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1. Central Quotation. “If we are to develop a coherent political structure for a multicultural society, we need to appreciate the importance of both unity and diversity and establish a satisfactory relationship between them.” (p. 114 of the reader) 

2. Argument. I think that this quotation is central to Parekh’s argument about the demands for unity and diversity that a multicultural society faces. He builds his argument around various theories and views on political integration that speculate on the appropriate structure for an ideal society that would take into a consideration all the units of a larger community. For example, he explains the positions of the proceduralists, civic assimilationists, and the advocates of the millet model. However, he criticizes them along certain aspects saying that what they suggest may subdue the positions of minority communities. He agrees that people should agree upon the best structure of authority, that a neutral state is needed, and that in many cases the primary loyalty should be expressed towards the respective communities, though he doubts that these goals can be achieved easily. For him, neutral state is illogical, and it is extremely difficult to achieve an agreement about the beneficial for all structure of authority. Instead, the author suggests his own navigational devices and principles that can be applied to all countries’ demands in achieving unity and diversity. Among them is the structure of authority, justice, and collective rights.

3. Question. By suggesting the means for an ideal multicultural society, Parekh does not seem to give an example of a concrete structure that can satisfy the requirements of unity and diversity. 

He shows certain countries exploiting some of the means he suggests, however, it is unclear on what basis and at what point in time a particular navigational device can be applied. 

4.Experiental connection. I agree with the author’s disagreement with the assimilationists’ stance in respect of the imposed assimilation. This will create rather an “artificially” united society than a truly democratic neutral state that takes into consideration the interests and rights of diverse groups (like the former Soviet Union). Indeed, as the author argues, “past background can be made the basis of discrimination by the whole or a section of a wider society,” and lead to conflicts (e.g. Chechnya and the Caucasian conflicts). Therefore, Parekh’s suggested system of transitional and restorative justice could work well in such cases.

5. Textual connection. “Multicultural society must find a place for both diversity and equal opportunity,” writes John Rex (Rex, J. “The Concept of a Multicultural Society” P.68 of the reader) in elaboration on the concept of multicultural society. Once again, we can observe the importance of amalgamation of the two principles on which to build a truly stable multicultural society. Like Bhikhu Parekh, John Rex talks about the equal opportunity for all the segments of society. The most important thing is to strengthen the institutions that can provide the latter. 

6. Implications. In the light of the present state of affairs in the world society, what has been suggested above is an important element in the development of efficient political structures and integration of states. Many nation-states became tolerant to different minority groups they have within their borders, but agreeing with Parekh, it cannot serve as a substitute for harmonious co-existence. It is proved by the facts that in different parts of the world people revolt and struggle for their rights equal to the rest of the society they live in. Instead of implementing the laws that would correspond to the demands of unity and diversity, many states act in opposite directions, which suppress the rights and ability to keep to the requirements of a culture one belongs to. (e.g. ban on the wearing of head bandages for Muslim girls  within schools in France; or the current debate on making the Latvian language the only language of instruction at schools, despite the fact that 1/3 of this country’s population is Russian minority) This demands the development of a political structure that can be beneficial for all the segments. 

