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1. Central Quotation: „Members of society may seek out and emphasize elements of cultural similarity as a basis of association, or they may stress cultural differences as absolute impediments to association. The political significance is likely to fluctuate with the changing conditions of domination. (…) In much the same way it may be argued that cultural pluralism is, in some measure, an ideology of domination or of conflict in a struggle for power between different groups, the significance that the parties attach to cultural difference varying with changes in the structure of their relationships, and more particularly with changes in relative powers.” (Kuper 2001:227) 

2. Argument: In his article, Kuper presents two antithetical models in regard to the nature of societies characterized by pluralism. First model, introduced by Kornhauser and later on by Shils, is rather normative, offering an optimistic view on the plural society, as author argues. Therefore, the focus of the article is aimed more to analyze the second, “more real”, model of pluralism, and in specific terms, to examine the differences in approaches of Furnivall on one side, and Smith on the other one. 
3. Question: Author presents basically three models of constitution of a plural society, being it the “optimistic” or normative model, and then two conflict or domination models of plural societies as theoretical and general ones. The notion that I gained from the article was that the author makes quite sharp distinction between these three models, which is especially considerable when he compares the two conflict models (Furnivall’s and Smith’s view) of plural societies. Thus, I would find this sharp distinction insufficient in describing the reality, since many of the plural societies in reality are basically the combination of those models and their main determinants presented.  

4. Experiential Connection: The two levels of dominant forces establishing the plural society on this article are that of state and micro-regional. Especially in the European Union, where the sovereignty of the Member states has been weakened, and much of the effort through e.g. regional policy has been aimed to regions, the dominant holders of the pluralist tendencies might therefore become the regions in a future. 

5. Textual Connection: Models of plural societies introduced in this article, present one of the four options of types of societies according to either diversity and unity of the public and private domain of the society in the article of John Rex (Rex 2001) of the same book. 

6. Implications: Author helps us to realize how the plural societies can be established, whether the dominant forces come from above or from underneath of the society. In my opinion, this is fact very crucial in examining the level or the extent of democracy in various (plural) societies. 
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