Multiculturalism After the Good Friday Agreement

Submitted to Irish Journal of Anthropology 

Andrew Finlay

Department of Sociology

Trinity College, Dublin

Introduction

The connection between the Good Friday Agreement and multiculturalism is no longer immediately apparent, particularly to exponents of the latter. Lest it be forgotten, we should recall that the Irish President, the Taoiseach and other luminaries once spoke of the Agreement as if it were part of a larger multicultural agenda.

Of course, the challenges outlined in the Good Friday Agreement concerning fairness, partnership and equality of opportunity are not restricted to Northern Ireland or to the two mainstream cultures there. Along with the rest of Europe, people south of the border are learning to accommodate change and diversity.  We are gradually moving away from homogeneity and old certainties which have traditionally been the hallmarks of Irish life. We are rapidly becoming one of the wealthier states in the world, as well as a multi-cultural society (McAleese 2001: viii)

And, there is no doubt about the radical and innovative potential of the changes to Articles 2 and 3 of the Irish constitution that followed the Agreement for they suggested a loosening of the relationship between Irish citizenship and national identity and appeared to open up citizenship to those with different affiliations. 



Unnerved perhaps by the implications of its own daring, the Government moved quickly to further changes to the constitution, which required another referendum. The excuse for the second referendum was the need for Ireland to protect itself from so-called citizenship tourists from beyond the EU who were taking advantage of liberal citizenship policies, but its purpose was to close down the gap that had been opened-up between citizenship and identity (see Delanty 2004 and Finlay 2004). According to The Sunday Business Post (25/4/04), Michael McDowell, who as Minister for Jus​tice headed the government’s referendum campaign, ‘takes the view that citizenshipxe "citizenship" is inextricably bound up with nationality’. The report quotes McDowell telling the Dáil that Article 9 of the constitution, which states that ‘loyalty to the nation and fidelity to the State are fundamental political duties of all citizens’ (sic)
, encapsulated ‘the essence of the intertwined concepts of citizenship and nationality’. 

The Good Friday Agreement is the culmination of a long theoretical and practical engagement with issues of cultural identity, difference, belonging and conflict in Ireland. We can see such engagement in the literature on the decline of the Irish language and more recently, in work with Travellers, but the main source has been tension and conflict between Catholicism and Protestantism, Irishness and Britishness, nationalism and unionism. We might describe this as the ‘old’ pluralist agenda to distinguish it from the new pluralist agenda opened up by the arrival of immigrants: the latter is multicultural, and the old pluralist agenda, while it shares in the same assumptions about culture and identity as multiculturalism elsewhere, remains stubbornly bicultural. The question addressed in this article is whether—despite the set back of the citizenship referendum—the old agenda has anything to offer the new one. 

There are those who think that it might. Michael Cronin, for example, suggests that there are lessons to be drawn: 

A tumultuous and violent past and present seemed to place Ireland for many years in the class of slow learners of Euro​pean modernity. For those who had a bit of a rigid idea about what constituted the Enlightenmentxe "Enlightenment", Ireland seemed to be a reminder of the nightmare from which the young modernist sought to awake. Religious hatreds, ethnic rival​ries, the apparent absence of a Left/Right divide (with ritual denunciations of cross-classxe "class" support for Fianna Fáilxe "Fianna Fáil" and the Ulster Unionist Partyxe "Unionist Party") represented an anomaly in the bipolar worldview of Cold War thinking … [as, in] the words of Gerard Delanty, ‘[t]he older ideologies of modernity – capitalist liberal democracy and state socialismxe "socialism" – and their geopolitical foundations in east versus west ap​pear to have dissolved into new kinds of binary opposites, such as those of self and other’ (2000: 130). So now Irish preoccupations with identityxe "identity" no longer seem so retrograde. The attempts to think through the theoretical and practical implications of a notion of citizenshipxe "citizenship" that acknowledge both individual and collective rightsxe "rights" and that conceive of politics as as much a striving after equalityxe "equality" as a safeguarding of differ​ence now makes the fate of villagers and town-dwellers on the island of Ireland of marked global significance in a post-Cold War world. (2004:207-208)

For Cronin, the ideas that underpin the Good Friday Agreement are of global significance — a sensibility shared some global players at the UN (see UN 2004) and by former US President Clinton. Others have spoken of the practical relevance to the South of policies developed in Northern Ireland. For example, Louis de Paor argues, 

If …  the acknowledgement of difference enshrined in the Good Friday Agreement is incapable of precipitating an easy acceptance of conflicting identities among communities in the North of Ireland, it is nonetheless a generous and pro​gressive model from which political, cultural and community leaders in the rest of the island have much to learn. There is very little evidence in the Republic of Ireland XE "Republic of Ireland"  of any ‘top-down multiculturalism XE "multiculturalism" ’ as both urban and rural communi​ties are left to deal with the challenges of immigration with​out the benefit of informed and sensitive political leadership and, more importantly, the organised administrative, social, and educational structures that might facilitate inclusion and mitigate the more negative aspects of involuntary inte​gration. (2004:49)

In this article I will explore the theoretical and practical aspects of the old agenda and attempt to assess whether either are of any relevance to the new pluralist agenda. I will start with the notions of cultural identity and pluralism that form the basis of the old agenda. 

The Old Pluralist Agenda

Embedded in the Agreement are distinct, even contradictory views of culture and identity. For example, in items 1 (v) and 1 (vi) of the ‘Constitutional Is​sues’, the ‘participants’ to the Agreement ‘endorse the commitment made by the British and Irish governments that, in a new British-Irish Agreement replacing the Anglo-Irish Agreement XE "Anglo-Irish Agreement" , they will …’ 

(v) affirm that whatever choice is freely exercised by a majority of the people of Northern Ireland, the power of the sovereign government with jurisdiction there shall be exercised with rigorous impartiality on behalf of all the people in the diversity of their identities and traditions and shall be founded on the principles of full respect for, and equality of, civil, political, social and cultural rights, of freedom from discrimination XE "discrimination"  for all citizens, and of parity of esteem and just and equal treatment for the identity XE "identity:and the Good Friday Agreement" , ethos and aspirations of both communities;

(vi) recognise the birthright of all the people of Northern Ireland to identify themselves and be accepted as Irish or British, or both, as they may so choose, and accordingly confirm that their right to hold both British and Irish citizenship XE "citizenship"  is accepted by both Governments and would not be affected by any future change in the status of Northern Ireland. XE "Northern Ireland"  (1998:2; my italics)
. 

Item 1 (vi) implies that identity is something that involves an element of choice.

The choice might be limited to permutations of Britishness and Irishness, but there is an implicit acceptance of hybridity. This formulation provided the wording for the redrafting of Article 2 of the Irish constitution in the wake of the Agreement, which, as I have pointed out, appeared to loosen the relationship between citizenship and identity. For a constitutional agreement, this is innovative stuff, and it was rightly celebrated by exponents of pluralism, old and new. Those who thought that the Good Friday Agreement had put us on the high road to a full blown multiculturalism were bitterly disappointed when the Irish Government unilaterally moved to a second referendum. 

This leaves us with item 1(v) of the Agreement, which suggests a different conception of cultural identity and reveals the true nature of the old pluralist agenda. The reference to ‘all the people in the diversity of their identities and traditions’ is promising in its inclusiveness, but this promise is undermined by a crucial contraction at the end of the sentence such that ‘ XE "Kiberd, D." parity of esteem’ XE "parity of esteem"  is accorded to the identities of only two communities XE "bicultural model (two tribes/ traditions/communities)" . The problem here is not simply that priority is accorded to permutations of Britishness or Irishness, and their religious, cultural and political cognates, but that the notion of parity of esteem implies an essentialist view of identity which, in this context, contributes to the further reification and perpetuation of two constitutionally privileged communal identities. 

Implicit then in the Good Friday Agreement are contradictory forms of pluralism. Firstly, a potentially more radical form that is implies a view of identity as fluid and multiple. Secondly, a form of pluralism that, following David Goldberg, might be called liberal pluralism: the top down management of diversity in a population through reified categories and a relativism—parity of esteem—that does not take power differentials into account. The citizenship referendum suggests a retreat on the part of the Irish Government from the former, so I wish to focus on the latter; ie liberal pluralism, and its limits. To understand the limits of liberal pluralism or multiculturalism we need to understand were it came from and its ideological function.

The origins of liberal multiculturalism  

Elsewhere in the world, multiculturalism was once associated with the critique of the political projects that emerged from the Enlightenment, particularly liberalism, though but socialism was not immune. This critique was developed by intellectuals associated with national liberation struggles in the decolonising world and, in the Western World, by intellectuals associated with ‘new’ social movements (new in the sense that they were based around identities other than class). Anthropologists played a crucial role. Take for example the famous response of the Executive Board of the American Anthropological Association (AAA) to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, drafted in 1947, and adopted by the United Nations General Assembly in 1948. Consistent with the liberal tradition, the Declaration defined rights as belonging to individuals. Against this, the AAA’s Executive Board argued:
The individual realises his personality through his culture, hence a respect for individual differences entails a respect for cultural differences. …  There can be no individual freedom, that is, when the group with which the individual identifies is not free. There can be no full development of the individual personality as long as the individual is told, by men who have the power to enforce their commands, that the way of life of his group is inferior to that of those who wield the power. (1947:541)

The people involved in drafting this statement, such as Melville J. Herskovits, had in mind ‘the small communities in colonized regions, such as Africa and the Caribbean’ that they had studied (Merry 2003: 57). In other words, they were thinking primarily of places where the ‘old’ anthropological idea of culture (Wright 1998) – ie culture as the inherited way of life of a distinct group of people living in a particular place - still almost approximated to reality. Nevertheless, the connection between individual personality and communal culture that the AAA statement makes has subsequently been generalized such that it has been applied to and/or used by many other kinds of collectivity. Crucial here is the appropriation and essentialising of the ‘old’ anthropological idea of culture (Wright 1998) by what Cowan et al call ‘discourses of identity’ (2001:2). As Craig Calhoun argues, essentialism refers not just to the reduction of diversity in a population to some shared set of inherited primordial characteristics: ‘[t]wo further guiding assumptions in much modern thinking on matters of identity are that individuals ideally ought to achieve maximally integrated identities, and that to do so they need to inhabit self-consistent, unitary cultures or life-worlds’ (1997:18-19). 

But who was responsible for generalising the AAA view of culture and personality? One may certainly draw attention to the founding conference of UNESCO in the aftermath of World War 2. In its desire to ensure that fascism could never rise again, UNESCO thought it sufficient to reassert Enlightenment verities. Against this, Claude Lévi-Strauss argued that what Europe had to escape wasn’t only fascism but also colonialism, and with this in mind he nudged the conference away from Enlightenment universalism in the direction of cultural relativism. The history of UNESCO is familiar enough (see for example Eriksen 2001), and without wishing to deny UNESCO’s  importance, I would prefer to trace a line that runs from Johann Herder, to Franz Boas, those of Boas’s students who formed the culture and personality school of anthropology, and their associate Erik Erikson (see Gleason 1983 and Neithammer 2000) . 

Erikson XE "Erikson, E."  was a Freudian psychologist. He came to America in the 1930s as a refugee from fascism and worked with Margaret Mead and others in wartime national-character studies involving societies and phenomena well beyond the small, threatened communities usually studied by anthropologists. XE "United States of America"  For Erikson, personal identity XE "identity"  was something internal that persists even as the individual XE "identity:personal/individual"  changes in response to the developmental tasks associated with biological maturation and the role-requirements associated with his or her cultural milieu. Erikson coined the term, ‘identity crisis’ XE "identity:crisis" 

 XE "Erikson, E."  to describe the ‘climactic turning point in this process … [which] usually occurs in adolescence, but can also be precipitated by unusual difficulties further along in the life-cycle (Gleason 1983:914).  XE "Gleason, P." Change and crisis notwithstand​ing, an individual’s XE "identity:personal/individual"  identity is at bottom an accrued confidence in the inner sameness and continuity of his/her own being. For Erikson, an exponent of the democratic project of American ego personality and a firm believer in the ideal of the well-balanced personal identity, this inner sameness and continuity is something to be valued and nurtured. Despite his emphasis on identity as something interior to the individual XE "identity:personal/individual" , Erikson XE "Erikson, E."  regarded identity as inextricably bound up with the commu​nal culture XE "culture:as way of life" . In an abidingly influential formulation he reduces individual XE "identity:personal/individual"  identity to communal identity XE "identity:cultural/ethnic/communal" : identity as ‘a process located in the core of the individual and yet also in the core of his communal culture, a process which establishes … the identity of those identities’ (Erikson 1968:22). As Gleason XE "Gleason, P."  points out, the linkage that Erikson XE "Erikson, E."  implies between personal identity XE "identity:personal/individual"  and an inherited communal culture  XE "culture:as way of life" makes plausible

the argument that cultures – especially minority ethnic cultures XE "minority:groups"  – require some sort of official recognition XE "recognition"  if the self-esteem of individuals is not to suffer damage. The respect for the dignity of the individual demanded by democratic ideology is thereby extended to cover ethnic cultures that sustain the sense of personal self worth. (1983: 921)

Thus are liberals and democrats reconciled with notions of cultural rights and multiculturalism, and the way is clear for the generalization of these ideas beyond oppressed minorities and indigenous peoples threatened with cultural extinction. The cost is that multiculturalism becomes detached from the radical anti-racism that inspired some of its pioneers. 

Liberal Pluralism in the Irish Context

So much for the development of liberal multiculturalism, how did the concept of parity of esteem get introduced to the peace process? In Ireland the main proponents of liberal pluralism were revisionist politicians like Garret FitzGerald and revisionist historians like F. S. L. Lyons. It was FitzGerald who, on becoming Taoiseach in 1981, mounted the first serious effort to amend Articles 2 and 3 of the constitution such as to remove the territorial claim on Northern Ireland. He argued that if the people of Ireland were serious about the claim on the North, maybe they should attempt to ‘woo’ Protestants ‘rather than hector … them … because no one could credibly put forward the ideal of a Gaelic Catholic Ireland as an attractive propo​sition to Northern Protestants.’ FitzGerald hoped that his constitutional ‘crusade’ would foster a different conception of Ireland: ‘a pluralist society, in which the different Irish traditionxe "tradition"s would be given equal impor​tance and standing’ (1976:141). He was to be disappointed: his constitutional crusade was scuppered by xe "FitzGerald, G."what Luke Gibbonsxe "Gibbons, L." has described as ‘the resurgence of a new Catholicxe "Catholic" fundamentalism’ in the mid 1980s (1991:567). FitzGer​ald concluded that pluralism had not struck popular roots: it was, he said, too ‘abstract’ and ‘at variance with a traditionxe "tradition"al inherited value system [that] for historical rea​sons has not had occasion in the past to distinguish clearly between religious and secular loyalties’ (1976:142).

Thereafter, pluralism seems to disappear in the Republic until the late 1990s. Certainly, when he returned to office in December 1982, FitzGerald pursued his pluralist agenda mainly in relation to Northern Ireland, working through the New Ireland Forum XE "New Ireland Forum"  and the negotiations that led to the Anglo-Irish Agreement of 1985. It was this agreement that provided the local warrant for the idea of parity of esteem. The idea first appears in print as ‘equality of esteem’ in a report by the Standing Advisory Commission on Human Rights (SACHR 1990). SACHR cite Article 5 of the Anglo-Irish Agreement, which refers expressly to ‘measures to recognise and accommodate the rights and identities of the two traditions in Northern Ireland, to protect human rights and to prevent discrimination’. This Article ‘clearly creates obligations … to recognise and accommodate two major sections of the community in Northern Ireland’ (SACHR 1990:84). SACHR notes that on the back of the Anglo-Irish Agreement the Government ‘established a Community Relations Council whose functions include the fostering of both traditions within Northern Ireland’ (1990:89). 

In the years since its formation the Community Relations Council developed a variety of initiatives that sought to promote the two traditions and mutual respect between them. Presumably it is the policies and initiatives developed by the Community Relations Council in the north that Louis de Paor urges should be adopted in the south. 

Practical Lessons of the Old Pluralist Agenda

The Irish Government has tried to give expression to the notion of parity of esteem in its jurisdiction. These efforts have included the facilitation of parades by groups purporting to represent Northern Protestants. As the ill-fated attempt by Families Acting for Innocent Relatives (FAIR) to parade on O’Connell Street in February 2006 suggests, these efforts have been misconceived and lacked adequate preparation. Despite the fact that a large majority of the electorate in the South voted for the Good Friday Agreement, the reactions of counter-demonstrators, the scale of the rioting and subsequent media commentary would suggest that the it will be some time before parity of esteem will be extended even to state-sanctioned representatives of northern Protestantism. Nor do exponents of the new pluralist agenda seem terribly interested. What most exercised those that I know is the abuse inflicted on Asian shop keepers who were beaten when they tried to prevent their shop being robbed during the mayhem: could this be construed as a racist attack? 

Setting aside the difficulties that the two main ethno-national groups have in tolerating let alone esteeming each other’s culture, there is little evidence, as de Paor has pointed out, of the bicultural, liberal pluralism developed during the peace process being extended to other groups in Northern Ireland or in the Republic of Ireland. I can think of only one possible example, Bosnian refugees who came to Ireland in 1992, and that reveals the limits of the top-down liberal approach. 

Bosnian refugees were met by a well-developed, state-backed reception plan. Unlike previous groups of refugees, they were not dispersed, but housed altogether in a converted nursing home—the Cherry Orchard Reception Centre. A resettlement programme and a community development project were established. The slogan of the reception plan was ‘refugees today – ethnic minorities tomorrow’ (O’Neill 2000). The aim of the plan was to give the new arrivals the ‘opportunity to settle down and become familiar with their new country in a safe environment, among a supportive community of their own people with a shared culture, before moving to independent living’ (Refugee Agency 1998: 29). All very laudable, but, typical of liberal multiculturalism, also based on essentialist assumptions about culture and identity. As Halilovic-Pastuovic (forthcoming) points out, the reception plan treated the refugees as a homogenous group whereas it was in fact mixed in terms of ethnicity, urban versus rural background, etc. Halilovic-Pastuovic argues that Bosnians have not integrated into Irish society, much of their life here revolves around the organisation of a summer visit home. She concludes that this lack of integration can only be understood in terms of the Government’s policy:  
Bosnians were homogenised, constructed as a ‘community’ and, though invited to take part in the multicultural (intercultural) conversation with the Irish racial state, were not treated as equal citizens. Instead they were confined within the Bosnian Community Development Project and tied to the ethos of the partnership approach where, under the guise of multiculturalism, historicist racism operates. Their response was to reject Ireland as ‘home’ and re-affirm Bosnia as ‘home’, choosing, however, to keep one foot in each place.

Whether in Northern Ireland or in the Republic of Ireland the policies inspired by liberal pluralism have not had the desired effect. In the case of Bosnian refugees, the policies have not resulted in integration. In Northern Ireland having been encouraged to dwell on their respective cultural identities, activists in each community have not, for the most part, discovered commonality, rather they have tended to manufacture and objectify difference and to dig in behind it. 

With the example of the Bosnian refugees in mind, the reluctance of the Irish Government to grant recognition to Travellers as a distinct ethnic group is surprising. But so too is the approach of the Equality Authority, which, on the one hand, consistently stresses a view of identity as multiple and fluid (see Zappone 2003) but in its critique of Government policy on Travellers invokes the authority of the ‘old’ anthropological view of culture, which as we have seen implies an essentialist view of cultural identity (Equality Authority 2006). This inconsistency might be reconciled through a notion of strategic essentialism, but the Equality authority do not invoke this idea.  

In Northern Ireland too, extending the old pluralist agenda to include those who do not fit into either one of the two specified communal identities has proved problematic.  A controversy that arose in the drafting of a Bill of Rights XE "Bill of Rights (Northern Ireland)"  for Northern Ireland is instructive in this regard., the Good Friday Agreement also makes provision for a single Equality Commission to replace pre-existing separate equality agencies and for a Northern Ireland XE "Northern Ireland"  Human Rights Commission XE "Human Rights Commission"  (NIHRC). The latter is tasked to devel​op not just a Bill of Rights XE "Bill of Rights (Northern Ireland)"  for Northern Ireland, but to work towards a joint charter of rights XE "rights"  for the island as a whole with the Human Rights Commission in the South. Given the hostile response to immigrants by some people in both Northern Ireland and the Republic, one might expect the Bill of Rights and joint Charter to afford some protection to those who do not belong to either of the two specified groups whether because they have another ethnic or cultural identification or none. This proved to be problematic. 




According to Robin Wilson (2003) some commissioners thought that the Bill of Rights XE "Bill of Rights (Northern Ireland)"  should stick with ‘the international norm in attaching rights XE "rights:individual"  to individuals’, which implies a ‘recognition of those who choose “not to be treated as a member of what might be perceived to be their national, ethnic, religious or linguistic community”’ and commission​ers who thought the Bill of Rights should more strongly reflect the principle of parity of esteem XE "parity of esteem" , which ‘would involve deleting the right-of-exit clause’. Under the terms of the Good Friday Agreement, the Bill of Rights XE "Bill of Rights (Northern Ireland)"  was supposed to ‘reflect the particular circumstances of Northern Ireland XE "Northern Ireland"  and the principles of mutual respect for the identity XE "identity:cultural/ethnic/communal"  and ethos of both communities and parity of esteem’, and the government of the Irish Republic weighed into the debate, ‘putting very heavy pressure on the NIHRC […] to endorse what might be described as Dublin’s “two tribes XE "bicultural model (two tribes/ traditions/communities)" ” view of the North’ (Wilson 2003). As Wilson points out the problem with this is that it leaves out many people who do not belong to either one of the two communities specified in the Agreement, including members of ethnic minorities. It is significant that in a subsequent draft of the Bill of Rights XE "Bill of Rights (Northern Ireland)"  the rights of members of ethnic mi​norities are addressed  XE "minority:rights" not by reference to the GFA, which takes care of the rights of only two communities, but by incorporating international conventions (Dickson 2004, News Letter 21/4/04).

The problem with the old agenda is not only that it the policies it has inspired do not seem to have the desired effect or that the claims of the two specified cultural groups seem to trump the claims of others and other kinds of claim, but also that the liberal pluralism on which it rests is ultimately incoherent. In the controversy over the drafting of the Northern Ireland Bill of Rights we get a glimpse of the fundamental contradiction at the heart of liberal cultural pluralism: it seeks to reconcile diametrically opposed theories of human existence and activity. Liberalism and notions of human rights both emerge from Enlightenment thought and are based on precisely the kind of individualism and universalism that the old anthropological idea of culture was designed to put into question. Given this contradiction, it is perhaps not surprising that liberal pluralism or multiculturalism is characterised by a fragility such that only five years after Will Kymlcka – one of the most prominent contemporary exponents of liberal multiculturalism - had announced to the world that ‘multiculturalists have won the day’ Christian Joppke was claiming that multiculturalism had failed to secure popular support and that the liberal state has already retreating from it (Joppke 2004).  

Conclusion 



At the outset of this article I pointed out that Ireland has had a long theoretical and practical engagement with issues of cultural identity, difference and conflict and asked whether this old pluralist agenda had anything to offer the new one. The answer would appear to be: ‘not much’. Although the old agenda owes much to multicultural thinking elsewhere, it remains resolutely bicultural. The policies that the old agenda inspired have not been adequate to the problems they were designed to address, and their failure is suggestive of the weaknesses of liberal multiculturalism more generally: a tendency to promote the reification of difference and separation. 




In view of this, we might not worry too much about the weakness of multiculturalism in Ireland. But what are the alternatives? The liberal states that Joppke says have retreated from multiculturalism – he focuses on Holland and Britain – have not, he claims, retreated to monoculturalism and assimilationism. Rather they are moving towards civic integration on liberal lines: 
liberal nation-states are marked by a thorough de-ethnicization, in which … national labels are only different names for the same thing, the liberal creed of liberty and equality. Prominent expressions of this de-ethnicization are nondiscriminatory immigration policies, liberalized citizenship rules, and a general distancing from the old idea of “assimilation”’ (2004: 254)




Is a return to liberal verities the only option? Sivanandan (2006), suggests another alternative. He would agree with Joppke that multiculturalism is in retreat in Britain. He is also scathing about what British multiculturalism had become; ie a set of government policies ‘imposed from above’ which dealt with the ‘disaffection of Britain’s black population … by funding a wide variety of ethnic and religious groups and projects ... [it was thought that] meeting their cultural needs would somehow stave off protests about inequality and justice’. This is mere ‘ethnicism’ or ‘culturalism’ which led to the fragmentation of the anti-racist movement. Sivanandan is less sanguine than Joppke about the ‘de-ethnicisation’ of the British state and its commitment to a ‘liberal creed of liberty and equality’. On the contrary, he argues that in the ‘domestic context of the war on terror’, ethnic groups in Britain are now being required to ‘subsume their cultural heritage within Britishness’. According to Sivanandan, the answer is not a return to a multiculturalism that exults cultural difference; rather, he argues, the recognition of difference needs to be reconnected to anti-racist politics (cf Lentin 2004). 


Given that the anthropologists who pioneered cultural pluralism – particularly Franz Boas and some of his students - were inspired to do so as part of a critique of the racism of their time, it is not inappropriate to end this paper by echoing Sivanandan’s insistence that cultural pluralism return to its anti-racist roots. In the Irish context, however, I would suggest that cultural pluralism, whether bi- or multi-, needs to be leavened not only by anti-racism but also by anti-sectarianism. 
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� Article 9 actually states: ‘Fidelity to the nation and loyalty to the State are fundamental political duties of all citizens’.


� As this article was being written aspects of the Good Friday Agreement were renegotiated at St Andrews in Scotland, but this aspect has not changed.





