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1.CENTRAL QUOTATION. “This process [of integration] can be admired or regretted, according to the outlook of the observer. The change of emphasis in recent thinking makes it appropriate, however, to break down the concept of integration into smaller categories. Irrespective of personal values, it was clearly too simple to equate integration with assimilation, just like that.”1
2. ARGUMENT. Author’s aim is to capture the classical arguments in favor of the process of national integration, to summarize the practices of nation-building that governments can enact, the arguments for social pluralism and, finally, to primarily differentiate the various forms or patterns of the integration process, while exemplifying all of these. The main argument is that multiple communities organised on the basis of common ethnicity, religion and/or maternal language, forming actual or potential nation, relate to each other on more than one level (economic, political, societal etc.), which is to say – they can actually integrate or segregate with different intensity on different levels, even though these levels are intertwined in a sophisticated way. (I find these claim or point of departure, while perfectly unproblematic in analytic sense, quite weak when it comes to the possibility of its controlled implementation in practice, as I elaborate on below.) More than that, author claims that all the plural processes of integration can be classified on grounds of their essential quality – or, as he puts it, degree – into three basic graded categories he labels assimilation, ‘melting pot’ and cultural pluralism, respectively. Although he attempts to maintain strict value neutrality towards these abstract concepts and the historical examples he uses, the implicit assessment of their ethic viability is clearly present which is illustrated by the fact that the author conceives the state of cultural pluralism as such which is not (cannot be?) a barrier to effective communication and political and economic integration. 

3. QUESTION. For me, this chapter is raising two significant questions: 1. Are there any effective means to artificially separate different levels of social interaction from each other and henceforth to control the desirable or undesirable processes of integration and segregation?  2. If yes, is it legitimate competency of democratic government to effect such control? 

4. EXPERIENTIAL CONNECTION. Basically, I consider most of the text’s argument as self-evident and supported by great empirical evidence. For example, there seems to be obvious difference between the degree of integration into majority that immigrants of various origin tend to display in, say, Czech Republic – e.g. Chinese typically exert very little interaction with the outside world, while persons of Slavic nationality assimilate relatively easily. Still, both of these groups manage to function in the Czech economics effectively.

5. TEXTUAL CONNECTION. “[T]he part of Romani population, which considered its belonging to the Roma to be rather a symbol of belonging to specific social strata, changed with its climb up the social ladder also its localisation (e.g. from a settlement to a village), its ethnicity or its nationality. If originally Romani family gained appropriate occupation and adopted the life-style of the Slovaks, they moved to the Slovak neighbourhood and started calling themselves Slovaks.”2 This quote illustrates well a situation when there exist rather inevitable relations of  causality between social and cultural integration on one hand and economic integration on the other, the complete social assimilation being conceived of as very natural ‘extension’ or result of the economic integration – and also condition of further, more complete economic integration either of the present generation or the descendant generation. It is not my goal to preclude any possibility that the connection between these levels or layers may be much weaker or even nonexistent, and this connection is social construct – but rather  a working one. Therefore, the complexity of relations between multiple layers of integration must be analysed when formulating a policy.  Do not fit in an academic discourse
6. IMPLICATIONS. The main implication of the central argument is that now it is a mission of both social scientists and the authorities of multicultural states to propagate two competencies: a) to differentiate between various types of integration and their possible underpinnings for the individuals being the subjects of integration, and b) to accept possible  feasibility?of the cultural-pluralist model. It is also extremely important to further study the relationships in place between the multiplicity of the mechanisms of social integration and exclusion on one hand and historical, social, political and cultural contexts on the other, so that we could understand them better.
A, if corrected
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