TOO DIVERSE?

Replies to David Goodhart's essay, which posed the notion that

values of diversity and solidarity can conflict
Y Y ?

CANADA, NOT AMERICA

by Reith Banting and Hill Kymlicka
THE IDEA THAT there is a trade-off
between diversity and solidarity rests
on two simple and seductive ideas.
First, since the past 20 to 30 years have
witnessed hoth declining solidarity and
inereasing ethnic diversity in many
western democracies, the latter must
the cause of the former. Second, if eth-
nic diversity erodes solidarity, then
public pelicies of “multiculturalism”
that recognise and celebrate diversity
exacerbate the problem.

Both of these assumptions inform
David Goodhart's analysis. However, it
is important to remember that the social
contract underlying the welfare state
has been under stress in all western
democracies, whether they have had
sizeable postwar immigration or not,
and whether they affirm or repudiate
multiculturalism policies. Qur study in
Dissent magazine, cited by Goodhart,
suggests that pro-multiculturalism
countrics have handled these stresses as
well as anti-multiculturalism countries.

Why do so many people blame eth-
nic diversity and multicul turalism poli-
cies for trends that are clearly present
in low-immigration and anti-multicul-
turalism countrics as well? Part of the
answer s an excessive fascination with

, the American model. The US haunts i
| this debate, as if its experienee con- |

- firms some natural law that diversity

erodes solidarity. There is no question |

i that the politics of race has played a
long and sad role in US social policy.
But the reality is one of very mixed
national experienees. Other countries
have managed to combine high levels
of immigration and multiculturalism
on one hand and serious commitments
to redistribution on the other. Canada
and Sweden are two examples. There
isno reason to assume that their expe-
rience is in some sense unnatural, while
the US represents the true tendency.
There is no natural law at work here,
no natural tipping point somewhere
between Europe and America.

The only possible conclusion is that
the relatiouship between diversity and
redistribution is highly contingent on
other factors. The true intellectual
challengre is to sort out the conditions
that tend to tip the relationship in one
dircction or another,

Here the US does offer cautionary
tales, but ones that challenge two pro-
posals advanced by Goodhart. He
argues that in order to mitigate the
impact of immigrant diversity on sol-
idarity, welfare policy should shift from
universal, rights-based progranumes to

conditionality, such that “people who
consistently break the rules of civilised
behaviour should not receive uncendi-
tional benefits.” But much depends on
the form of this new conditionality.
And if there is one powerful lesson
from the US, it is that the most incen-
diary possible programme structure is
the conditional, targeted programme
in which poor members of racial
minorities come to be over-represented
among beneficiaries. AFDC and related
means-tested programmes fuclle? pre-
cisely the anti-welfare state rcaction
Goodhart seeks to avoid. Similarly,
movement towards a “two-tiered wel-
fare system” with reduced benefits for
immigrants, which Goousart also rec-
ommends for some new immigrants,
was part of the 1995 welfare reform.
These changes deepeised political divi-
sions in the US, generating a pro-
tracted political and legal campaign by

Hispanic-Americans to reverse deci-
sions that, to them, challenged the
legitimacy of their presence in the
country. A stronger base of universal
social programmes in the US would
have helped mitigate such tensions.
This isn’t to say that we should be
complacent about maintaining soli-
darity in a context of ethnic diversity.
Solidarity within contemporary nation
states is not natural or automatic: jt
needs to be continuously sustained and
nurtured. And we agree with Good-
hart that this requires public policies
to encourage immigrants to learn the
national language and to promote feel-
ings of citizenship (through citizenship
ceremonies and so on). But it is a mis-
take to assume, as Goodhart does, that
such “nation-building” policies are in
conflict with multiculturalism policies.
On the contrary, some of the countries
with the most pro-active multicultur-
alism policies, like Australia and
Canada, also adopt very pro-active cit-
zenship promotion and language
training policics. This may scem like
a paradox to those in the grip of the
“solidarity vs diversity” thesis. But if
we look around the world, we can find
many such storics about how accom-
modating diversity and nurturing sol-
idarity can work hand-in-hand.
Keith Banting is director of the school of
policy studies, Queen’s University,
Ontario. IFHI Kymlicka is a professor of
philosoply, Queen’s University, Ontario

WHAT ABOUT THE SCOTS?

by Bernard Crick

1 JUST ASK “solidarity” of what? Of
British socicty and values, it seems; of
our “British” identity. Under threat?
Certainly changing. 1 sniff a certain
undertow of nostalgia in your honest
anxieties. [ sometimes share it, partic-
ularly when comparing the old pater-
nalist Conservative party to the pop-
ulist children of Thatcher.

I ask “solidarity of what” because
you do, as ever, write and edit with a
very English perspective. 1f you named
our country as the United Kingdom
(instead of Britain) it might remind us
all that we have been 2 multi-national,
indeed multi-cthnie, state for a long
time. Dual identities are something
many of us are used to living with, and
enjoy: the 10 per cent who are Scots,
far instance. In recent years they have
raised some fascinating constitutional
irritations, but not social or racial, and

PROSPECT March 2004 1



Y

what of the 6 or 7 per cent who are part
Irish and worship as distinctively as
Hindu and Muslim. Nowadays they are
fully accepted despite or together with
their dual identity. The fallacy of the
excluded middle is hard at work here:
it is not either solidarity or loss of iden-
tity-——our identity lies in our political
sense of living with dual identities-
even “English and British.”

You only notice the four nations
when you say “the British sense of
national identity has arguably been
rather weak—diluted by class, region,
empire and indeed the existence of tour
different nations.” Henee, you suggest,
our greater tolerance. Weak indeed,
thank God-—or rather history.

But mainly you use “British” as if a
synonym for “English.” | sce British as
a patriotic allegiance to institutions of
parliamentary government and law,
symbolised in the crown, that binds
four national cultures together on
partly historical and partly pragmatic
grounds. After all, peace and prosper-
ity are stronger than nebulous and
exclusionist values.

You say it was a mistake that “ethnic
minerity citizens were not encouraged
to join the common culture (although
many did)... Citizenship ceremonies,
language lessons and the mentoring of
new citizens should help to create a
British version of the US "melting pot’.”
But we do not threaten immigrants
with the button-meulder’s melting pot.
If you leok at the new citizenship cur-
riculum in schools and at the report
“The New and the Old” (2003) on edu-
cation for naturalisation, both of them
stressed diversity, how the practices of
free politics itself, of active citizenship,
enable groups with different (dual)
identities to live together.

One thing T agree with you, The
English have been slower to recover
a distinct and particular pride within
the wider Britishness than have Scots
and Welsh. But it should and need not
be negative, even in the most urbanc
tones, and our leaders should reprove
ignorant populism,

Bernard Crick chaired the advisory
group, Living in the UK, and is emeritus
professor of politics and sociology at
Birkbeck College

DIVERSITY GOOD FOR GROWTH

by Diane Cople

TOO MUCIH DIVERSITY for social cohe-
sion could well be too little diversity
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for ecconomic growth. Although there
is indecd some evidence that diversce
populations make for less social soli-
darity, there is also evidence that
diverse populations contribute to faster
economic growth.

The latest studies comparing long-
run productivity in the developed
countries, published by the OECD, find
that inmigration is one of the charac-
teristic features of high-growth coun-
tries. Experiments in group decision-
making carried out at the Los Alamos
National Laboratory found that diverse
groups (in terms of age, sex, ¢thnic-
ity, social origins) make better and
faster decisions.

IU's a reasonable hypothesis that the
more important analysis and ideas
become in ereating value in the leading
ceconomics, the more valuable the
potential contribution from immi-

grants. Of course, this is only one of

the ways in which economic growth
and social stability are in tension. Since

The left has relied on the
positive value of diversity

alone. This doesi’t work

the dawn of capitalism i¢'s been clear
that the constant change characteris-
ing a growing cconomy rarely males
for calm and order.

Whether the poorest members of a
socicty would gain more from greater
redistribution or faster growth is an
empirical question we are notin a posi-
tion to answer; but the everage member
will do better from growth.

Diane Coyle is head of the consultancy
Enlightenment Econoinics, She is a
vistling professor at the University of
Manchester

REAL AND IMAGINARY FEARS

by John Denliam

DIVERSITY 15 A challenge to solidarity;
but there is nothing inevitable or
mechanical that links the scale of diver-
sity with the weakness of solidarity. We
need to recognise that there are two
rather ditferent problems, and we have
ways of tackling botl.

Most of the time, it is strangencss,
the fear of the other, the unknown, that
is the problem, not diversity itself.
David Goodhart mentions changing
attitudes towards homosexuality just

briefly but the change is significant.
Though the process is not complete,
gays and lesbians have moved from the
excluded, feared and despised to a
broad social acceptance over a gener-
ation. The diversity has not changed
and indeed has become more obvious.
It is the fear that has diminished.

The key is that the change in atti-
tude did not just happen. People set out
to bring the change about. Diversity
does not solve its own problems; it
requires political and social leadership.

But what do you do when the prob-
lent is not an imagined fear but a real
clash of cultures; where ane person’s
way of life does conflict with another’s?
David’s article touches on one such
case: why should working taxpayers
fund the lone parent who wants to live
on benefit? Over the past few years the
government has given some sense of
what can be done. The New Deal for
lone parents has brought about a real
change in the expectations of lone par-
ents. Far more now understand and
accept that they are expected to look
for work, and are doing so. The change
was not an accident. The New Deal has
the key elements of behaviour chang-
ing: a clear message about what is
expected; a personal challenge to indi-
vidual behaviour (through the New
Deal interviews) and, crucially, the
chance to change through employment
advice, training and tax credits.

Many people saw the problem as
diversity, the state of lone parenthood
itself. The real issue was much nar-
rower; should lone parenthood bring
privileged state support. Labour has
not challenged lone parenthood or
reduced diversity, but it has begun to
change popularly unacceptable atti-
tudes of some lone parents.

We've got to learn from both types
of change in making racial and ethnic
diversity work. The left has often
thought you could rely on the positive
value of diversity alone. We can’t. Just
as we had to take sides on work or ben-
cfits for lone parents; so we have to
build a positive notion of British eiti-
zenship for the 21st century.

While a modern British identity will
mevitably draw heavily on the history
of the white British majority, we can-
not discover Britishness in that history
alone; it will have to draw on the his-
tories of all those who now make up
our country. Even though we now have
a Tory leader of Transylvanian origin,



until now, the political leadership in
this country has avoided articulating a
21st-century Britishness. (Some on the
liberal left don’t even want to discuss
Britishness; a catastrophic case of fil-
ing under “too difficult”).

We have now got to grasp that chal-
lenge which was set out cogently in
Ted Cantle’s report on the northern
riots. As we do, we will both break
down the misunderstandings that
come from strangencss, and be ¢lear
about where some attitudes (like
racism or ethnic and cultural sepa-
ratism) are incompatible with a mod-
ern citizenship.

John Denham is a Labour MP and
chalr of the honie affaivs select commitice

INEQUALITY IS THE PROBLEM

by David Dornison

DAVID GOODHART DESERVES thanks for
compelling us to reflect en dilemmas
we prefer to forget about. But there are
big gaps in his analysis. [ focus on two.

Richard Tawney, in his classic work
Eguality, said “What a community
requires, as the word itsclf suggests, Is
a common culture, because, without it,
it is not a community at all...[That?
cannot be created merely by desiring
it. It rests upon cconomic founda-
tions... it involves, in short, a large
measure of cconomic equality.” Grow-
ing inequality divides a society, mak-
ing the poor angry, the rich anxious
and everyone more suspicious.

For centuries Britain stumbled
towards greater equality—faster in
wartime, more slowly during depres-
sions. Then, in the early 1970s, that
trend reversed. Inequality inereased—
slowly at first; then, in the late 1980s,
faster than in any other European
country. Worldwide economic changes
played a part in the story, but the
biggest impact was made by changes
in taxation that shifted its burdens on
to poorer people, and changes in social
benefits that again hit some of the
poorest people, and made growing use
of socially divisive means tests.

We cannot recreate lost solidarity
unless we reverse these trends. That
applies on a global scale too. The
fastest and fairest way to restriet the
immigration of poor people to Britain
is to help them make a secure and
decent living in their own countries.

We must also ask who are the peo-
ple most likely to be hostile to
strangers, and why they feel this way.

The British Social Attitudes survey
shows that those most likely to say that
higher spending on the social services
would not benefit them are not the
poorest or the richest people but those
in the middle. The differences are not
dramatic, but they are very consistent,
covering a wide range of services from
health and education to culture and
public transport. This pattern is con-
firmed by experience in Burnley, where
the BNP has won scats on the council.
The neo-fascist vote has risen fastest,
not in the poorest neighbourhoods or
the richest, but in all-white suburbs of
middle Englanders.

What has been happening to these
people? Their jobs tend to be in zones
of the economy most exposed to "flex-
ibility,” “downsizing,” "outsourcing™—
all the jargon that signals greater risks
for workers and small entreprencurs—
and it has become harder for them to
climb into more secure zones.

"o

Meanwhile, today’s middle Englan-
ders have taken on heavier risks than
their predecessors. Seventy per cent
are buying their own homes. They
struggle to get their children into
increasingly expensive universities,
without help from means-tested grants
that go to poorer families. They watch
state pensions unraveling but cannot
aftord a decent private substitute.

So they have good reasons to be
worried and to feel they have to put
their own families first. 1f we want
them to be more gencrous towards
strangers we shall have to give them
more protection if they work in inse-
cure jobs, more secure pensions, better
opportunitics for education through-
out life, and an WHS that can be relied
on. That means rebuilding universal
services we all use, not services con-
fined to the poor which always end up
as poor scrvices,
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Dawid Donnison develops these argu-
ments further in his book, “Policies for a
Just Society” (Macmiifan)

DIVERSITY WITHIN UNITY
by Amitai Etzion!
I PROFOUNDLY AGREE with David
Goodhart’s analysis of the issue and its
importance for the future of societies
that must cope with large-scale immi-
gration but historically have not con-
sidered themselves immigration soci-
eties. The focus is indeed on the tension
between old solidarity and new diver-
sity. [ also could not agree more that
the proper treatment does not lie either
in abolishing any sense of solidarity or
demanding that diversity be wiped out.

The multicultural approach-—which
basically prefers to abolish national
identities and replace them with a rain-
bow of tribes living next to cach other
in the same territory-—is blind to the
lessons of multiethnic states (from
Bosnia to Nigeria), in which the over-
arching solidarity is too weak to sus-
tain even a civil society. Nations are
commonly defined as a community
invested in a state. Without some mea-
sure of community, even if no civil war
ensues, members of one tribe will be
unwilling to make the kind of sacrifices
required by people who share a state
and, hence, a fate. (For an excellent
essay on this see Charles Taylor's “No
Community, No Democracy,” the
Responsive Commaoniy, Fall 2008.) On
the other hand, the assimilation
approach, which expects all immi-
grants (o be like the native citizens, is
unnceessarily homogenising and sac-
rifices the richness that pluralism
brings to anything from cuisine to art.

Hence, I favour a third approach,
which builds on the analysis that David
Goodhart outlines so cffectively but
draws slightly different conclusions. A
group of public intellectuals from
across Europe (which I chaired) for-
mulated such an approach. We called it
“diversity within unity.” [t is best illus-
trated by the image of a mosaie, which
has picces of different shapes and
colours—but also a shared framework
(which itself may be recast). There are
some basics which should be viewed as
sacrosanct, but other cultural and
social differences should be not just tol-
erated but welcomed as enriching.

To the European majorities, we say,
“We feel your pain.” If several families
tfrom—you fill in the blank—moved in
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next to our apartments, they would give
us pausc, too. There is no sense in deny-
ing that many immigrants treat women
and children, the law, and much else in
ways we find troubling. Their conduct
is not just different; it is wrong.
Thercfore, we hold that immigr;_mts
who wish to become members of our
national communities (or the EU, for
that matter) must accept certain basics.
These include respect for human
rights, the democratic form of govern-

ment, the law, as well as a command of

the prevailing language(s) and an
aceeptance of both the glory and the
burdens of our national histories.

That being said, if immigrants buy
into the basics, there is no reason to
protest if they cat and dance differently,
or even pray to different gods.

At the same time, we utterly reject
the multicultural notion that we
should abolish societal identities to
accommodate the sensibilities of the
newcomers, In Britain, for instance,
the Commission on Racial Equality
challenged the concept of “British-
ness” and advoeated a formal declara-
tion that the United Kingdom is “a
multicultural society.” No society can
fourish unless it has some shared val-
ues; nor is there any reason to hold
that the human rights which we insist
must be respected by people all over
the world could be ignored in our
inner cities, or that the democratic way
of life could be treated as one opticn
among many. Aside from being nor-
matively unacceptable, such concepts
also further inflame the majority’s
fears that immigrants will destroy all
that they hold dear.

The diversity within unity position
has specific policy implications.

1. Ideally, all children should attend
the same public schools to ensure that
they all will be introduced to the same
core of shared values and that children
from different backgrounds will min-
gle. At the same time, children should
be allowed clectives—amounting to,
say, 15 percent of the curriculum—in
which they could learn more about

their culture of origin, the language of

their parents and so on,

2. Citizenship should be based on
achievements and not blood lines.
However, immigrants should not be
given citizenship automatically, but
rather should be expected to complete
tests that determine whether they have
acquired a reasonable command of the
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host society's language(s), knowledge
of its core culture, and familiarity with
its institutions.

3. There should be no official state
religion. We prefer this position over
one that tries to establish all religions,
whereby state coffers are used to fund
all religious functionaries. Unity in this
matter is best left to informal under-
standings. Many states used to insist
on Sunday as the day of rest, but have
accepted over time that a shopkeeper
may close on some other day of the
weck, depending on their religious
affiliation. None the less, Sunday has
maintained a special informal status
which allows the majority to feel that
they have not lost “their” day while
imntigrants (and other minorities) feel
that they are not forced to violate their
traditions. Such fudges have a place in
societal redesigning.

One may well differ on the details
and much remains to be worked out.
However, the basic approach—reas-

Can a national story
OVErcome an increase in

diversity? I think so

suring the majority that immigrants
will be expected to respect the basics
but allowed to diverge on other mat-
ters—seems to be a sound one. Indeed,
it works well in the society that Euro-
peans love to criticise but is clearly
ahead in this matter—America.
Amitai Eiziont is awihor of “My
Brother’s Keeper” (Rowman and Little-

Jield). For more information see

wwnogwi.edu/ ~ceps/ dvwn_endorse.html

BETWEEN EUROPE AND AMERICA
by Nathan Glazer
1 BELIEVE there is a conflict, as David
Goodhart argues, hetween the solidar-
ity that sustains a welfare state and the
increasing diversity, in values, cthnie-
ity and race that characterise our lib-
eral and progressive western societies.
But when you look at the US, Britain,
and continental Europe, there is more
than this contradiction at work in the
explanation for our different courses in
social policy. There is such a thing, hard
as it is to quantify; as a national culture
or tradition which operates indepen-
dently of the increase in diversity,

In terms of'its values and hehaviour,

Britain  seems to stand halfway
between the US and continental
Europe. Twenty-five years ago, when
Britain was less diverse than it is today,
Rudolph Klein noted from surveys that
the people of Britain were less “egali-
tarian” than Germany, France, or the
Netherlands (the question was, do you
consider it “very important to try to
reduce the number of both very rich
and very poor”); and many more
Britons than European continentals
attributed the cause of poverty to the
“laziness and lack of willpower” of the
poor (43 per cent for Britain, 28 per
cent for Germany, 16 per cent for
France, 12 per cent for the Nether-
lands). Britain also had the lowest per-
centage of GDP for income support.

Of course the US shows an even
greater distance from continental
Europe in egalitarianism, willingness
to blame the poor, and income support.
Every diversity is different, and US
diversity is marked most strikingly by
a racial division which goes back to the
origins of the American colonies, and
there is nothing in cither Britain or
Europe to compare with this, And so,
as the cconomists referred to by David
Goodbart show, it is pretty much
common knowledge in the US that
welfare programmes have traditionally
been weakest in the south, where the
percentage of blacks is highest.

But this is only part of the story.
Thereis a peculiar individualism in the
US, in part based on its immigrant his-
tory, in part based on English origins:
People think they can make it on their
own, do not need the support of the
state, that their fate is in their own
hands. Forget whether or not this is
myth or reality: sociologists have never
been able to demonstrate there is more
social mobility in the US than in
Europe but people believe there is. Call
it the national myth or story: It can
overweigh a good deal of diversity.

Can the national myth, culture, tra-
ditions, or what you will, overcome the
effects of the increase in diversity? |
believe it can. I noted with interest that
Sweden and the US have the same per-
centage of foreign-born today, but the
high percentage of the foreign-born
has hardly weakened the Swedish wel-
farc state. (Of course American diver-
sity, in its key respect, race, is not based
on recent immigration).

But there is another rising and over-
arching tradition that increasingly



influences all our western democracies,
and that is the commitment to equal
treatment of all citizens——and to some
degree residents—regardless of race
or ethnicity. This is a powerful trend
indeed, and may well overcome the
specificitics of our various national
myths and stories, and requires us to
live with rather than repel the tide of
increasing diversity

Nathan Glazer is a professor of educa-
tion and soctology at Harvard University

WHO NEEDS HOMOGENEITY?

by Nigel Harris

DAVID GOODHART'S ESsay offers a sen-
sitive account of some of the fears of
the effect of sustained immigration on
social solidarity, on a collective sense
of mutual trust but there are several
unresolved issues:

1. Was there ever a period in which
we could safely say that the inhabitants
of these islands shared common val-
ues? During the second world war, the
upper classes certainly thought so, but
what they saw as social homogeneity
depended on screening out the differ-
ences—irom Scottish Catholics, York-
shire miners, Welsh communists, east
end Jews and so—and substituting the
narrower vision of the home countics
middle class. The wartime B-movies
captured the illusion vividly—"the
men” were comical with risible accents
and “personal problems,” while normal
people shopped at Harrods or took tea
in the Savoy. In turn, the majority of
people in the country regarded the
home counties middle classes as at best
comical, at worst, completely alien. If
the middle classes were the nation
they thought—the majority were
excluded, by reason of origin, way of
life, accent, clothes and so on. Many
still feel the same. The family, at least
in its ideal form, remains a paradigm
of altruistic hehaviour, but it would be
absurd to transfer this model, as do
romantic nationalists, to the large and
alicn abstraction of the nation. Never,
as far as | know, could the average per-
son regard other people in the country
as being quasi-family members, What
we share are not common values, but a
common state, a common framework
of laws provided by the state. That
ought to be enough in a liberal soci-
ety for both natives and newcomers.

2. Furthermore, insofar as there is
social homogeneity, it is enforeed, not
spontancous. For at least a couple of

ds

hundred years, the “diversities” have
been drilled, shamed or bludgeoned out
of existence. The village school
teacher, cane in hand, policed the
perimeter of the nation to shame or
exclude those who could not speal,
dress or wash proper. [t was a cruel and
remorseless process, deeply hurtful to
the vietims and, T suspect, powerfully
inciting the fierce class hostility to the
ruling order in the 19th century. I fear
that David Blunkett's “integration” for
forcigners (integration into what, one
wonders? The Blunkett family cul-
ture?), like Chirac’s attitude to what
French women shall wear on their
heads, will similarly stimulate deep
resentment at not being treated with
cquality with the natives.

5. Why should states be so con-
cerned to enforce by whatever means
social homegeneity? Perhaps to ercate
the solidarity which would support
obedience and paying taxes, but also for

the purposes of war, particularly in the
20th century’s “total war.” In such a
paranoid context, the foreigner, worker
or asylum seeker, is invariably the
spearhead of invasion. But wars can be
fought with diversities intact (witness.
the US armed forees). And, in any case,
globalisation and military technology
have made it most unlikely that total
war will return—in response, the BBC
has perhaps abandoned BBC Fnglish
and parades a varicty of Englishes.

. Of course, we might say that,
regardless of the injustices involved in
creating and sustaining social solidar-
ity, it is now done and to jeopardise it
by increasing diversity would be to
threaten the civilisation which it has
ereatec. And yet there is no solid evi-
dence that diversity does threaten sol-
idarity. Indeed, we can imagine a soci-
cty in which pride in diversity is the
basis of solidarity. Consider Canada—
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the governor general is Chinese and
when asked how she represents all the
diverse peoples of the country, says
that she embraces all their histories;
Canada is heir to a world history. Why
is this so wrong?

3. Dynamic socicties endlessly
recreate themselves, remanufacturing
solidarity out of a continuing chang-
ing menu of differences, regardless of
the presence or absence of foreigners,
Of course, almost everyone (especially
the poor) hates the poor and, one sub-
group, benefit scroungers. But the
ferocity of resentment here is surely
related to reform of the welfare state
and the new principle that you only
benefit according to what you pay.

6. Furthermore, there are many
other frameworks for social solidarity
apart from the national—city; provinee,
village, clubs, NGOs, even the anti-
globalisation movement, Furthermore,
Just as British expatriate communities
abroad bind us into a wider diaspora of
solidarity, so do minoritics who live in
Britain but sustain family linkages in
their places of origin—RBritain is going
global with a wonderful variety of cul-
tural cocktails. We should rejoice that
itis no longer necessary to sterilise the
differences or go to war in order to live
with, trust and be helpful to, each other.
Nugel Harris 15 professor of the
cconomics of the cily al University
College London

DIVERSITY OF PEOPLES OR VALUES
by Kenan Malik
THE DERATE ABOUT immigration and
multiculturalisin has been bedevilled
by a confusion between the diversity of
peoples and the diversity of values. Mul-
ticulturalists argue that the presence
in a society of a diversity of peoples
precludes the possibility of common
values, Little Englanders suggest that
such values are possible only within an
ethnieally homogeneous society.
David Goodhart's attempt to nego-
tiate a new path through this swamp is
welcome. Yet his argument  that
beyond a certain level immigration
undermines social cohesion and makes
the indigenous population less willing
to share resources scems also to con-
flate the diversity of peoples and val-
ues. [ agree with his concern about the
erosion of common values—but not
with the claim that underlying such
crosion is the greater diversity created
by mass immigration,
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Historically, postwar black immi-

#  grants to Britain were concerned less

with preserving their cultural differ-
ences than in achieving political equal-
ity. The political elite, on the other
hand, has been obsessed by the ques-
tion of cultural difference. In the 19508
policy makers feared that, in the words
of a colonial office report, “a large
coloured conmunity would weaken...
the concept of England or Britain.” By
the 1980s, they had come to view cul-
tural diiference, not as a threat to
national identity, but as an affirmation
of it. The very notion of creating com-
mon values was now abandoned except
at a most minimal level. Partly this was
due to the recognition that the old
British identity was rooted in a Britain
that no longer existed, if it ever did.
But mostly it resulted from a lack of a
political vision of what a new common
culture might look like. Many of the
public institutions in which such a cul-
ture was traditionally invested—from
chureh to parliament, from the monar-
chy to the BBC—have lost their capac-
ity to inspire trust. Nothing has come
to replace them. Britishness has come
to be defined simply as a toleration of
difference. Multiculturalism, in other
words, did not cause the fraying of a
common sct of values, but is itselt the
product of such frayed values.

The answer to the question at the
core of Goodhart’s essay—whether or
not, in a diverse society, universalism
necessarily conflicts with solidarity—
depends on how one defines solidarity.
If we define it in narrow particularist
or cthnic terms—in other words, if we
aceept that a diversity of peoples nec-
essarily entails a diversity of values—
then by definition the two must con-
flict. If, however, we define it in political
terms—solidarity as collective action
in pursuit of a set of political ideals—
then a universalist perspective becomes
a means of establishing solidarity.

From this perspective, the real prob-
lem is not a surfeit of strangers in our
midst but the abandenment over the
past two decades of ideologically based
politics for a politics of identity. The
result has been the fragmentation of
socicty as different groups assert their
particular identities—and the creation
of a well of resentment within white
working-class communities who fecl left
out. Shared values and common iden-
tities can only emerge through a process
of political dialogue and struggle, a

6 PROSPECT March 2004

A

! politics SHutHed onto the world sta

process whereby different values ave put
to the test, and a collective language of
citizenship emerges. The narrowing of
the political sphere makes such a
process much more difficult to pursue.
That is why there is today no source of
Britishness from which anyone—-black
or white—can draw inspiration.

Kenan Malik is a writer, lecturer and
broadcaster

NEW NATIONAL MYTHS
by .Anshuman Mondal
TO POSE THE progressive dilemma in
terms of solidarity and diversity
inevitably involves talking about iden-
tity, and talking about identity is unset-
tling. Identity is intangible and diffi-
cult to define, and yet it is at the very
core of our being, an intimate part of
who we are. Invariably, then, debates
over identity arc contentious, especially
when they assume political form.

It is often said that “identity politics”
is part of a postinodern, globalising

The conversation about
who “we” are must be

kept open and negotiable

moment that accompanies the decline
of the nation state. The assumption is
that whatever politics was based on
prior to this, it was not identity. This
is not true. In fact, the modern era was
the historical moment when “identity

Be

 for the first time. Hitherto, identity

was
Tframedin terms of religious univer-
salisms and local particularities. One's
identity shifted loosely between the
two and seldom, if ever, was identity
a basis for politics.

With the emergence of modern rep-
resentative government came a new
concept of culture and identity—the
nation——which in turn became the
basis for politics (of the nation state).
National identity emphasises same-
ness: culture is identical to society
which in turn is identified by a state.
The notion of inhabiting different iden-
tities at the same time receded. With
nationhood came our current concep-
tualisation of solidarity and diversity
as opposing forces.

The point is that such a conception
emerged historically and so there is
nothing natural about it. Our prevailing

[

notions of solidarity and diversity in
terms of either/or and not both/and
were constructed in order to ground a
particular type of politics in a particu-
lar notion of culture at a particular his-
ttorical juncture. Representative gov-
“ernment needs to represent itself in the
¢ form of narratives that identify who is
| being represented. That remains true
: but the moment of national representa-
jtiveness is now passing. Ironically
nationhocod—one of the great myths of
modernity—is itself being undermined
by identity politics. These other iden-
tities are themselves myths—stories we
tell oursclves in order to male sensc of
who we are. Why should we continue,
at this moment in time, to tell ourselves
stories that do not adequately represent
us anymore? The old national myths
will not do; we need new ones.

To be sure, such an effort at re-pre-
senting ourselves will not be easy and
our current problems testify to the dif-
ficulties involved in retelling cultural
narratives fit for a globalised reality.
This does not mean, however, that we
should just ditch solidarity in favour of
diversity. We cannot reject the notion
of a commeon culture; rather, the point
is to redefine the very notion of what
is commeon to us all. Cultural diversity
actually needs a concept of what is
commen to all the cultures in a given
society in order for cach individual cul-
ture to recognise itself as different in
the first place. So let us not believe that
when we reimagine oursclves we will
disappear into cultural relativism, that
we will lose any sense of identity. That
is impossible. Nor should we settle on
a new story once and for all. That
would merely reproduce the same kind
of tensions and replace one set of
strangers with another.

Rather we should recognise the
value of keeping the conversation
about who “we” arc open and nego-
tiable. This in turn requires that we
should recognise all the participants in
this dialoguc as possessing equal value,
both those of us who have been here for
many generations, and those of us
newly arrived. It places responsibility
on those that are “in” to recognise that
they have no special privilege to
Britishness based merely on longevity,
but it also requires those who arrive
into the conversation to identity, to an
extent, with the narratives that have
emerged out of a history that cannot
be wished away.

—



History is thus the ground en which
a multicultural, post-nationalist sense
of solidarity must be fashioned. As
such, it is of course desirable that the
history of the British isles is taught to
immigrants; however, such a history
should not be bracketed off from other
histories, for the history of these isles
has in large measurc been shaped by
the luatm) of others. The histories of
immigrant communitics are pot alien
to Britain; they are part of its fabric.
Taken together, the many overlapping
histories of the peoples of Britain can
represent the story of Britain in a more
open, global and culturally diverse way.
Only then will ethnic tensions lose
their force. “The trouble with the
British,” says a character in The Satanic
Ferses, “is that most of their history
happened overseas.” Quite. Now it has
come home, and there is no stopping
now, no going back; there 1s no alter-
native. We must push on, together.
dAnshuman Mondal 1s a lecturer in mod-
ern and contemporary literoture af the
University of Leicester and is author of
“Nationalism and Post-Colonial Iden-
fity" (Routledge)

LOSING YOUR BEST PEOPLE

by Kamran Nazeer

DAVID GOODHART states the progres-
sive dilemma very clearly. There's
clearly also a presentational dilennna
lurking within it: how do you express
solidarity without using language or
symbols that are exclusionary or which
will be read by sone in that way? The
presentation has the potential to dam-
age the project itself.

His approach may get around this
by prescribing a solidarity of entitle-
ments. Being a full British citizen
means having all of these entitlements;
if you are not a full citizen, you get only
a set of these. This may avoid the prob-
lems inherent in saying that being a
tull British citizen means having cer-
tain cultural/social/political traits.
That is a very difficult issue and that
sort of solidarity 1s much harder to
gather. Goodhart's notion of citizen-
ship instead is based on a contractual
madel of socicty and of mutual oblig-
ation and may be more palatable and
workable for that reason.

I would also add another aspect to
the progressive dilemma. If the pro-
gressive is concerned about economic
and social justice, in the international
sense, 1 expect that the progressive

should be careful about what he or she
advocates on immigration. Depending
on who it is that migrates (the bright,
the ambitious, the determined, the edu-
cated?) the less developed country
from which they depart is left worse off
and the developed country in which
they arrive benefits. Immigration may
not therefore serve the cause of eco-
nomic and social justice in the global
sense; it may further compromisc
cfforts to attain that justice, by redis-
tributing talent and potential from the
third world to the first.

Kamran Nazeer is a writer from Glasgow

WHAT ARE CIVILISED RULES?
by Bhikhu Parekh
WHILE SHARING David Goodhart's
basic concerns and political sympa-
thies, | remain uneasy about some of
his arguments and conclusions.

First, he sets up an abstract and
untenable contrast between selidarity

and diversity. Devoid of diversity, sol-
idarity leads to a bland and oppressive
socicty. And without solidarity, diver-
sity leads to {ragmentation and ghet-
toisation and creates a climate of anx-
iety that is inhospitable to diversity.
Since the two are complementary and
cqually important, there need be no
inherent tension between them. The
question we should be asking, there-
fore, is what degrees and kinds of sol-
idarity and diversity we should seck
such that neither frustrates the other.

Although Goodhart talks a great
deal about solidarity, it is not clear
what he means by it. Sometimes he
thinks that it involves mutual commit-
ment and loyalty, which is fine. On

other oceasions he wants a strong

SCH{E?ES Ao l[l‘ y l?l?(}". 011110!]"[0—

“socicty. '1"1'1:. same Lﬁi"ﬁ( u]ty bedev

_range of choices, ¢nable

~way of life, a
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conception of diversity. He frequently
links diversity and immigration but
there is a far wider and deeper diver-
sity among the British people them-
selves than between them and the
immigrants. Even if all the immigrants
were to leave th(, ountry d(ﬁv]) diver-
sify W ouhi remain and ]
challen iew of soli-
darity,” marks of Patricia
Hewitt's constituents make clear.
Secondly, while paying lip service to
diversity, Goodhart shows little appre-
ciation of its value and fi agility. Diver-
sity fosters new sources of Lnu*a) cre-
atlvity and imagination, ¢ p«mds our

strengril

Goodhartis wrong to think that diver-
sity ean look after itself. In Britain, as
in other socicties, there is increasing
pressure towards assimilation and
homogenisation, and diversity can eas-
ily wither away unless it is nurtured
with the same diligence as solidarity.
Thirdly, Goodhart is convinced that
solidarity is a necessary precondition
of redistribution. That is a ha]f t1‘uth
and does not explain
mmu__ﬂgﬂ existence i
Onga‘ﬁ]ﬂrf just as p]auslbly
distribution generates loy-

dialcctical and far more (omplcx tl:dn
Goodhart's analysis suggests. The

researches that he cites arc open to dif-

ferent mterpl (.tdtl()l]‘a, IT‘L]‘\[dkL ((mt'
_gent connections
“be c:mly matched by others with a d;f
terent message. Japan has a str ong
sense of solidarity but only a limited
programme of redistribution. Even the

US is characterised by a strong sense |
of patriotism and selidarity, but has vir- !
tually no redistributive impulse even |

with regard to the poor whites.
Finally, it is not entirely ¢lear to me
how Goodhart proposes to integrate

immigrants and generate a sense of

solidarity. Citizenship ceremonies and
so on, are fine, but largely symbolic.
do not know what “adopting” British
history means, especially for Britain's
ex-colonial subjects and their off-
spring. As for common culture, Good-
hart recognises the obvious difficulty
of specifying its contents and enfore-
ing them. Common values are more
promising, but they can only be pub-
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lic and political in pature. He surely
does not want all Britons to share the
same sct of personal ideals and visions
of the good life. An eminous note is
stuck when he says that those violat-

should be denied the unconditional
benefits aceruing from citizenship.
What are these rules? The most
important of them are embodied in
laws, which we should obviously
require immigrants to observe. Ditfi-
culties arise when we go beyond them.
Who is to lay down these rules, and
what do they exclude? Football hooli-

{ ganism and racist attacks obviously.

But what about corporate fraud? Eva-
sion of taxes? Media lies and demoni-
sation of asylum seckers which poison
the well springs of civility?

Bhliukhu Parekh was chair of the contmis-
sion on The Future of Multi-etlmic
Britain and 1s avther of “Rethinking
Muiticuliuralism: Culiural Diversity and
Politreal Theory” (Macmillan)

RISKS OF MASS IMMIGRATION

by Bob Rowthorn

DAVID GOODHART HAS written a stim-
ulating article on diversity and social
cohesion. He has been eriticised for
being alarmist about the present rate
of immigration and its implications for
British society. In fact, the pace of
transformation resulting from immi-
gration is much faster than he implies.

Goodhart cites a figure of 150,000
per year for nct immigration into
Britain. This may be an underestimate
because it excludes illegal immigrants.
It is also not the appropriate statistic
to use In the present context, since it
lumps together all types of migration
irrespective of nationality. If migration
is broken down by citizenship, official
statistics reveal that in 2002 the net
inflow of forcigners into this country
was cqual to 244,500, whilst the net
outflow of British citizens was 91,000.
Goodhart's figure is derived by sub-
tracting the British outflow from the
foreign inflow.

Such flows will have a huge effect if
they are sustained for a prolonged
period of time. By the middle of the
century they will imply the addition of
11.5m foreigners to the population of
this country and a net loss of 1.8m
British citizens. These numbers repre-
sent a huge cumulative transformation.
They also understate the scale of
change sinee the immigrants arc on
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average young and nrany of them come
from cultures where fertility is high. If
we take into account both the number
of immigrants and their higher than
average fertility, the transformation of
our society implied by present rates of
migration is truly dramatic.

The advocates of mass immigration
scem to think that it will be casily
absorbed as it has been so far in settler
countries like Australia or Canada.
They may be right. But why are they
so confident? Britain is not a scttler
country and for many centuries the
scale of immigration was normally
modest. Ouly in very recent times has
there been a sustained upsurge in
immigration. If current rates of migra-
tion continue, how can we be sure that
Britain will not end up like continental
Europe, where opinion against immi-
grants is hardening rapidly in many
countries? Some of the continental
measures towards migrants, such as
the Rotterdam policy for the dispersal

To admit many millions of
immigrants is a huge and

irreversible experiment

of immigrants, or the French policy
towards the wearing of religious sym-
bols, are highly oppressive. Such poli-
cies, it can be argued, are a belated
reaction to the unwanted consequences
of a previous period of mass immigra-
tion. To admit many millions of immi-
grants over the course of a few decades
is a huge and irreversible social exper-
iment. If it turns out to be wrong then
we will be stucl with the consequences.
This is not an argument for opposing
all immigration, but it is an argument
for proceeding cautiously.

Bob Rowthorn is a profissor of econom-
wes at Cambridge University

GOODHART TOO PESSIMISTIC

by Shamit Saggar

THE DIVERSITY VERSUS community
debate has been around a long time. It
was the Little Englanders, spurred on
by Powell, who brought the argument
into the open in the late 1960s.
Britain’s rapid absorption of large
numbers of black and brown immi-
grants was opposed because of two
fears. The first was the fear of under-
mining the integrity of a distinctive,

‘think (or even have thought)

cultural Britishness. The second held
that the strangers in our midst would
detract from common, shared values as
the basis of our national community.
Both arguments were mistalen in the
long run, as the record of British inte-
gration policy and practice shows.

To what extent is nationhood |
dependent on ethnic and culturalg
homogeneity? Social and moral con-
servatives such as Casey and Scruton
have often protested vehemently about
this. However, as the US and Canadian
cases amply demonstrate, the viability
of the nation and its polities is not con-
ditional on a sensc of unified ethnic
identity. A common attachment to the
nation-—something that immigrants
often excel at—is certainly desirable.
In any case, it is highly questionable to.

) that post-

1ts to Britain h:

War Imimigre

iiable or
of stiared national identity with locals,
Evidence from the British election

stody AR the British-citizenship soro”
vey highlight a-clear pattern-of black
and Asian Britons declaring astronger
attachment_ to British _identity than

their white counterparts.

Shared values arc a trickier matter)
David Goodhart’s essay raises the pro-
file of this elusive social glue. But it is
here that a sharper reading of contem-
porary immigration politics and his-
tory is needed. One distinction is
between the major political parties,
acknowledging the Conservatives’ past
ability to spealk to the people in terms
of latent ties, even kinship. David Wil-
letts describes this as the Tories' “abil-
ity to reach the hearts of the clectors
and evoke instincts and emoctions
which were a closed book to the ratio-
nalist progressives.” Such ability has
been feared by their political oppo-
nents, in part because of the left's ambi-
guity in speaking openly about com-
mon values in cultural terms. But it
was Andrew Marr in 1992 who spot-
ted John Major’s potential is building
a broader British "family” of belonging
that was conspicuously inclusive
towards immigrants and their chil-
dren. Major’s strength was nothing
more than his generational capacity to
address new commonwealth immigra-
ticn in a way that did not stick in the
throat. He and his generation were at
home in pragmatically building com-
monness n a way that Margaret
Thatcher’s generation was not.
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Moreover, by measuring sentiment
on social distance, it is possible to show
that the white majority has, overall,
softenced its previous hard-line stance
towards black and Asian immigrants
and their offspring. The British social
attitudes survey shows that opposition
to these groups as workplace col-
leagues, neighbours, bosses, friends and
even in-laws has declined considerably
over the past 20 years. Equally, four
fifths of the (mainly white) public freely
acknowledge the “fact” of racial dis-
crimination in employment, with a
similar proportion reporting that this
was “always wrong” as a matter of
principle. These changes have been
much greater among the young, and
it is likely that Britain is gently filling
up with new generations who are not
only more comfortable with ethnic plu-
ralism but are also keen to want more
of it. A slim majority state that black
and Asian immigration has turned out
to be “good or very good” tor Britain,
according to the British Election study.

Contrary to predictions, intermar-
riage rates among Asian groups are
currently running at between 12-15
per cent of all unions; 15 years ago it
barcly registered at 1 per cent.

If Britain @ characterised by an
unwillingness to live and share with
strangers, there is only patchy evidence
to back this outlook. Little Englanders
ironically were right in drawing atten-
tion to kith and kinship as a factor in
the transition process but onc that is
frequently misread and extended inap-
propriately. Membership of a commu-
nity, national or otherwise, implies a
sharing in values and codes of conduct
as well as in distributional concerns.

Goodhart's discussion of a trade-oft
between diversity and community ends
up obscuring a three-way relationship
in which equality represents the miss-
ing link. As communities expericnee

_greater inequality than they have pre-

viously known, it is probable that this
will impact on social cohesion and sol-
idarity. The relationship works both
ways, and cohesion can be destabilised
by more than growing ethnic diversity.
Robert Putnam has pointed to this
broader account in the US where evi-
dence suggests declining trust not just
across, but also within, ethnic groups.
With ethnic pluralism set to grow
in every large-scale industrial demaoc-
racy in the next decade and beyond, it
is vital to develop a clear and practi-

val understanding of these interplays.
In the first two decades of the 2oth
century public intellectuals and polit-
ical leaders concluded that the US was
not so much full as already approach-
ing its absorptive capacity of difference,
as brought by alien immigrants whe
shared little in common and who, it
was feared, would threaten Americans’
sense of “we” This conclusion was
flawed for reasons that are now read-
ily apparent. Britain’s position today
can learn profitably from this legacy.
Shamit Saggar is a world fellow at Yale
University and author of “Race and
Representation” (Manchester University
Press)

DIVERSITY AND HISTORY

by Saskia Sassen

LET'S 51y 1 agree with David Good-
hart's carefully reasoned examination
of the constraints and possibilities our
societies face in trying to combine sol-
idarity and diversity. But what happens
when we take a longer time frame and
look at Europe's history of immigra-
tion for clues about what is a constraint
and what is a possibility?

One common and persuasive argu-
ment is that today's challenges differ
from thosc in the past beeause the cul-
tural, religious, phenotypical, and
social distance between most natives
and most foreigners is far sharper than
it was in the past. It is indeed the case
that the distance is greater. But the
question we need to ask is whether this
greater distance is indeed the causc of
the difficulty. The history of migra-
tions inside Europe in the 1700 and
18008 suggoests that it is not. At that
time the cultural, religious, language,
and phenotypes of migrants and locals
were broadly speaking the same. Yet
the immigrant was racialised and con-
structed as an outsider. (We have a
powerful contemporary case in Ger-
many, where east Germans are seen by
many in the west as a different ethnic-
ity, even overriding the romance of
reunification). Looked at this way, |
would say that invoking religious and
cultural distance to explain today's
resistance is a stand-in for a far more
basic trend to racialise the outsider.

And yet, historical demography
shows us that all our European societies
have over time incorporated many if
not all the major foreign immigrant
groups and, further, that it has often
taken no more than a couple of gener-
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ations to turn them into the we—the
community that can experience soli-
darity in Goodhart’s analysis. One third
of the French population is second or
third generation foreign ancestry; for
Vienna's Austrians it is 40 per cent.
Incorporation was never easy; and it
typically started like an inconceivable
possibility. It was often the work of the
excluded that led to eventual formalised
inclusions, such as expanded rights. Gur
societics struggled and learnt to expand
the meaning of the “we"™—the gradual
incorperation of a significant range of
diverse foreign groups that could he
subsumed under the logic of solidarity.
There were battles in the streets and in
courtrooms and at the ballot box to
fight for the right to inclusion, to
explode the settled boundaries for sol-
idarity of a given cpoch. Perfeet equi-
libria between solidarity and diversity
are difficult to imagine, and at any rate
have had brief lives in most of our soci-
cties; they exist only in the analyst's
imagination or the policymalker’s chart.
When you take this longer time
frame we can see that integration hap-
pened. And, impertantly we can see
that in learning to cope and to do the
difficult, often experimental worlk
needed for this incorporation, our soci-
eties developed capabilities. Some of
our most admired institutions come
out of this history of struggle and mak-
ing. But today when we discuss our
constraints and options regarding sol-
diarity and diversity we seem to have
forgotten our history, and the work it
took to construct our hybrid republics.
We have wound up with a passive edge
in our stance to integration: we want
it ready made, no worls, no pain. Have
we hecome consumers of diversity
rather than artisans of incorporation?
Saskia Sassen is the author of a history
of migrations in Ewrope (Guests and
Aliens, New York: New Press 1999).

HUMAN RIGHTS AS GLUE

by Sarah Spencer

BRITAIN FACES A challenge in develop-
ing a strong sense of common citizen-
ship. Migration is one dimension of
that challenge. Yet there are highly
questionable assumptions in David
Goodhart's analysis.

First, Goodhart overstates the uni-
formity of the 1950s, suggesting that
divisions of class and region (not to
forget those of age, gender and reli-
gion) were weak enough to leave intact
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common values and a sense of mutual-
ity only now threatened by ethnic
diversity. Recent migration has
undoubtedly added new dimensions to
the mix of values and lifestyles in
Britain. But did the Liverpool docker
and home counties lawyer of the class
ridden 1950s really share more life
experiences—have been more likely to
spend a comfortable evening together
or been more willing to see the other
spend his taxes—than an Indian and
English surgeon working in a Birm-
ingham hospital today, or an English
and Caribbean parent-governor meet-
ing at their London primary school?
In cach case, the pair would have

aspects of their lives which would have
48

—

a resonance with the other, and aspects
which Wotld not There would be issucs
on which they support cach other’s
views; and limits on their willingness to
share. We can exaggerate the “common
culture,” the “gluc of ethnicity” that is
perceived to have been eroded. Rather,
there was a tapestry of lifestyles and
values to which immigrants have con-
tributed new dimensions; adding to, not
creating the challenges for social cohe-
sion which we face. Some indexes of
cohesion have improved during the
recent growth in migration: levels of
social trust have stabilised since 1980
(British Social Attitudes survey) and,
since 1996, the propartion of the pub-

| lic who say they live in a neighbourhood

where people “help each other” has actu-
ally risen (British Crime survey).
Certainly, among the immigrants to
Britain there are extremists with unac-
ceptable views on the treatment of their
own family (genital mutilation, forced
marriages, honour killings), and on
using violence to achieve political
objectives. There is no reason to think,
however, that the vast majority of
inmigrants and sccond-generation eth-
nic minorities arc any more unwilling
to pay taxes, to vote or contribute eco-

nomically and socially than anyone else. 8
On the other hand—is the behaviour

of the majority population so estimable
that there is no irony in encouraging
immigrants to emulate it? Britain is a
society in which one third of men have
a criminal conviction by the age of 40

: s woman in four is a ks
and one woman in four is a i of

. _domestic violence, It is a society in
G0

which otie Trrfomrboys have their first
sexual partner before they are 16, and
has the highest rate of teenage births in
Europe. At the last general election,
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only 59 per cent of the public bothered
to vote, When Goodhart says immi-
grants should be encouraged to becomne
Britons, which Britons does he mean?

If we have an innate hostility and
suspicion of difference, a tendency to
perceive “in groups and out groups,” it
is not limited to those born overseas.
Sadly, we can be distrustful or disdain-
ful of anyone who does not share our
values (homophobia), whose behaviour
we cannot predict (the mentally ill) or
whom we consider undeserving (the
elderly); and the capacity for ill treat-
ment of people in those categories is
staggrering. [t is suggested that immi-
grants should learn to become good
citizens. Shouldn’t we all?

Is support {or the welfare state
weakened because the public are
unwilling to share with ethnic minori-
ties? Public hostility, surely, is to the
undeserving: as much for the teenage
mother deemed to have become preg-

The vast majority of
immigl‘ams are as \\'i}ling'

to contribute as anyone

nant to jump the housing queue, and
the welfare serounger unwilling to
work, as for the asylum seeker: all per-
celved to be taking without contribut-
ng, their entitlement questioned. The
competing notions of justice and !
aceeptable behaviour which Goodhart
identifies were apparent long hefore
recent migration. It is not only
migrants whom we need to know will
make the effort to be sclf supporting.
The answer here is not some con-
trived limit on diversity, but to ensure
that people receive according to enti-
tlement. The challenge—as in ]'C]Htm_f_.
to other sections of the needy commu-

Ly—is.
1y not Thc__c_lﬁ:t_m:gl_iﬂ_iﬁgg_fm:rmw The
Japancse work-permit holder who pays
taxes is not scen as a burden on the
NHS; the cast European asylum seeker,
is. Goodhart proposes a two-tier wel-
fare system, with limited access for tem-
porary residents. This we already have,
but the current rules on which migrants
gets access to which services and ben-
efits arc inconsistent and lack any clear
rationale-—a review is overduc.

How then do we create the sense of
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entitlement, in which ethni

belonging, and mutual obligation, that
we need? Goodhart suggests immi-
grants should be encouraged to share
in the historic British “we” through the
teaching of history and language. But
immigrants will not feel part of “we”
unless treated as
nomically and socially, and treated as
equals. If excluded from the opportu-
nities that others share, if demonstrably
“them” not “us,” no amount of inclusive
rhetoric will convinee otherwise; with
the conscquences we see now in disaf-
fection in some minority communitics.
Strategies Lo ensure equality of oppor-
tunity (not positive discrimination)
should in this context be seen, not as
protection of individual rights, but as a
prerequisite of inclusion and cohesion.
Finally, Goodhart rightly suggests
that social cohesion requires a level of
common values, but that it is difficult to
agree what these might be. Yet there is
one code of ethics which does have a
legitimacy beyond that produced by any
single government, to which we can all
be expected to adhere regardless of
background or faith: international
human rights standards. Here we have
minimum, agreed standards on the
treatment of others which outlaw
extreme practices. But we also have a
mechanism for balancing the rights of
one person, say to freedom of specch,
against another, to freedom from incite-
ment to racial hatred. In most cases
{excluding torture for instance), human
rights standards are not absolute but
can be limited by the state, where nec-
essary and proportional, to protect the
rights of others. In teaching respect for
the human rights of others we thus have
a valuable tool for promoting cohesion.
I its recent decision to include human
rights within the remit of the proposed
Commission on Equality and Human
Rights, the government recognised the
importance of that dimension.
Goodhart questions whether there is
a contradiction hetween universal
human rights standards and the exclu-
sivity of citizenship, Not so. Human
rights standards set only minimum
requirements of protection, and respon-
sibilities towards others, which apply to
all. Bevond that minimum, citizenship
can accord additional rights and respon-
sibilities to those for whom, residing in
the longer term, that deeper level of
mutual commitment is appropriate,
Sarah Spencer is deputy chair of the
Commission for Racial Equality

‘we”s included, cco-
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