Evans gives data for Britain, which show
growing acceptance of having people with minority backgrounds as your
boss at work or as marrying into your family, and firm support for equal
opportunities policies. The same questions were asked in ten European
countries in the European Social Survey in 2003, producing results very
much in line with those obtained for Britain,8 so although we do not
have comparable evidence over time for other European countries, it is
reasonable to assume that tolerance levels will have risen in much the
same way.

At the same time immigrants are expected to make adjustments to fit in
with the cultural norms of their host country. Opinion on this is not so
easy to pin down, because the question that is used to try to capture it is
not in my view very revealing. Respondents are asked to choose between
the view that immigrant groups should maintain their own customs and

7 The article records responses over the time period 1985–96, but for Italy and Sweden the
data are incomplete.

8 As one might expect, there was a shallow North–South gradient, with Sweden emerging
as the most tolerant of the societies sampled, and Greece as the least tolerant. See Jowell and
the Central Co-ordinating Team (2003).
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traditions and the view that they should ‘take over the customs of the
country’ or ‘adapt and blend into the larger society’ (see Chapter 3 for
these questions). But any thoughtful person would surely reject both
of these positions, since a great deal depends on which ‘customs and
traditions’ are at stake. If these involve an ethnic cuisine or a colourful
festival like the Chinese New Year, most people would be more than
happy for immigrant minorities to preserve their own customs. If on the
other hand the relevant custom is female circumcision or participation
in Triad gangs, then virtually everyone will think that immigrants must
adapt to liberal norms that exclude these practices. So answers to this
question do not tell us very much.

What is reasonably clear, however, is that immigrant minorities are
expected to become loyal citizens of the country that receives them,
and to play by the prevailing rules of the game. This may include in
particular learning the national language. A relevant piece of evidence
is that, when asked to choose between ‘Immigrants should get the same
level of welfare support as existing British citizens’, ‘Immigrants should
get less welfare support than British citizens’ and ‘Immigrants should only
get the same level of welfare support as British citizens if they demonstrate
commitment to the country (e.g. learning language and history)’, 18 per
cent and 19 per cent respectively chose the first two options, but an over-
whelming 58 per cent preferred the third (Duffy 2004a). We can conclude,
therefore, that most citizens want neither straightforward assimilation,
where immigrant minorities effectively disappear as they blend into the
existing culture, nor ‘parallel societies’, where cultural groups coexist
side-by-side without adapting to one another’s norms and values, but
integration, where this involves acquiring common citizenship and the
national identity that goes along with it, as well as maintaining certain
group-specific cultural traits.

If this is correct, where does this leave support for multicultural policies?
What we should expect to find is support for such policies insofar as they
serve the cause of integration, and opposition to them insofar as they are
regarded as divisive, or as giving unfair advantages to minority groups.
And this is precisely what the evidence we have appears to suggest. If
we look at the policies that are presented in Chapter 3 as demonstrating
popular support for multiculturalism, they are policies such as ‘promote
equality of opportunity in all areas of social life’, ‘encourage the creation
of organizations that bring people from different races, religions and
cultures together’, and ‘promote the teaching of mutual acceptance and
respect in schools’. These would not, however, count as multicultural
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policies by the standard laid down by Banting et al. in Chapter 2 which
defines them as policies ‘that go beyond the traditional individual rights
of citizenship to provide some additional form of public recognition or
support or accommodation of ethnic groups, identities and practices’. I do
not know of data that record public attitudes on each of the eight types
of immigrant multicultural policies listed in that chapter, but two specific
pieces of evidence are worth noting. First, there is not much support for
the proposition that ‘ethnic minorities should be given government assis-
tance to preserve their customs and traditions’, which seems to capture
fairly precisely the central thrust of Chapter 2’s understanding of mul-
ticulturalism, especially in those countries generally regarded as having
taken the lead in developing multicultural policies. Twenty per cent or less
of those surveyed in Australia, Canada, Great Britain, Netherlands, New
Zealand, Norway, Sweden, and the USA endorsed this proposition (ISSP
1998).9 (Rather surprisingly, the figure is much higher for other countries
included in the ISSP survey, especially countries in Eastern Europe, but
one explanation for this may be that respondents in these countries
took the question to be referring primarily to long-established national
minorities; German respondents, in particular, were asked about ‘national
minorities’ rather than ‘ethnic minorities’.) Second, the same is true of
support for affirmative action, understood as policies that go beyond
equal opportunity and give preferential treatment to ethnic minorities
in hiring decisions and/or university applications. Most of the evidence
here comes from the USA, where despite the relatively high proportion
of the population that might be expected to benefit from such policies,
opposition among the general public remains strong.10 General questions
about affirmative action for racial minorities tend to produce roughly
equal percentages in favour and against.11 But more specific questions
that highlight preferential treatment reveal a different picture. When
asked ‘In order to give minorities more opportunity, do you believe race
or ethnicity should be a factor when deciding who is hired, promoted, or
admitted to college, or that hiring, promotions, and college admissions

9 The question was repeated in 2003, but the cross-national data are not yet available.
British data reported above in Chapter 5, Table 5.3 reveal very little change over this period.

10 To my knowledge, no comparative European research has been conducted on this issue,
although a French survey which asked about the policy of reserving a certain number of jobs
for immigrants in different branches of work found 58 per cent in favour and 36 per cent
against. This is perhaps a less sharp question than the one I have cited from the USA, which
highlights the choice between preferential treatment and merit. See BVA Actualité (2005).

11 See e.g. successive Gallup polls on the question ‘Do you generally favor or oppose
affirmative action programs for racial minorities?’ summarized in Jones (2005).
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should be based strictly on merit and qualifications other than race or
ethnicity?’, only 5 per cent of respondents said race and ethnicity should
be a factor, while 92 per cent said merit alone should be taken into
account. Even among blacks the corresponding figures were 12 per cent
and 88 per cent.12

Of course, the fact that most citizens in liberal democracies are some-
what sceptical of multiculturalism both as ideology and as policy, while
at the same time showing dwindling enthusiasm for the more overtly
redistributive elements of the welfare state, does not show that the first
set of attitudes is the cause of the second. To bridge the gap, we have to
insert a piece of psychological speculation, albeit one that is plausible in
itself, and supported by considerable evidence at small-group level. The
speculation is that people are more willing to redistribute in favour of
others when they see those others as like themselves in certain respects,
and also when they regard them as ‘playing fair’—as showing willingness
to reciprocate when it is their turn to make a contribution. If we apply
this to the case of ethnic minority immigrants, then we can predict that
host country citizens will be reluctant to include them within the scope of
welfare state policies if they perceive (a) that the immigrants are making
no effort to adapt to the public culture of the country they have moved
to (see the responses quoted earlier in the case of immigrants to Britain)
and/or (b) if they perceive that immigrants are taking advantage of welfare
benefits such as unemployment benefit without having contributed, or
attempted to contribute, by working and paying taxes.13 Such perceptions
may very well not be accurate. Even if it turns out, for example, that
immigrant groups are disproportionately represented among those draw-
ing income support and other benefits, the explanation may have mainly
to do with labour market policies that make it difficult for immigrants to
find secure jobs. The problem, in other words, may have nothing directly
to do with culture itself. Nonetheless once a perception is established that
welfare services are being used unfairly by those who come from particular
groups, defined in ethnic or religious terms, the predictable result is an

12 Washington Post/Harvard Racial Attitudes Survey, quoted in Taylor (2002).
13 For evidence of such a perception, we may refer to a recent MORI poll in Britain, in which

asylum seekers and recent immigrants were the two groups most likely to be picked out as
getting ‘unfair priority over you when it comes to public services and state benefits’. See Duffy
(2004b). The more general theme emerges in an informal study of popular attitudes by the
Labour MP John Denham. He found that his constituents were strongly wedded to a ‘fairness
code’ that is ‘concerned with what rights you have earned, not just what your needs are today.
The assessment of someone’s needs should take into account the effort and contribution he
or she has made in the past and will make in the future. Public services should be for people
who are entitled to them, need them, and use them responsibly’ (Denham 2004).
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overall decline in support for redistributive welfare policies with universal
scope.14

To guard against this danger, it is important that multicultural policies
should not have the effect of widening the perceived gap between immi-
grant groups and the host community, or of conveying the impression
that the former are under no obligation to adapt to the norms and
practices of the society that has taken them in. They should visibly be
combined with national citizenship policies whose aim is to integrate
immigrant groups socially, foster their loyalty to the state, and encourage
them to become involved in democratic politics. As the authors of Chap-
ter 2 point out, this is precisely what has happened in those countries
that score high on the index of multiculturalism, such as Canada, and
more recently has begun to happen in countries such as the Netherlands
and Britain, which previously had pursued a somewhat informal, low-key
approach to nation building among immigrant groups. In these countries,
citizenship education is now taken more seriously, and access to citizen-
ship in the formal sense made subject to requirements such as demon-
strating competence in the national language and familiarity with the cul-
ture of the host country.15 Multicultural policies have not necessarily been
abandoned (although as Chapter 5 reveals there has been some retrench-
ment in the Dutch case), but there has been an ideological ‘retreat from
multiculturalism’ insofar as multiculturalism was thought to entail one-
sided support for sectional group identities at the expense of an inclusive
national identity. The reluctance of many politicians in these countries
today to use the language of multiculturalism testifies to this perception.

14 In the wake of the London bombings in July 2005, the tabloid press in Britain has run
a series of ‘benefit bombers’ stories on its front pages, highlighting the use of welfare state
services by Islamic terrorists and their supporters. For example:

For 19 years he lived off the fat of a land whose democracy and freedoms he despised. Now,
having sown the seeds of carnage in the UK, where he enjoyed sanctuary from regimes much
less tolerant of his Islamo-fascism, Sheik Omar Bakri Mohammed has taken his hurried leave
even though, unfortunately, it is likely to be only temporary.

Due to an ankle injury in childhood the father of seven has never had to work here, but
instead was able to claim, at one time or another, unemployment and child benefit, disability
living allowance and housing benefit.

In the past two decades his handouts from the state have been somewhere in the region
of £250,000–£300,000. The family live in a large council house in north London and earlier
this year took delivery of a new £31,000 people carrier, paid for under the Motability scheme.
(Daily Mail 2005)

15 In Britain, citizenship ceremonies for immigrants were introduced for the first time in
2004, but initially the only requirement was to show competence in the English language;
from 1 November 2005, however, would-be citizens have also been required to take a citizen-
ship test in which they must demonstrate familiarity with the main political institutions of
the UK, and certain other aspects of the British way of life.
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In this context, it is worth underlining the sharp difference, so far as
potential impact on the welfare state is concerned, between immigrants
and national minorities, to use the conceptual framework laid out in
Chapter 2 (I shall not discuss indigenous peoples here). As Nicola McEwen
clearly demonstrates in her discussion of Canada, Belgium, and the UK,
there is no evidence to suggest that minority nationalism in these coun-
tries has had an adverse effect on support for the welfare state, and some
evidence that it may have had a positive effect. There are two points
that need to be made here. First, where national minorities have been
granted devolved forms of government—as in the three cases discussed
by McEwen—subnational governments will have some responsibility for
welfare policies within their own territories, and these will be supported
by the inclusive political identities (as Québécois, Scots, etc.) that exist
at this level. Second, insofar as social justice at the national level requires
redistribution between the national majority and the minority nations (to
compensate for lower levels of economic performance, for example), this
will be accepted so long as members of national minorities have what I
have elsewhere called ‘nested’ national identities, which allow them to
identify both with the smaller unit (e.g. Quebec or Scotland) and with the
larger (Canada or Britain) (see Miller 2000: ch. 8). Because the Scots, say,
are seen as sharing a common cultural and historical background with
the rest of the UK, and in that sense as plainly British, the perceptions of
cultural difference that can make people reluctant to extend support to
immigrant groups do not arise here.16

In cases where minority nationalism puts common identities under
pressure, however, a different dynamic may emerge. The extreme cases
are states that contain rival, rather than nested, nationalities—national
groups who make conflicting claims to territorial sovereignty without
sharing an overarching national identity, such as Jews and Palestinians
in Israel, or Serbs, Croats, and Muslims in Bosnia. In these cases welfare
state expenditures may be weighted significantly in favour of the majority
community—in Israel, for example, the budget per head awarded to Arab
local municipalities is significantly smaller than that awarded to Jewish
local municipalities, and for this and other reasons far more Israeli Arab
families than Israeli Jewish families are living below the poverty line
(see Mossawa Center 2004).17 In the case of a country such as Belgium

16 Members of the immigrant groups may of course identify more strongly with their
adopted nation than do those belonging to national minorities. The key question, however,
is whether people belonging to the host nation identify with them.

17 I am grateful to Avner de-Shalit for discussion of the Israeli case.
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where national identities are still predominantly nested, the problems are
far less severe, but as McEwen’s chapter shows the solidaristic welfare poli-
cies that involve net transfers from Flanders to Wallonia have come under
fire from Flemish politicians who would prefer to see social services and
social security benefits provided on a regional basis (and by implication
without involving redistribution between the two communities).

Inclusive national identities, then, are a resource that can be used to
support egalitarian welfare policies; whether minority nationalism is a
help or a hindrance depends on whether it reinforces or subverts these
more inclusive loyalties. Having now examined the evidence, let me
return finally to the thinkers I have been calling the critics of multi-
culturalism. How far does their critique hold water? I believe that they
got three things, at least, right. First, they were right to argue that a
redistributive welfare state which could attract majority support relied
upon social solidarity across groups, only some of whose members could
expect to be net beneficiaries from specific policies. Put differently, the
welfare state depended upon a political coalition in pursuit of social jus-
tice and not merely self-interest, a coalition that appears to have formed
in most advanced democracies in the middle years of the last century.
Second, they were right to point out that this solidarity-based coalition
had more recently been weakened if not dissolved, and that the rise of
multiculturalism was part of this process. Political identities had become
more specific and more divided, and where these identities were based
in ethnicity or religion, a multicultural ideology had taken root. Third,
they were right to point out the danger posed by multiculturalism to the
nation-state, in circumstances where that institution was already being
weakened by transnational and global forces. For anyone who saw the
nation-state as the main vehicle for egalitarian politics, this was bad news.

In other words, the critics were right to raise the alarm. They were right
to identify the danger posed by a certain brand of multiculturalism, even
if they tended to exaggerate the specific contribution that multicultural-
ism had made to the decline of the social democratic left (other cultural
shifts, for example in the realms of work and leisure, probably made a
bigger difference). But they were wrong to suggest that the solution lay
in abandoning multiculturalism per se, and returning to a simpler kind
of egalitarian politics (if indeed they did suggest that: as I noted earlier, it
turns out that the critics’ objections are less to specific policies that favour
cultural minorities, than to multiculturalism as an ideology that celebrates
group identity and group difference at the expense of ‘national pride’,
‘common dreams’ etc.). If there is a solution, it lies in an intelligent form
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of multiculturalism that extends special treatment to cultural minorities
when, but only when, this serves to integrate them more closely into
the wider community as equal citizens. What this means in particular
cases—for example how far educational provision ought to be tailored
to meet the needs of children from linguistic or religious minorities—
needs careful analysis.18 A policy that in one context may extend oppor-
tunities for minority groups—for instance separate schooling for religious
minorities—may in another context contribute to the breakdown of com-
mon citizenship and the emergence of so-called ‘parallel societies’. The
same applies to institutions that guarantee political representation to
minority groups.

To conclude: for those who are committed to the social democratic
values that have motivated the critics of multiculturalism, the evidence
presented in this book should be cause neither for gloom nor for compla-
cency. There is no reason to believe that adopting multicultural policies
will lead imminently to the collapse of the welfare state. But there is
still a big question about how to maintain democratic support for redis-
tributive policies, in circumstances where nation-states are increasingly
constrained by global economic forces. We need to think hard about
how integration policies can work alongside multicultural policies, so that
citizens can respect one another’s differences but still think of themselves
as belonging to the same community with a responsibility to ensure
equal rights for all. Recent terrorist outrages, and the evidence they have
brought of individuals and groups who are deeply alienated from the
societies in which they have chosen to live, show us how urgent such
thinking has become.

18 For further reflection on the normative issues at stake here, see Miller (2002).
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Population diversity, multiculturalism,

and the welfare state: Should welfare

state theory be revised?

John Myles and Sébastien St-Arnaud

1. Introduction

The enormous expansion of welfare states from the 1950s to the 1970s
and efforts at retrenchment since then have made welfare state pol-
itics a pivotal empirical ‘window’ for answering questions about the
nature of the political process in the rich capitalist democracies. What
is the role of political parties and the diversity of political ideol-
ogies they represent? How do differences in the political institutions
that mediate the political process affect outcomes? What are the
social foundations of more expansive welfare states? Are differences
in the demographic or class structure of the population or the way
these groups are mobilized and incorporated in the political process
important?

These same decades were also a foundational period for establishing
new social, legal, and political institutions for regulating and managing
relations with historic minorities and for the selection and incorporation
of immigrants. In the United States, the 1960s ‘war on poverty’ was coter-
minous with black insurgency and the civil rights movement. In Canada,
Quebec’s ‘Quiet Revolution’ brought official bilingualism followed by
adoption of an official policy of multiculturalism. In Belgium, the Flem-
ish nationalist movement gave rise to a process of federal devolution
of powers between Flanders and Wallonia. In the field of immigration,
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selection criteria for new immigrants were opened up to non-Europeans
in the traditional Anglo-American ‘settler’ societies. In England, France,
and the Netherlands the end of empire brought waves of migrants from
former colonies. High labour demand in continental Europe led to the
establishment of ‘guest worker’ programmes for immigrants, mainly from
Southern Europe.

Despite the temporal conjuncture of these two developments, refer-
ences to the role of ethno-racial divisions and immigration have been
largely absent in conventional narratives of welfare state development,
in welfare state theories, and in comparative empirical analyses.1 Stan-
dard overviews of comparative welfare state theory have been gener-
ally silent on the topic (Hicks and Esping-Andersen 2005; Myles and
Quadagno 2002). The Anglo-American democracies are generally charac-
terized as the weak sisters among modern welfare states and, the UK apart,
they represent the most ethnically diverse nations among the affluent
democracies. But, with the exception of the American case taken up
below, the causal significance of this diversity in accounting for their
underdevelopment as welfare states has not loomed large in the usual
accounts.

Is it time to reconsider? Are the standard accounts (and debates) about
the origins and development of welfare states in the affluent democra-
cies in need of radical revision? Our answer to this question has two
parts. First, our reading of this volume leads us to the general con-
clusion that the answer is no. Ethno-racial cleavages and MCPs, we
will argue, have played a minor role in the development of contempo-
rary welfare states in the affluent democracies, apart from a few well-
documented exceptions. Welfare state ‘theories’ come in two varieties:
historical-causal claims about the significance of specific social mecha-
nisms within particular historical contexts and probabilistic claims that
such social mechanisms are generalizable or systemic across a wide range
of different settings and time periods. Historical-causal accounts of the
development of the American welfare state provide the locus classicus
from which more generic, probabilistic claims about the negative impacts
of ethno-racial diversity and multicultural recognition on welfare states
have been constructed. We conclude, however, this strategy is unpromis-
ing and that the evidence for probabilistic claims that high levels of

1 An exception is Stephens’s (1979) discussion of the role that ethnic and linguistic diver-
sity played in impeding the development of strong cohesive labour movements, a necessary
condition for the development of strong labour parties and more expansive welfare states.
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population diversity and/or multicultural policies per se systematically
weaken welfare states is simply too thin and contradictory to draw strong
conclusions.

The second part of our answer concerns the future. Welfare state prac-
tices tend to be institutionally ‘sticky’, are subject to multiple competing
forces, and tend to change through the accretion of many small reforms
that take time to evolve. However, the emergence of significant ethnic
diversity in Europe and the subsequent rise of radical right parties, that
combine appeals for a neoliberal, anti-welfare state, agenda with xeno-
phobic appeals targeted against immigrants, are relatively recent devel-
opments and parties of the radical right have had limited success until
now. Hence, while it is asking a lot of our empirical analyses of the
past, including the recent past, to provide conclusive evidence about the
potential impact of these movements, the questions raised by this volume
remain important. Will a politics that embraces multicultural recognition
moderate or exacerbate ethno-racial cleavages? And will multicultural
recognition (MCPs) mute or enhance support for an egalitarian welfare
state agenda?

In thinking about this question, we need to move beyond the generic
claims about the ‘crowding out’, ‘corroding’, or ‘misplaced diagnoses’
effects on welfare states that critics of MCPs have advanced (see Chap-
ter 1). Unlike ‘laws of nature’, social mechanisms are best thought of
as what James Coleman (1964: 516 ff.) once called ‘sometime-true-
theories’, that account for the results or regularities that obtain in
some specific cases. Rather than seeking to establish whether diver-
sity inevitably undermines solidarity, our goal should be to deter-
mine under what conditions a politics of multicultural recognition is
likely to find itself on a collision course with a politics of economic
redistribution.

Without claiming to provide anything remotely like a full answer to the
question, we do suggest a starting point. What is at stake is whether rising
ethno-racial diversity also generates new ethno-racial political cleavages
powerful enough to erode social solidarity and support for redistributive
policies. The outcome, we argue, hinges critically on the ability of the
host society to ensure full economic and political incorporation of immi-
grant minorities. Multicultural policies are one element of an immigration
regime that may either hasten or hinder this process but they are not the
only, or even the major, determinant of successful economic and political
incorporation.
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2. Racial diversity or racial exclusion? Can we generalize from
the US experience?

Since much of the literature to date reflects American experience, where
race clearly has been central to the development of social programmes, it
is important to clarify what lessons we can learn from this case.

America’s major ethno-racial division has figured prominently in
historical-causal analyses of both the foundational New Deal legislation of
the 1930s and the ‘war on poverty’ of the 1960s. The New Deal legislation
of the 1930s was driven and constrained by an unusual coalition inside
the Democratic Party that included both northern labour and a south-
ern planter-merchant oligarchy struggling to preserve a pre-industrial
plantation economy based on indentured black labour. As Jill Quadagno
(1988) has shown, control over key Congressional committees allowed
the southern wing of the Democratic Party to exclude southern blacks
from the New Deal in the name of ‘state rights’. Eligibility criteria and
benefit levels for Old Age Assistance, Unemployment Insurance, and Aid
to Dependent Children were left to the discretion of the states since
programmes that created national standards would have undermined the
southern economy. Agricultural workers were excluded from Old Age
Insurance since even the meagre sum of $15 a month would provide more
cash than a cropper family might see in a year.

This pattern persisted into subsequent stages of welfare state develop-
ment. During the 1960s, both labour market policy (Weir 1992) and the
development of new social programmes (Quadagno 1994) collided with
and were deflected by the struggle for civil and political rights by African-
Americans. Though the true counterfactual can never be known, it is not
difficult to make the case that the struggle for civil and political rights
had a crowding-out effect with respect to the achievement of new social
rights in the United States during this formative period. The discussion
of ‘poverty’ initiated by Michael Harrington’s The Other America (1962)
at the beginning of the 1960s was not primarily concerned with racial
disparities but with other social groups (the elderly, Appalachia) who had
missed out on the post-war economic boom. By the mid-sixties all this
had changed as the civil rights movement and black urban insurgency
came to the fore. As a result, the US war on poverty focused more on
the incomplete character of civil and political rights—the right to vote and
anti-discrimination legislation to break down barriers in the labour and
housing markets—than on the creation or expansion of new social rights.
Benefits for the elderly and the ‘poor’ were created (Medicare, Medicaid) or
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expanded (public pensions, social assistance) but working-age, working-
class families gained little. Programmes such as unemployment insurance
were left to stagnate and then to erode. Health insurance, sickness insur-
ance, and family allowances for working-age Americans never became
part of the agenda. As Archie Bunker, the racist anti-hero of the 1970s
US situation comedy, All in the Family, complained, the ‘government’ was
doing things to help blacks and women but nothing for him.

It is important to highlight, however, that the core struggle of these
formative years was not mainly about affirmative action or other MCPs
but over what Banting et al. (Chapter 2) refer to as non-discriminatory
access by African-Americans to traditional political and civil rights. The
focal point was equality before the law, not the politics of recognition or
of compensation. If, as T. H. Marshall (1964) argued, the emergence of
expansive social rights requires the full development of civil and political
rights, the United States was simply not ready to build an institutionally
comprehensive welfare state. The historical residues of what Myrdal et al.
(1944) called the ‘American dilemma’ and Quadagno (1994) identifies as
America’s ‘unfinished democracy’, had to be confronted.

Precisely because of its ‘exceptional’ character, however, the story of
America’s racialization of welfare state politics has rarely been incorpor-
ated into more general theoretical narratives of welfare state development.
No other advanced capitalist democracy began its modern history with
an ethno-racial minority subject to the social institution of slavery or
developed its post-slavery forms of economic and political exclusion.
If there was a lesson to be learned from the US experience, it was a
lesson about the politics of ethno-racial oppression and exclusion, not
the politics of ethno-racial diversity and recognition. As a result, welfare
state theorists have seen no reason to move from the American experience
to probabilistic generalizations about the impact of diversity or MCPs in
other countries.

But is this conventional reading of the US experience too narrow? Some
analysts have suggested that the US experience reflects a more universal
tension between diversity and the welfare state. We believe that such
arguments suffer from three important flaws: the correlations are weak;
the causal relationships are unclear; and there are important counter-
examples where diversity can stimulate the welfare state.

For example, Alesina and Glaeser’s (2004: 141) recent study attempts to
generalize from US experience and concludes that the negative impact
of ethno-racial diversity is a more general phenomenon. They report
a strong negative cross-country correlation between racial diversity and
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social welfare spending across a wide range of affluent and less developed
nations. Although the correlation stands up when the level of economic
development is controlled, inspection of their scatterplot indicates that
among the affluent countries the strength of the correlation between
racial diversity and spending is mainly driven by the United States, an
outlier on both measures.2 Visual inspection of the scatterplot also indi-
cates an equally weak case for the less developed countries, a negative
association driven by Malta and Uruguay, two countries with low racial
diversity and relatively high spending.

Similarly, Banting et al. (Chapter 2, Table 2.6, this volume) report a
modest, but robust, negative cross-country correlation between growth
in the foreign born population and change in social spending during the
1980s and 1990s. By ‘robust’ we mean the negative bivariate correlation
stands up under a series of increasingly demanding statistical tests. The
correlation is not self-explanatory—by itself it tells us nothing about the
causal mechanisms involved. But the result remains important since we
know there is a significant cross-national pattern in the evidence that
must be accounted for. The authors help out by highlighting that the
association hinges critically on the Netherlands and the USA, countries
with two of the three highest foreign-born gains and the two slowest
rates of spending growth. What of the USA? There can be little doubt that
the ongoing association between ‘welfare’ and ‘race’ in the United States
provided the political context for ‘welfare reform’ in the United States in
the 1990s (Hero and Preuhs, this volume). It is also quite plausible that
resentment against Mexican immigrants, especially illegals, amplified this
trend. Hero and Preuhs’s results show a very robust negative association
between per cent Latino in a state and changes in welfare expenditures. In
the Netherlands, social expenditures on income transfers to the working
age population (i.e. net of health and pension expenditures) actually
declined from 14.6 to 9.8 per cent of GDP between 1980 and 2000.3

Did resentment against immigrants play a role? Possibly. The standard
explanation (Kenworthy 2004), however, is that the decline was primarily
driven by declining ‘need’ associated with the so-called ‘Dutch miracle’
that led to the sharp gains in employment during the 1990s. Reforms

2 Among the affluent democracies only Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the USA have
racial diversity scores higher than the racially homogeneous countries of Europe (and Japan).
Almost any social feature correlated with the Anglo-American countries will also be correlated
with low social spending. The unanswered (historical-causal) question is whether high levels
of ethno-racial diversity explain the Anglo-American pattern, especially in the three ‘Anglo’
settler societies, Australia, Canada, and New Zealand.

3 Calculated by the authors from OECD social expenditure data (SOCEX).
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during the 1990s focused mainly on (successful) projects to increase
women’s labour force participation and to reduce the soaring numbers
of disability claimants. As Entzinger (this volume) concludes, the Dutch
case provides sparse evidence for a causal link between welfare reform and
the politics of migration and multiculturalism. The implication is that
although the ‘correlation’ is robust, the imputation of causality may be
less so.

Banting et al. (Chapter 2, this volume) also test for, but fail to find,
a significant correlation between more and less developed multicultural
policies and welfare spending. This result is consistent with at least two
interpretations. The first is that multicultural policies really do have no
effect on social spending. The second is that MCPs potentially have large
effects but the effects differ and, depending on initial conditions, these
effects may be in opposite directions.4 The contrast between the Canadian
and US experiences with MCPs is instructive in this respect (Banting
2005b). In Canada, welfare state expansion, rising rates of immigration
from non-traditional source countries, the expansion of MCPs, and the
emergence of a new civic nationalism from a traditional ethnic (i.e. British)
national identity (Breton 1988) occurred more or less simultaneously
in the 1960s and early 1970s. Canada adopted official bilingualism at
the federal level in 1968 and followed with multicultural legislation
in 1971. The same period brought new social programmes including
national health insurance, two new old age pension schemes, as well
as expanded social assistance and unemployment insurance programmes.
One would be hard pressed to make a causal claim that a more expansive
multiculturalism stimulated the development of a more expansive welfare
state (or vice versa). Nevertheless, whereas the black–white cleavage often
acted as a fetter on social policy expansion in the USA, it is arguably the
case that the French–English divide accelerated social policy development
in Canada. Until the end of the 1950s, the conservative governments
that ruled Canada’s French-speaking province more often than not con-
strained social policy development. In the subsequent period, however,
Quebec politics, especially in its nationalist expressions, took on a dis-
tinctive social democratic hue (Guindon 1988) and more often than not

4 The same issue arises in debates over the effects in studies of social spending and
economic growth (Kenworthy 2004). On average the correlations between social spending
and outcomes such as economic growth or employment are close to zero. But this may be
because under some conditions, some forms of social spending impede economic growth
and under other circumstances other forms of social spending enhance economic growth.
Causality is likely to be conjunctural and time dependent.
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served as a spur to social policy expansion and as a constraint on welfare
state retrenchment (Béland and Myles 2005; Béland and Lecours 2006).

In short, the attempt to develop generalized probabilistic claims from
US experience is unlikely to succeed. This does not mean, however, we
should ignore or dismiss the issue of the impact of diversity and mul-
ticulturalism on the welfare state. Rather, we need to adopt a different
approach, one that focuses on identifying the causal pathways that link
population diversity, immigration, multiculturalism, and welfare state
development. In the next section, we draw on Herbert Kitschelt’s (1995)
analysis of the rise of the new radical right (NRR) in Europe as an example
of what these pathways might look like.

3. Charting causal pathways: The case of the rise of the new
radical right in Europe

The major reason that standard welfare state theory has given short shrift
to the impact of immigration, population diversity, and multiculturalism
is undoubtedly historical. Quite simply, during the formative years of
welfare state expansion from the 1950s to the 1970s, and especially in
the large welfare states of Western Europe, there was no explicit linkage
between the politics of immigration and multiculturalism, on the one
hand, and the politics of welfare state expansion, on the other. Except for
the case of the USA, one is hard pressed to think of any of the standard
historical narratives of post-war welfare state development where such
issues figure prominently. However, all this began to change with the
rise of New Radical Right (NRR) in Western Europe, political parties that
combine nativism in the area of citizenship rights and laissez-faire in social
and economic policy.

Compared to the rather generic claims about the effects of ethno-racial
diversity and multicultural policies on welfare states, Kitschelt’s analysis
specifies a detailed set of social and institutional pathways through which
xenophobic reactions to rising immigration have become politically
linked to anti-welfare state policy orientations in Western Europe. The
analysis is complex and will only be cursorily summarized here. Kitschelt
identifies the conditions conducive to both rising political ‘demand’ for
such policies and the ‘supply’ of political parties to meet this demand.

The key claim is that shifts in political preferences associated with
the transition to post-industrialism have created a strategic opening for
new right-wing parties in Europe since the 1970s, parties that combine
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‘market-liberal’, anti-statist, appeals with authoritarian, ethnocentric, and
even racist messages. These political preferences remain largely unmet by
traditional parties of the centre-right or the centre-left precisely because of
their move to the ‘centre’. The social foundations for the appeal to laissez-
faire, according to Kitschelt (1995: 6), are to be found in economic sectors
exposed to high levels of international competition where employees’
main concern is with long-term industrial adaptation and hence they
resist redistributive measures that potentially drain resources from new
investment and private consumption. This preference for investments to
enhance market flexibility is greatest in sectors such as manufacturing
and financial services exposed to high levels of international competition.
The rigidity of labour markets in Western welfare states also makes it
difficult for younger, less skilled, workers to access the labour market
and the welfare state benefits traditionally attached to employment. As a
result, the ‘socially excluded’ turn to market liberalism in order to smash
these institutions (Kitschelt 1995: 9). At the same time, Kitschelt argues,
the work situation of less well-educated blue collar and lower salaried
employees incline them toward particularistic, parochial definitions of
citizenship and to oppose the pluralistic cosmopolitanism embedded in
the ethos of multiculturalism. The New Radical Right of Western Europe,
he concludes, has been successful by virtue of forging a new cross-
class alliance between segments of the working class based on racist-
xenophobic appeals and among shopkeepers and craftspeople on the basis
of anti-tax appeals.

This political marriage between market liberalism and ethnic chauvin-
ism is, of course, not the only possible outcome. The alternatives, as
Kitschelt points out, include ‘welfare chauvinism’—a strong defence of
welfare rights but the exclusion of ethnic minorities from those rights.
This was the strategy adopted by the (successful) ultra-nationalist Serbian
Radical Party during the 1990s but for a variety of reasons, he argues, the
future of welfare chauvinism in Western Europe is bleak.

For present purposes, the point is not whether Kitschelt’s analysis and
prognoses are ultimately correct. There is evidence, for example, that the
laissez-faire emphasis of radical right parties in Western Europe has faded
since the 1980s (Bastow 1997). And as Kitschelt emphasizes, the condi-
tions favouring the emergence of this particular political configuration are
historically contingent, not some quasi-automatic response to growing
population diversity. The point, rather, is a theoretical one. Kitschelt iden-
tifies a systemic realignment in European political preferences, the reasons
for the emergence of parties able to act as a transmission belt for these
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new coalitions into the public sphere, and, as importantly, the political
and social conditions favouring or mitigating against the likely success of
such movements. The claim is not that there has been a massive shift in
public opinion (e.g. ‘diminished solidarity’) but rather a sufficient shift to
produce new electoral constituencies that alter the electoral opportunity
structure.

Given the timing of these developments and the limited success of new
radical right parties until now, the fact that our empirical analyses of the
past, including the recent past, fail to demonstrate large causal imprints
of these movements on welfare state outcomes does not settle the issue
for the future. As the literature on welfare state retrenchment highlights
(Pierson 2001), welfare state practices tend to be institutionally ‘sticky’,
are subject to multiple competing forces, and tend to change through
the accretion of many small reforms that take time to evolve. It is hardly
surprising therefore that faced with these developments, contemporary
social democrats (the ‘libertarian left’ as Kitschelt calls them) should
begin to worry about potential future trade-offs between ethnic diversity
and multiculturalism, on the one hand, and, on the other, sustaining
traditional commitments to economic redistribution. The success of US
Republicans in forging a coalition between laissez-faire economic elites
and morally conservative sectors of the American working class stands as
a stark example of the fact that politics can make for strange bedfellows
(Frank 2004).

4. Revising welfare state theory: Immigration regimes,
multicultural policy and the power resources of minorities

We return to our original question: should welfare state theory be revised?
We have argued that theoretical accounts of the growth and restruc-
turing of the welfare state throughout the twentieth century do not
need revision. As the case studies in this volume illustrate, outside the
USA neither ethno-racial diversity nor MCPs appear to have played a
decisive role in weakening welfare states until now. In the absence of a
cumulative body of historical-causal accounts demonstrating that such a
link is present, attempts to develop generalized, probabilistic, predictions
about the impact of heterogeneity or MCPs on welfare states are unlikely
to be persuasive. Even if they are ‘statistically’ successful in generating
robust cross-national correlations, claims about the impact of ethno-racial
diversity must contend with a large set of arguably more potent sources
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of welfare state retrenchment in the past quarter-century including slow
economic growth, rising deficits, and national differences in the partisan
composition of government (Korpi and Palme 2003).

However, the US experience along with continuing ethno-racial ten-
sions and the emergence of new political formations in Europe provide
good reason not to become analytically sanguine. If the effects of rising
ethnic diversity on welfare politics have been modest until now, this
may simply reflect that the social realignments highlighted by Kitschelt
and the critics of multicultural policies have simply had insufficient
time to mature. In thinking about the future, however, we have argued
that it is important to identify specific causal mechanisms that might
lead from growing ethnic diversity to welfare state retrenchment. And
such analyses would obviously have to be incorporated into more gen-
eral understandings of the challenges and forces affecting the welfare
state.

The big questions in our view concern the extent to which: (a) grow-
ing ethno-racial diversity generates ethno-racial cleavages; and (b) these
cleavages, in turn, provide an additional impetus for generalized welfare
state retrenchment. The emergence of the first (new cleavages) is no
guarantee that these cleavages will in turn become linked to a grow-
ing demand for more limited social rights and redistribution. Will anti-
immigrant sentiment feed the fears associated with population ageing
and bolster support for pension and health-care cutbacks? Will ethno-
racial chauvinism impede the development of new welfare state initiatives
in such areas as child and family policy or human capital formation?
And what of the central question of this volume: how might national
differences in multicultural policies affect this process?

Banting et al. make a heroic advance with respect to sorting out coun-
tries with more or less well-developed MCP policies. But perhaps scoring
countries from high to low is not the way to go. Does the fact that New
Zealand scores 5 and the Netherlands scores 4.5 on the immigrant MCP
scale capture what we might think of as the potentially causally significant
differences between these two countries? Esping-Andersen (1990) taught
us about the limits of classifying welfare states on the basis of how much
they spend while ignoring differences in how they spend and the models
of state and society (‘welfare regimes’) that they embody. By analogy, it
strikes us that multicultural policies that provide symbolic recognition
and material resources to new ethnic minorities are only one element
of a complex set of institutions and practices that differentiate national
immigration regimes.
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What will determine whether growing ethno-racial diversity in the new
immigrant societies of Western Europe will generate a new ethno-racial
political cleavage, similar to the black–white divide in the United States?
The American experience strongly indicates that the outcome is contin-
gent on the relative success of these nations at ensuring the full economic
and political incorporation of these new minorities. ‘Incorporation’, as
Raymond Breton (2005) makes clear, does not imply that ethnicity dis-
appears as a basis of social organization and individual identity. Nor does
the existence of vibrant ethnic communities indicate that incorporation is
failing to occur. Rather incorporation entails involvement in institutions,
the construction of social ties and, most important, ‘equal access to the
rewards that the economic and political systems generate and distrib-
ute’ (Breton 2005: 188–9). Multicultural policies are one element of an
immigration regime that may hasten or hinder this process but they are
not the only, or even the major, determinant of economic and political
incorporation.

Consider first the selection process, the ways in which states manage
immigrant recruitment. Banting et al. point in this direction when they
distinguish between nations that are ‘countries of immigration’ and those
that are not. Countries of immigration—including the Anglo-American
‘settler societies’ and Israel—not only admit but also actively recruit immi-
grants, especially highly skilled economic immigrants and their families,
as permanent residents and future citizens. These immigrant flows arrive
literally ‘by invitation’ rather than as political or economic refugees,
asylum seekers, or illegals. The post-war waves of immigrants to Britain,
France, and the Netherlands, in contrast, represented a post-colonial
legacy, accepted, often reluctantly, from a sense of national obligation
rather than proactively recruited. In Northern Europe, immigrants were
actively recruited in the post-war years but as guest workers, ‘temporary’
visitors to fill unskilled jobs rather than as skilled workers and future
citizens.

Do these differences matter? Recruitment practices undoubtedly affect
the subsequent pattern of economic incorporation of migrants irrespec-
tive of the presence of MCPs. Economic immigrants who are actively
recruited for their labour market skills, not surprisingly, fare much bet-
ter in the labour market than refugees or asylum seekers and are less
likely to join the ranks of the ‘socially excluded’. Whereas first genera-
tion migrants do experience significant ‘transition costs’, a now standard
result in Canadian and US research is that the second generation does
better in the labour market than their native born peers. Past success at
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incorporating ‘differences’ makes gloomy projections of apocalyptic fail-
ure in the future a difficult political message to sell. Successful economic
incorporation of the many also offsets the imputed costs associated with
the higher levels of support often required by refugees and asylum seekers.
The enormous diversity in group outcomes in countries like Australia,
Canada, and the USA makes it difficult to sustain a single dominant
narrative about the social or economic costs associated with immigration
per se.

Under what conditions are new ethno-racial divisions likely to provide
the foundation for limiting the growth of or even cutting back existing
welfare states? And what role might multicultural policies play in the
process? A robust result from both cross-national and US research is that
resistance to redistribution is closely related to the free-rider problem,
the belief that the beneficiaries are ‘undeserving’ (Alesina and Angeletos
2005; Gilens 1999). People who attribute misfortune to the absence of
personal effort rather than bad luck are more likely to oppose redistrib-
utive policies. Opposition to ‘welfare’ in the United States, for example,
is closely associated with beliefs that ‘blacks are lazy’ (Gilens 1999) and,
since the 1960s, ‘welfare’ has become widely constructed as a programme
that primarily benefits blacks, i.e. viewed as though it were an MCP. At first
glance, this result seems to support claims about the ‘corroding effect’ of
any programme that becomes associated with a particular ethno-cultural
minority. But as Gilens points out, such a reading is far too simplistic.
Whites do oppose affirmative action programmes that establish race-based
quotas in schools or in the labour market, rewards that appear to be
‘undeserved’. But a strong majority simultaneously support racially tar-
geted programmes (MCPs) aimed at helping minorities to help themselves.
Sixty-six per cent of whites are in favour of ‘educational programs to
assist minorities in competing for college’ and 69 per cent approve of ‘job
training for minorities to help them get ahead in industries where they are
underrepresented’ despite the fact these programmes ‘aim to help blacks
in competition with whites’ (Gilens 1999: 172, emphasis in the original).

The point is that not all MCPs are born equal. Some may potentially
erode support for the welfare state while others may enhance it. In this
respect, MCPs are no different from welfare policies themselves. A long-
standing premiss in the welfare state literature, for example, has been
that ‘means-tested’ social programmes tend to limit support for welfare
state expansion while ‘universal’ programmes encourage development. In
a similar way, the challenge is to identify exactly which MCPs have the
potential to erode welfare state support.
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Comparison of Canada and the United States also highlights the impor-
tance of national differences in the degree of political incorporation and
electoral power achieved by national and ethno-racial minorities. With a
territorial base in the province of Quebec, Canada’s francophone popula-
tion has always played a pivotal role in national electoral politics and in
social policy deliberations. American Blacks, in contrast, were historically
excluded from full political and civil rights and despite the reforms of the
1960s their importance as a political constituency to be courted is rela-
tively limited by comparison. Their share of the electorate is roughly half
that of Canadian francophones, they are territorially dispersed in urban
ghettos where electoral gerrymandering is prevalent, electoral turnout is
low, and historic adhesion to the Democratic Party means there is little
incentive for either party to compete intensively for their attention.

The role of immigrant minorities in electoral politics follows a similar
pattern. Canada’s immigration rate is much higher than the American
and, due in part to Canada’s multicultural policies, recent migrants to
Canada become naturalized at twice the rate of their US counterparts
(Bloemraad 2002) and have higher levels of political mobilization (Bloem-
raad 2005).5 As a result, immigrant communities are critical constituen-
cies to be courted at election time especially in Canada’s largest urban
centres (Toronto, Vancouver, Montreal). Together, the Quebec vote and
the large urban immigrant vote have made political appeals that combine
economic laissez-faire with ethno-cultural backlash, a losing electoral
strategy in the Canadian context.6

As Breton (2005: 188–9) observes, ethnic social formations and, by
extension, multicultural policies that facilitate such formation may either
hinder or facilitate social incorporation. They may prevent the develop-
ment of more encompassing solidarities and be used for the maintenance
of inequalities in social status and separateness in social relations. By
facilitating ethnic mobilization and collective action, however, multi-
cultural policies may also provide the resources necessary to overcome
obstacles to participation in the society’s institutions. The degree of
effective socio-political organization of an ethnic minority, he concludes

5 Bloemraad (2002) estimates that 70 per cent of Canadian immigrants are naturalized
citizens compared to 35 per cent in the USA.

6 The Reform Party emerged in western Canada in the 1990s and subsequently merged
with the established Progressive Conservative Party. Leadership of the new Conservative Party
was assumed by Reform’s Stephen Harper. At inception, Reform called for both more laissez-
faire economic strategies and an end to ‘privileging’ both historic (i.e. francophone) and
immigrant minorities. Electoral competition at the national level, however, has forced the
party toward the political centre and to abandon Reform’s Anglo-nativist cultural politics
almost entirely.
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(Breton 2005: 197), is positively related to incorporation, ‘since such organ-
ization is an instrument with which to deal with the problems encoun-
tered’. In effect, successful ethnic incorporation and minority recognition
are an effect of political strength rather than weakness.

There is more than a weak analogy between Breton’s (2005) conclusions
concerning the link between the political incorporation of ethnic minor-
ities and those of power resource theory concerning the acquisition of
political resources by workers in capitalist societies. As Korpi (1983, 1989)
has argued, national variation in working-class ‘incorporation’ is a direct
reflection of the success of working-class movements to institutionalize
their power in unions and political parties. Korpi and Shalev (1980),
for example, demonstrate that ‘industrial conflict’ as expressed in the
volume and duration of strikes has historically been highest in nations
where labour has been weak and lowest where labour has been strong,
both as economic (unions) and political (labour parties) actors. As they
conclude (Korpi and Shalev 1980: 324), industrial conflict and confronta-
tion become redundant when the labour movement achieves access to
political power and moves the conflicts of interest between labour and
capital from the industrial to the political arena. As the US experience of
the 1960s and the conflagrations in French immigrant suburbs in 2005
testify, it hardly requires a great stretch of the imagination to extend such
an understanding to the relationship between low levels of economic and
political incorporation and ethno-racial conflict in plural societies.

In short, the likelihood that increasing ethno-racial diversity will gener-
ate the sort of ethno-racial cleavages that can erode the welfare state is not
determined by either the level of foreign-born population, or the level of
MCPs per se. Rather, it depends primarily on the level of immigrant eco-
nomic and political incorporation. This in turn depends on such factors
as the immigrant selection process, whether MCPs conform with popular
perception of ‘just desert’ and fair competition, and the electoral strength
of minority groups themselves. In order to make sense of these dynamics,
welfare state theorists need to go beyond simply adding heterogeneity or
MCPs to regression analysis. Rather they need a more robust understand-
ing of the preconditions and dynamics of immigrant incorporation.

5. Conclusion: Lessons for Europe?

Given current and anticipated fertility levels, Europe faces two possible
futures: growing population diversity as a result of ongoing immigration
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or substantial population decline. Given the practical difficulties and
economic challenges of constructing a ‘Fortress Europe’, growing diversity
is the more likely outcome. Are there lessons to be learned from the settler
societies where this process has been going on for over a century?

Social ‘solidarity’ in plural societies is contingent on redefining who
‘we’ are, a shift from a fictive ethnic identity to a civic national identity.
The diverse experiences of the ‘settler societies’ provide no guarantees
of success but do suggest more and less promising strategies. Successful
economic integration, at least by the second generation, is undoubtedly
a major ingredient. And successful economic integration is more likely
with a proactive policy of recruiting immigrants with a high probability
of success in the labour market, the young and the highly skilled, than
strategies aimed at recruiting workers for low-productivity jobs at the
bottom of the labour market.7 The point is not to restrict the number
of political and economic refugees admitted but rather to expand and
diversify the flow to include migrants who are less likely to join the ranks
of the ‘socially excluded’.

But full political incorporation also matters. Rapid access to full political
citizenship is important for symbolic reasons—redefining who ‘we’ are—
and for reshaping the social terrain on which electoral competition takes
place. Immigrants and minorities without electoral and other forms of
political influence remain visitors without voice in the national house-
hold. As the political significance of immigrant minorities expands, the
electoral space for parties of the new radical right contracts.

Successful transformation is likely to be slow in coming. Kymlicka’s
(1998) spirited advocacy of multicultural policies in plural societies rests
on the claim that multicultural policies can help to accelerate the process
of incorporation. Their effectiveness, however, hinges on the height of
the economic and political barriers to be overcome.

7 Such a strategy of course raises an additional ethical dilemma since it threatens to strip
developing economies of their most skilled workers.
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