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Kuper, Leo (2001), „Plural societies“, in Guibernau, Monserrat and Rex (eds): The Ethnicity Reader, Nationalism, Multiculturalism and Migration, Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, pp. 220-227

1)„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 power.“ (L. Kuper, p:227)

2) Kuper´s aim is to present two different traditions of societies characterized by pluralism. The first one, the „equilibrium“ model is an optimist view, emphasizes the fact that plural societies lead to a democratic system and a social equilibrium. (Model introduced by Kornhauser, Shils and Aron)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   Secondly, the author presents the so defined „conflict model“, the model he is following. (Model developed by Furnivall and Smith) More pessimistically, this presents the plural societies being unstable and dominated by one „section“ which  or better that maintains together the society with a common policy. Finally Kuper explains that the political consequences of pluralism can differ with the pattern of cultural pluralism or with the changing of government policies.

3) Kuper gives us a good explanation of the ethnic groups relations in a society and thereby of all the system of domination as a consequence. Thus that one part of the society holds together the rest of the society can be claimed as to be obvious. But in this „ethnic interaction description“, Kuper fails to explain, the different reaction to the domination. What is the process that make some minorities revolting for their rights, and some others submit to the state dominant power. Furthermore, what would be his interpretation of multi-ethnic participation states such as Lebanon.

4) It could be interesting to connect the Kuper concept with the USSR situation. Indeed the leading Russian communist minority maintained the unity of the multi-ethnic soviet empire for 70 years. All the national, ethnic or cultural minorities were submitted to the Russian communist regime, similarly in a way to Furnivall´s concept of colonial domination. However it is even more interesting to analyse the post communist situation in Russia. After the fall of the regime, the society was not anymore „held together…by pressure exerted from outside“ (Hinden 1945: 168), and broke up in several countries. This shows how a plural society can be built artificially, thus how unity of the state is often a consequence of the pressure exercised by one minority. In addition it also shows the domination can widen the differences between the groups of society.

5) It would be interesting to read Malik Kenan (1) text parallel to this text. Indeed, Kenan shows in his text that: „like racial theory, plural theory provided an apology for social inequalities“ (Kenan 1996: 177), and that these social inequalities are a result of cultural differences in plural theory and therefore legitimate racism.

6) This rather pessimistic view of the plural society leads us to doubt  that the process of integration of minorities in some countries will hardly turn over to be again try to think about other words such as feasible, successful etc, in the way that even if some laws are passed, it will be hard to change the homogeneous domination of the society.
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(1) Malik, Kenan (1996) The Meaning of Race, London: Macmillan, „The meaning of Multiculturalism“

