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“The model of the society […] of political pluralism, with a corresponding social pluralism in which the units are bound together by crosscutting loyalties and by common values or a competitive balance of power […] (,) is a model that appeals to an optimistic view of society and of the relationships between social groups. The wide acceptance in the United States of models of this type as fairly descriptive of the society is encouraged by the experience in the acculturation and absorption of white immigrants from many different nations [...]. From this point of view, optimism is easy to understand. It is more difficult to understand in the context of the relationship between American whites and American Negroes. Here there is much that recalls the more pessimistic view of the plural society of conflict theory.” (Kuper, Leo: Plural Societies. P. 222) 

Leo Kuper divides plural and pluralistic type of society, coming out from works written by several authors mostly in the 1950s and 1960s. He considers a younger theory about plural society the right one. The plural society theory perceives the society as the system of unequal relations, threatened by sharp cleavages between different plural sections, the theory of pluralistic society sees pluralism as a balanced adjustment of society. Kuper connects these two theories with two basic social philosophies: conflict and equilibrium (consensual) model of society. 

He dedicates much less of space to the pluralistic model. He quotes Shils and Kornhauser, who had found the ideal realisation of the principles of pluralism in liberal democracy. The political structure of the society is itself plural in this model, encompassing a system of constitutional checks and balances, separation of three main powers, struggle for power by political parties, social pluralism of competing interest groups and so on. Pluralistic societies are held together by integration, which is seen by Kornhauser as a structure of multiple affiliations or crosscutting loyalties, connected with the level of individual pluralism, with the competitive balance of independent groups and with the diffusion of common values (such as respect for the rule of law, for example). 

Plural societies are held together by involuntary regulation, “a forced union on the different sections of the population” (Kuper, p. 222). People live side by side, but separately, they meet only in the market place, because the primacy have economic forces in such a society. This theory is derived from Furnivall, who unified this theory with colonial domination in tropical societies. “The most extensive analysis of the ‘conflict’ model of the plural society is given by M. G. Smith” (Kuper, p. 223). According to Furnivall, plural society is a modern invention, which appears, where economic forces are exempted from control by social will. “Lacking a common social life, men in a plural society become decivilized” (Kuper, p. 223). The failure of the common will is a crucial element. 

Smith applies the plural society theory on wider spectrum of societies than Furnivall, in his opinion, the political form of this type of society is a domination by one of the units, which is a cultural minority, regardless of the content of the cultural differences. According to Smith, the main determinant of the structure of the society is a cultural pluralism, playing the same role as economic factor by Furnivall, other factors are secondary. Smith is an author of the division on integration and regulation of societies, he asserts that integration presupposes cultural homogeneity, cultural heterogeneity, i.e. diversity or pluralism imposes the necessity for non-democratic regulation. Smith alleges that newly independent states “may either dissolve into separate cultural sections, or maintain their identity, but only under conditions of domination and subordination in the relationships between groups” (Kuper, p. 226). In Kuper’s opinion, it is necessary to answer several questions, if the term ‘cultural pluralism’ is used. It is inevitable to define the diversity and its extent, which necessitates political domination. Measure of cultural pluralism may be consistent with democratic participation in government by the different sections. Pluralism between sections may be expected to vary in different institutional contexts. The perception of pluralism may be influenced by social and other conditions, it also depends on subjective element. The measure of cultural pluralism also relates to the systems of government, legal systems and dominant political philosophies – some systems are more tolerant than others. Smith asserts that the system of law plays the most significant role. Perhaps from colonial times, he mentions the common law tradition allowing a flexible recognition of African traditional law systems, on contrary to the French emphasis on the French sources of law.

      Kuper obviously agrees with Smith’s theories. Smith describes plural societies as non-democratically ‘regulated’ and applies his theory to a wide spectrum of states. Does it hence mean that, in their opinion, such states, where there is a cultural minority ruling, are all non-democratic?   

      I agree with the claim that cultural pluralism depends on legal systems, too, because there is evidence of the flexibility of common law, via case law, such as the exemption for the Sikhs from the Motor-Cycle Crash Helmets Act. 

      For instance Ch. Joppke also confirms the common law advantage to allow the integration of customs of people of different cultures. As he writes, law practices are valid in English law “if the individual’s ‘domicile’ is in a foreign country, where such practice is within the law” (Joppke, Christian: Immigration and the Nation-state: the US, Germany, and GB. Oxford University Press, Oxford 1999, p. 234). 

     Kuper’s paper should certainly contribute to the debate about pluralism or democracy. It alerts on the limits of ‘pluralistic’ states, such as the US, where it seems to be possible that sometimes there are all people equal, but some of them are more equal than the others. 

