Finding Unity in Diversity: 

An Exploration of 

the Multi- and Interculturalism Debate 

Post-Brexit
Carys Richards
SJSS6005
May 2018
Yr Athrofa

CONTENTS 
2CONTENTS


4ABSTRACT


5ACRONYM


61.
INTRODUCTION


82.
LITERATURE REVIEW


82.1.
Introduction


82.2.
Historical Perspectives on Immigration: The Racialisation of Immigration


102.3.
The Politics of Immigration


112.4.
A Theory of Multiculturalism: A Political Response to Diversity


132.5.
The Liberal Dilemma


152.6.
The Charge of Essentialism


162.7.
The Categorisation of Difference & Social Fragmentation


172.8.
The ‘Civic Turn’


212.9.
Citizenship, Identity & Belonging: The Accommodation of Difference


232.10.
Conclusion


253.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION


253.1.
Introduction


253.2.
Citizenship, Identity & Belonging -A Nation Divided: The Accommodation of Difference, Brexit & The Threat Theory


273.3.
The Death Knell of Multiculturalism?


293.4.
Adapting to a New Era of Super-diversity & a Changing Social Landscape


303.5.
Interculturalism


313.6.
Interculturalism & Super-diversity


323.7.
Interculturalism & Segregation


333.8.
Intercultural Dialogue & Interaction


373.9.
Intercultural Openness & Diversity Advantage


393.10.
Interculturalism: An Alternative or Complementary Paradigm?


393.11.
Conclusion


414.
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS


455.
REFERENCES




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

ABSTRACT
Debates over whether multiculturalism is no longer fit for purpose and should be replaced by interculturalism, have gathered pace in recent years. This paper explores these debates, critically analysing the reported failures of multiculturalism and later contrasting them with the characteristics of interculturalism. These debates are considered within the context of Brexit and what is considered an era of super-diversity. It concludes that whilst multiculturalism cannot be deemed to have failed at all levels, it can no longer keep pace with societal change and provide the necessary means to facilitate unity amongst increasing diversity. Interculturalism offers a pragmatic approach to dealing with many of the concerns which arise from diversification and presents an opportunity for a more positive and unified future. 
ACRONYM 
BAME 
Black, Asian, and Minority Ethnic

Brexit

Britain’s Exit from the European Union

ESOL

English for Speakers of Other Languages

UK

United Kingdom 

1. INTRODUCTION 
Historically, the composition of Britain’s population is ethnically and culturally diverse, yet this heterogeneity has been transformed in the twenty-first century into what has been termed ‘super-diversity’ (Vertovec, 2010). This concept refers to the growing diversity brought about by increased migration from a greater variety of countries and the associated plurality of cultures, languages, religions and immigration statuses which it engenders. Marked societal transformation and economic instability have brought the highly contentious issue of immigration to the forefront of public concern, triggering debate in relation to the perceived burden it places on public services and the threat it poses to national identity and security (Blinder and Allen, 2016). This ‘politics of fear’ dominated Britain’s referendum on EU membership, dividing the electorate and revealing opposition to the cultural pluralism which for so long had been safeguarded by the framework of multiculturalism (Ashcroft and Bevir, 2016). The impact of ethnic diversity and cultural pluralism on social cohesion takes on renewed importance following the anti-immigrant sentiment displayed during the referendum and the subsequent rise in hate-crime (O’Neill, 2017). This calls into question the already tainted record of multiculturalism as a framework for managing diversity having previously been criticised for its contribution to social fragmentation (Cantle, 2012). An alternative paradigm, that of interculturalism, is favoured by some academics and policy makers as a more appropriate framework for learning to live in changing patterns of diversity, emphasising its positive features of openness, interaction and dialogue in creating common bonds and facilitating social cohesion (Council of Europe, 2008; Cantle, 2012; Zapata-Barrero, 2017). 

The aim of this dissertation is threefold. Firstly, to evaluate the policy of multiculturalism, exploring the political climate in which it was introduced, before critically analysing its characteristics and examining the failings with which it is charged. Secondly, to explore the concepts of culture and identity and the challenges that are presented to finding unity in diversity, within the context of Brexit. Lastly, to explore whether interculturalism can succeed multiculturalism as a framework in which to negotiate the cultural complexity of the current social landscape and lead towards a future marked by cohesion, not division.

It is important to give prior acknowledgement of the limitations of any conclusions drawn, given that they are founded upon a generalised conception of the two paradigms, whilst in practice many differing versions of both multiculturalism and interculturalism exist (Grillo, 2017). Critical engagement with the various multicultural and intercultural theoretical positions is beyond the scope of this paper; however, the main ideological differences will be fully discussed and analysed, and a conclusion reached on this basis.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1. Introduction 
One of the greatest challenges to democracies worldwide has been finding the answer to how to live in diversity (Kymlicka, 1995). This represents a central concern for liberal politics in the twenty-first century as many turn against the doctrine of multiculturalism, arguing that it has left a legacy of division (Cameron, 2011; Cantle, 2012; Zapata-Barrero, 2016). These critics are not opposed to cultural diversity in society, but to multiculturalism, as a body of theory and state policy developed to manage diversity (Meer and Modood, 2011). The opposing argument puts forward the case that such criticism is based on a ‘caricature’ of multiculturalism which is erroneously held answerable to all manner of social ills (Parekh, 2016, p. 266). Both sides of the debate value pluralism and agree that that a diverse society can be both a cohesive and equal one, but disagree as to whether the paradigm of multiculturalism is best placed to achieve these aims. A thorough exploration of the debate must take into consideration the context in which these arguments are put forward, and so it is with a historical perspective on immigration that the examination of the multiculturalism paradigm will begin. 
2.2. Historical Perspectives on Immigration: The Racialisation of Immigration
Immigration and the concomitant diversification of the British population has been a persistent source of popular and elite anxiety (Hampshire, 2013). Britain first became a major destination for large-scale immigration following the Second World War when Commonwealth citizens were encouraged to come to Britain to alleviate the labour force shortage (Husband, 1982). Despite fulfilling the need for post-war reconstruction and occupying low paid jobs, undesired by Britain’s native workers, objections to colonial immigration were quick to emerge (Bhat, 1988). Unlike the restricted and temporary nature of European worker immigration, where short term work permits were issued, Commonwealth citizens had the right to permanent settlement in Britain under the British Nationality Act 1948 (11 & 12 Geo. 6, c. 56). This soon led to concern within government about the scale and permanence of Black immigration and its damaging effect on the ‘racial character of the English people’ (Carter et al, 1987). Social strains also emerged particularly in relation to the shortage of housing in inner-city areas which rising immigration exacerbated (Smith, 1989). These growing social tensions were propelled by a narrative which presented the disadvantaged situations of Black immigrants as evidence, not of discrimination, but of a predisposition to social problems owing to their ‘racial character’ (Carter et al, 1987). 

Colonial immigration therefore was viewed as a threat to Britain’s constructed national identity and perceived cultural homogeneity. This notion underpinned Enoch Powell’s infamous ‘Rivers of Blood’ polemic which gave momentum and legitimacy to the prejudices and xenophobia of wider society (Crines et al, 2016). Powell questioned the feasibility of integration, drawing upon the significance of racial difference as an impeding factor. The notion of racial difference was not based on biological concepts of race (which was widely rejected following its connections with Nazism) but on framing the problems of immigration in terms of a culturally different ‘other’ (Mercer, 1994). Whilst more indirect and subtle, the use of culturalist racist discourse was no less harmful in its effects. 

The political response to the unease of the time, was to control immigration through the introduction of successive and increasingly restrictive legislation in the form of the Commonwealth Immigrants Acts 1962 (10 & 11 Eliz. 2, c. 21) and 1968 and the Immigration Act 1971. The legislation was designed to specifically reduce non-white immigration whilst simultaneously concealing its racist intent behind an outwardly race-neutral policy, applicable to all Commonwealth migrants (Hampshire, 2005). The racial discrimination contained within the Acts was premised on the assumption that black migrants would most likely fall within the categories of restriction – those who were unskilled and without an ancestral connection. The effect of this policy would be to severely restrict the flow of migrants from the New Commonwealth and its black populations without stemming the flow of white migrants from Old Commonwealth countries, such as Australia and Canada (Mason, 2000). Hitherto regarded as British subjects, the legislation now referred to ‘immigrants’ and exposed its purpose in demarcating the boundaries of citizenship and belonging (Paul, 1997). 

2.3. The Politics of Immigration
The discourse surrounding immigration throughout this period which associated immigration with social and economic problems and which perceived difference to be a threat, provided a lexicon of prejudice which continues to be used to frame debates over immigration to the present day (Wodak, 2015). Immigration remains a highly contested issue with significant public support for tighter restrictions (Blinder and Allen, 2016). Opposition to immigration is predicated on grounds strikingly similar to those of the post war period, the most salient of which is the threat it poses to the ‘cultural, religious and ethnic homogeneity of the nation’ (Hampshire, 2013, p. 33). The rhetoric however, has altered from a racialised concept of difference, albeit cultural, to ethnic constructions of difference (Wade, 2015). Whilst the language used to express difference may have altered from race to ethnicity, the attitudes underpinning the immigration legislation of the 1960s (rejection of the most culturally distinct immigrants) stubbornly persist. Research examining British attitudes to immigration has established that opposition is stronger towards non-white and culturally disparate groups than it is towards groups which are white and culturally similar (Ford, 2011). Given the now increasing ethnic diversity and cultural plurality of the British population, the preservation of these oppositional attitudes will be inimical to social cohesion in Britain’s multicultural communities. This represents a dilemma for the UK, which as a liberal state, finds itself subject to conflicting demands on the extent of immigration flow into the country. Hampshire (2013) posits that immigration continues to rise despite public opposition, owing to contradictory pressures which require the state to remain open, in order to enable its economy to advance in globalised markets and to ensure it fulfils its liberal obligations providing refuge to those seeking asylum. Diversity is therefore an inescapable feature of liberal states which has generated significant policy concerns for governments as they negotiate the changing and contested concepts of citizenship, belonging and identity (Demireva, 2017). 

2.4. A Theory of Multiculturalism: A Political Response to Diversity 
The evolution of multiculturalism finds its origins in the late 1960s as a response to the post-war migration demand for the development of new forms of belonging and citizenship (Kymlicka, 2012). Born of liberal egalitarianism, multiculturalism seeks to supplement liberalism’s concept of equal citizenship, extending individual rights to non-discrimination, on the premise that equal treatment would insufficiently safeguard and accommodate the needs of minorities (Modood, 2007). The Equality Act 2010 and Human Rights Act 1998 enshrine in law the liberal concept of equality, ensuring equal treatment by protecting individuals from discrimination and safeguarding their rights and freedoms. Critics point out that anti-discrimination legislation is limited in its scope in that it requires only the ‘toleration’ of subordinate identities (Thompson, 2012). Toleration of diversity, implies disapproval of, and power over that which is being tolerated, reaffirming the superiority of the majority culture (Weeks, 1993). In contrast, advocates of pluralism, value cultural diversity as a good in itself and an essential component of a free and just society. In recognition that ‘no culture embodies all that is valuable’, exposure to diverse cultures reveals that there is more than one way to live, opening the mind to new ideas, questioning preconceived beliefs and safeguarding against the potential oppression of a culturally homogenous society (Parekh, 2006). Liberalism’s toleration of diversity can be said to fall short of delivering full equality in that it fails to challenge ethnocentrism and effectively redress the marginality of non-majority groups.

In light of this, multiculturalism calls for the recognition and respect of cultural difference in the public sphere, seeking to remedy the equality deficit, promote diversity, and foster a sense of belonging (Modood, 2007). The subordinate position of minority identities has limited their access to the public sphere and therefore denied them the opportunity to voice their own interests and participate in socio-political debates which shape public opinion and influence political decision making (Fraser, 1995). Multiculturalism challenges the notion of ‘equality as sameness’ by positing that it is may be necessary to grant different, or in some instances, additional collective rights to minorities and it is in this respect that multiculturalism distinguishes itself from liberalism (Parekh, 2006).  Kymlicka (1995) defends the use of group-differentiated rights against claims of unfairness and illiberalism, reasoning that true equality cannot be achieved without recognition and support of difference. For instance, additional rights can be used to address the legacy of historical racial and ethnic discrimination which results in the persistence of inequalities in contemporary society. Additionally, support for the rights of minority cultures can be justified on the premise, that given no state is culturally neutral (official language usage and setting of public holidays privilege the dominant culture) minority groups are therefore disadvantaged (Kymlicka, 1995). The channelling of economic and cultural support towards minority groups can however, give rise to tension in the majority culture, particularly amongst those less privileged as they compete with minority identities for resources (Manning, 2011). In this respect, multiculturalism has been likened to a ‘double edged tool’ - while it seeks to equalise subordinate groups and facilitate their inclusion, its categorisation of difference, risks undermining its inclusive agenda and increasing social fragmentation (Wade, 2015).
2.5. The Liberal Dilemma
Multiculturalism is mindful of the struggles of those considered ‘other’ and the reality that their ‘difference’ is often framed in negative terms. In acknowledgment of this, it seeks to transform recognition of negative difference into one of positive recognition and respect (Modood, 2007). The accommodation of difference, has raised concerns that multiculturalism is relativistic (moral values are deemed relative to each culture) and consequently gives rise to support of illiberal cultures (Barry, 2001). Conversely, Parekh (2006, p. 358) asserts that a simple dichotomy between universalism and relativism ‘does not capture the complexity of moral life’. Some universal values, for example, are shared by all liberal nations, though cultural differences may lead to differing interpretations of them; a position referred to as ‘pluralist universalism’. Furthermore, proponents of multiculturalism argue that, recognition and respect of group difference is set within the limits of morality and in that respect, illiberal cultural practices such as female genital mutilation which infringe individual rights are prohibited and not supported (Modood, 2007; Kymlicka, 2012). The compatibility of multiculturalism’s respect for cultural diversity and the protection of individual rights is also questioned by Okin (1999) who expresses concern regarding the oppression of some minority members, in particular women. As established above, illiberal cultural practices, which violate human rights are universally condemned, but complexity arises when considering practices, which although legal, do not attain to Western liberal norms. Considerable attention is given to Islamic beliefs which are often perceived as undemocratic and in opposition to the pursuit of gender equality (Spierings et al, 2009). Caution should be taken however, in the moral evaluation of other cultures, as this presupposes that the majority culture is morally superior and just. The objectification of women in the West raises the question as to whether liberal societies are no less patriarchal than illiberal ones, but just manifested differently (Colombo, 2015). With this in mind, it raises the question as to who is to decide whether wearing a hijab or mini-dress is oppressive or empowering and therefore challenges the validity of Western women speaking on behalf of a socially oppressed ‘other’ (Al—Hibri, 1999). As Weeks (1993, p. 191) asserts there are ‘many notions of the good’ and the challenge to multiculturalism is finding solidarity amongst the plurality of values. 

2.6. The Charge of Essentialism
It is postulated that multiculturalism ascribes a homogenous character to groups, failing to recognise their internal diversity and in doing so essentialises and reifies otherwise dynamic cultures (Appiah, 2005; Phillips, 2007). ‘Culture’ refers to the ‘material, social and subjective resources’ that individuals draw upon during their everyday lives (Barrett, 2013). In other words, culture can consist of the type of food consumed, the clothes that are worn, the language that is spoken and the beliefs and values shared. The distinctive cultures of social groups constantly evolve and change, they have considerable internal variability and their boundaries are often contested and blurred (ibid). Essentialising cultures is to perceive them as fixed and unchanging, and reinforces a deterministic standpoint in which conflict amongst differing cultures is deemed inevitable (Colombo, 2015). Multiculturalism aspires to protect and preserve national, religious and ethnic cultures but in doing so implies that they remain separate and static, impervious to mutual influence and therefore mutual accommodation (Song, 2007). In contrast, perceiving of cultures and the communities in which they are contained as heterogeneous and fluid, embraces the possibility of change and recognises that hybridity is a necessary feature of living with difference (Weeks, 1993). Multiculturalists refute the charge of essentialism and reassert in agreement with anti-essentialists that the process of hybridisation is a characteristic of globalised society (Kymlicka, 1995).  However, whilst the synthesis of differing cultures and their internal complexity is recognised, so too is the importance of ‘groupness’ and ‘collective agency’ in claiming group rights and justifying exemptions (Modood, 1998). Multiculturalism’s categorisation of difference can be thought of as a strategic requirement for acquiring minority privileges and rights. For this purpose, the group is presented as internally unified and yet to avoid the charge of essentialism it so too must present as internally heterogeneous (Baumann, 1996). This then poses a challenge for multiculturalism, in that group difference cannot be so changeable that its credibility becomes compromised, as consequently, its claims for differential treatment will be delegitimised. 

2.7. The Categorisation of Difference & Social Fragmentation 
The recognition of group difference, forms the means by which multiculturalism offers protection and support to minority cultures and facilitates political equality (Taylor, 1992). The reinforcing of group identities however, is perceived to have contributed to the fragmentation of society and weakened social cohesion (Wade, 2015; Cantle, 2012). When categorising according to ethnicity or religion the tendency is to overlook the multidimensionality of identity, limiting opportunities for interaction and increasing the likelihood of social division (Burr, 2003). Sen (2006) refers to this as ‘singular affiliation’ and similarly warns of the dangers of social tension and violence that can result from disregarding the capacity of individuals to have more than one allegiance. This categorisation or ‘miniaturisation of people’ into separate and distinct entities has been critiqued as ‘plural monoculturalism’ where the existence of diverse cultures co-exist side by side (Sen, 2006). The Cantle (2001) report into the 2001 race riots which took place in Northern towns and cities, exposed the separate development of communities and leading of ‘parallel lives’. The extent of polarisation was such, that there was an ignorance of co-existing cultures, which led to a growth in fear, and the fostering of division, raising concerns that multiculturalism’s focus on difference was at the expense of community cohesion. Levels of segregation in the UK however, have been contested by Finney and Simpson (2009) who posit that accounts of ghettoization are largely mythical and that policies should primarily be concerned with addressing economic inequalities rather than the ethnic composition of communities. Whilst it is judicious to acknowledge the disproportionate levels of deprivation in communities with a high number of ethnic minority residents, this should not undermine the need to address ethnic relations and the existence of racial tensions (Rattansi, 2011). 

The widespread violence of 2001 in cities in the North of England, elicited strong criticism of multiculturalism which was condemned for having placed too great an emphasis on difference and in so doing neglected the needs of the majority (Cantle, 2001) The effects of which was an absence of any sense of unity and a strong resentment amongst the white population. The unrests are seen as a turning point, which mark the retreat from multiculturalism and a move towards integration and community cohesion (Joppke, 2004). 

2.8. The ‘Civic Turn’

Referred to as the ‘civic turn’, the questioning of multiculturalism led to a greater focus on citizenship and integration policies (Borevi, Jensen and Mouritsen, 2017). The concept of integration is defined as ‘a dynamic, two-way process of mutual accommodation’ between immigrants and members of the receiving community (Council of the European Union, 2004).  Unlike the process of assimilation, it does not require minorities to relinquish their cultural identity, but alternatively recognises that both immigrants and the native population are required to live according to ‘shared rights, responsibilities and opportunities’ (HM Government, 2018). The burden of adaptation however, falls on immigrants, who following the introduction of citizenship tests, are required to demonstrate an understanding of the duties ‘which facilitate their acceptance and integration’ (Home Office, 2002) The tests have been likened to a ‘one-way model of integration’ in that immigrants are required to display knowledge that many British citizens would be unlikely to know (Byrne, 2016). Their efficacy is also called into question as ‘knowing national values and believing in them are two very different things’ (Goodman, 2014). In light of the climate of widespread public hostility to immigration during which citizenship tests were introduced, questions are raised as to whether they actually represent a means of allaying public immigration fears, by constructing an image of the ‘good immigrant’ worthy of British citizenship, rather than as a means of facilitating integration and developing a sense of belonging.  

The turn to civic integration and distancing from multiculturalism is not confined to Britain, but a phenomenon extending to Europe and beyond (Joppke, 2004). Underlying this move, is the concern that a ‘laissez-faire approach’ has proved insufficient when integrating Muslims communities, leaving open the possibility of radicalisation and potential terrorist attacks from Muslims citizens, such as those carried out in Madrid and London (Archick et al, 2011). Radicalisation and terrorism have now become entwined with the identity of Muslims in the public consciousness, making them the subject of hostility and suspicion (Abbas, 2005; Lynch, 2013). Negative perceptions of Muslims have also arisen from the belief that they hold values at odds with Western norms, as evidenced in a recent YouGov (2017) poll, where 44% of respondents perceived there to be ‘a fundamental clash between Islam and the values of British society’. Social categorisation, an inherent feature of multiculturalism, lends itself to the formation of prejudicial attitudes and stereotyping, particularly when the values of an out-group are perceived to be in conflict with social norms (Abrams, 2010). The erroneous application of stereotypes and formation of prejudicial attitudes can manifest in discrimination as seen in the disadvantages experienced by Muslims in relation to employment, health and housing (Gilliat-Ray, 2010). This growing Islamophobia represents a new form of racism, that of ‘cultural racism’, where intolerance of the ‘other’ is based on cultural rather than biological distinctions, camouflaging its malign intent (Modood, 1998; Allen, 2005; Lentin, 2005). The focus on cultural practices rather than Muslims themselves, is deemed justification of any intolerance and hatred, allowing Islamophobia a degree of social acceptance denied to other expressions of hate – as Baroness Warsi (2011) declared in a speech to the University of Leicester “Islamophobia has now passed the dinner-table-test”. The economic and social exclusion of Muslims (often deriving from discriminatory housing and employment practices) has been reframed as a form of deliberate self-segregation and used to validate their representation as ‘the enemy within’ (Gilliat-Ray, 2010; Warsi, 2018). 

In light of this widespread anti-Muslim sentiment, it is therefore no surprise that Muslims are at the centre of a political debate over integration and the concept of British identity (Abbas, 2005). With concerns about immigration and terrorism running high, in 2015 Dame Louise Casey was tasked with conducting an integration review. The findings of which echoed existing concerns about worrying levels of social cohesion and the absence of a coherent integration strategy, but also went further in condemning public bodies for having accommodated diversity to such an extent that ‘divisive and harmful cultural and religious practices’ were ignored for fear of racist accusations (Casey, 2016). The report faced criticism from Muslim groups that it explicitly targeted Muslim communities, with 249 references made within of Muslims, compared to 23 of Hindus, the next largest faith group (Casey, 2016; Taylor, 2016). Particular concern was raised in relation to the report being unduly critical of Muslims whilst overlooking the wider problems of racism and deprivation which act as barriers to integration (Taylor, 2016; Parliament, 2017). The All Party Parliamentary Group on Social Integration’s (2017) most recent report emphasises the need for conformity to shared norms and values in line with the Casey Review and also recommends enforcing a requirement that immigrants on arrival enrol on ESOL classes where they are unable to speak the language. However, a report from the Institute of Public Policy Research, warns against ‘punitive approaches’ positing that compelling integration risks undermining its aims. It alternatively favours a more considered and sensitive approach to reaching isolated minorities, referring to the community of Bedford, where minor accommodations made to public services elicited positive integration outcomes (Murray, 2017). At present, the prevailing political standpoint in relation to integration is that of cohesion through conformity to British values, which Ashcroft and Bevir (2018) critique as granting ‘racial inclusiveness at the price of cultural assimilation’. Whilst, it is the government’s intention to promote greater cohesion, the strong rhetoric surrounding adherence to British values and the spotlight on the Muslim community, may serve only to alienate further an already marginalised Muslim population, who are frequently subjected to the suspicion and hostility of White British people. It may be wise for the government to head the warning that ‘finger pointing does not help the process of integration’ (Runnymede, 2016).

2.9. Citizenship, Identity & Belonging: The Accommodation of Difference 

Beyond the often simplistic narrative which accompanies integration, lies a complex and multidimensional process; one which requires a diverse population of immigrants to integrate into the economic, social, political and cultural domains of a society, which is in itself pluralistic (Hampshire, 2013). In this regard, even without immigration, the nation state would be characterised by diversity; its liberal commitment to freedom giving rise to moral, religious and cultural plurality (Rawls, 1993). Given the heterogeneity of the nation state it could reasonably be questioned – into what should immigrants integrate? 

The concept of national identity has historically been used as a means of uniting members of a country through the use of traditions, myths, symbols and values (Smith, 1991). The development of a British national identity did not occur until England’s union with Scotland in 1707 and was later strengthened following the Industrial Revolution and formation of the British Empire (McLaren, 2015). The British national identity therefore developed in response to the need for solidarity in the face of political and social changes and in this respect, is socially constructed (Pilkington, 2002). The construction of national identity can appear contrived given its role in facilitating cohesion amongst unconnected and otherwise disparate members of an ‘imagined community’ (Anderson, 1983). However, national identity as a form of solidarity based upon ‘a shared history’, remains important to the populace (Sen, 2007). No more so than when it is perceived to be under threat from immigration (Ashcroft and Bevir, 2016). In response to the impact of immigration on national solidarity, the government has reinforced the importance of national citizenship and identity, through the use of citizenship ceremonies, the pledging of allegiance to the UK and the teaching of British values (Cantle, 2014). Attempts at creating unity through a shared national identity however, are impeded by the liberal state’s duty of impartiality (Hampshire, 2013). The state’s commitment to neutrality in the interests of fairness and equality, gives rise to the paradoxical requirements of constructing an identity which is both particular, in that it is can be distinguished from other nations and yet at the same time universal, so as not to promote any particular culture or religion. Consequently, the concept of ‘Britishness’ is a nebulous one which is open to interpretation and widely debated (House of Lords, 2008). 

Joppke (2010) posits that ‘particular universalism’ as described above, is a means of liberal exclusion of the Muslim ‘other’ for whom prescribing to the liberal’s way of life would be contrary to their own values. This viewpoint is supported by Allen (2015) who believes that the reassertion of British values or ‘The Britishness Agenda’ as he refers to it, seeks not to facilitate belonging through the development of an inclusive British identity relevant to today’s diverse society, but to demarcate the Muslim as ‘other’ and in need of becoming ‘more British’. Whilst the government’s focus on British values is critiqued as exclusionary, research suggests that a strong national identity is essential to the workings of a multicultural society, in which all citizens are able to experience a sense of belonging to the nation (Asari et al, 2008). The need to belong is widely considered a fundamental human motivation and as such multiculturalism promotes the rights of minorities to ‘make claims on national identity’ (Maslow, 1943; Bowlby, 1969; Modood, 2011). Rather than adhering to a list of British values however, it is posted that national identity should be expanded to become more inclusionary and the idea of what it means to be British, reframed to include immigrants in the national in-group (Esses et al, 2005; Modood, 2011). The ‘invisible privilege’ of White British citizenship is rarely acknowledged, where the automatic entitlement and belonging to place that is the preserve of the white citizen is rarely extended to the visibly different ‘other’, unquestioned and without fear (Rothenberg, 2000). A truly cohesive society would require the remaking of national identity from one which offers inclusion of the ‘other’ upon integration, to one which understands the population as diverse and subject to ongoing change, which embraces this heterogeneity and which recognises its primacy in the telling of the nation’s story and in the making of its shared futures. In this sense cohesion is facilitated through the decentring of Britishness ‘from its condition of invisibility and predominance’ (Hickman, Crowley and Mai, 2008). At present, the debates surrounding national identity, focus not on its expansion and adaptation, but of the threat posed to it by increasing diversity (Verkuyten, 2014). 

2.10. Conclusion

Multiculturalism emerged in response to an era of diversification following the large-scale immigration of the post-war period (Kymlicka, 2012). Since its inception, multiculturalism has raised the profile of minority rights and contributed to building a society in which there is greater equality amongst its diverse population (Modood, 2007). However, it is posited that to some extent this has been at the expense of social cohesion (Cantle, 2012). The means by which multiculturalism enhances the status of minorities through categorisation, privileges the idea that groups are culturally distinct and as a consequence reinforces the perception of difference as ‘other’. This not only encourages division but inadvertently homogenises the internal variability of cultures, undermining the very essence of diversity (Appiah, 2005). In this respect, it can be argued that multiculturalism has focused upon how to live ‘with’ diversity as opposed to how to live ‘in’ diversity. As pointed out by Antonsich (2015), the former requires only toleration which is unconducive to social cohesion, and implies that diversity is something distinct that exists separate from the majority. In contrast, to live ‘in’ diversity accepts that society itself is diverse and the majority population is not impervious to its effects. A paradigm which speaks only to the minority, cannot facilitate an environment conducive to living ‘in' diversity.  
3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
3.1. Introduction

It is at this stage of the discussion, that the perceived faults of multiculturalism are considered within the context of Brexit, and interculturalism introduced as a potential alternative paradigm. The identified flaws of multiculturalism will be considered alongside the characteristics of interculturalism to help gauge whether it represents a more appropriate framework for finding unity in diversity. 
3.2. Citizenship, Identity & Belonging -A Nation Divided: The Accommodation of Difference, Brexit & The Threat Theory 

Immigration has long been the subject of public debate and hostility, yet in recent years there has been a notable rise in its contention and prominence. Whilst opposition has not increased per se, research shows that attitudes to immigration have become more polarised, with clear divisions between an educated youth and less well educated older population (NatCen Social Research, 2017). This was particularly evident during the referendum on EU membership (Brexit) which revealed deep social divisions regarding the desirability of multiculturalism (Ashcroft and Bevir, 2016). Whilst the factors contributing to the Brexit vote were complex and many, there is strong evidence that anti-immigrant sentiment played a significant role in driving the vote to leave (Clarke, Goodwin and Whiteley, 2017). Research into the reasons behind the Brexit vote reveals that those who considered immigration to be the most important issue in the referendum (88%), overwhelmingly voted to leave the EU (Swales, 2016).

Anti-immigrant and nativist attitudes are founded on the premise that immigration represents a ‘threat’ (Pichler, 2010). The application of intergroup threat theory to anti-immigrant sentiment, distinguishes between two distinct types of threat: realistic threats, relating to concerns about resources, jobs and economic wellbeing, and symbolic threats, those concerning the identity and culture of the in-group (Stephan et al, 2009). Two independent research projects into exclusionary attitudes towards immigrants in Europe, converge on their findings and reveal that whilst both economic and cultural concerns are factors, the greater predictor of opposition to immigration, is the desire to preserve national culture and way of life, over concerns regarding economic disadvantage (Sniderman et al, 2004; Sides and Citrin, 2007). In other words, symbolic threats to national identity, rather than realistic threats to economic wellbeing, were the main reasons behind opposition to immigrant minorities. This has significant implications for the current debate on multiculturalism, in that whilst anti-immigrant opposition based on the threat to jobs and the economy, may be ameliorated by economic growth and improvements to individual financial wellbeing, the same cannot be said for perceived cultural threats. There is consensus amongst economists that immigration has a positive net fiscal impact, that is to say immigrants contribute more towards public finances than they receive (Baldwin, 2016; HM Revenue & Customs, 2016). This message failed to influence the outcome of the recent plebiscite which was outweighed by the toxicity of the immigration agenda pursued by the Leave campaign. 

The central tenet of the Leave campaign was the ‘threat’ posed by uncontrolled immigration, imbued in its slogan ‘Take Back Control’ (Barnett, 2017). The campaign was accused of making highly misleading claims which include the assertion that Turkey would join the EU, alluding that the UK would be subject to an influx of Muslim immigrants on Turkey’s accession (Ball, 2017). Whilst the Leave campaign sought to evade accusations of xenophobia or racism, by emphasising the positive control of borders over the negative framing of migrants (Barnett, 2017), messages such as this, were condemned for “fanning the flames of division” (Farron, 2016 cited in Cowburn, 2016). 

The ‘threat theory’ was more obviously exploited by populist figures such as Nigel Farage whose anti-immigrant discourse served to draw support from those longing for a mythical homogenous past (European Commission Against Racism and Intolerance, 2016). Research into the explanations for rising support of populist parties and their exclusionary politics, finds that whilst economic inequality can leave those of low socio-economic status susceptible to the xenophobic rhetoric of the populist, psychological factors play a more important role (Inglehart and Norris, 2016). In line with the findings above, that symbolic threats to culture and identity are most salient in determining opposition to immigration, Inglehart and Norris’ (2016) ‘cultural backlash thesis’ proposes that support for populist parties is largely a reaction to cultural change. This trend for support of populism is witnessed across Europe and deemed a consequence of the ‘failure of multiculturalism to respond to concerns about immigration and the threat to national identity’ (Cantle, 2014, p. 315). 

3.3. The Death Knell of Multiculturalism?

The EU referendum revealed the extent of backlash against the displacement of traditional norms and values, and opposition to the pluralism which threatens the familiar way of life. These fears whilst re-surfacing during the referendum have a history spanning post-war immigration, the global financial crash and the terror attacks of 9/11 and 7/7 (Taylor, 2017). The populists’ ‘politics of fear’ has a destructive effect on intergroup relations and its divisiveness is apparent in the 44% increase in hate crime around the time of the referendum (Wodak, 2015; O’Neill, 2017). Whilst mainstream political parties eschew the xenophobic rhetoric of the populist, they simultaneously try to appeal to the concerns of the disaffected, in an attempt to reclaim lost support. In doing so, their ideological perspective shifts further to the right and a greater emphasis is placed on immigrant integration and restrictions, reaffirming the notion of the immigrant other as a ‘problem’ (Cantle, 2014). The response of the centre right, amounts to countering the rise of the far right with a more measured and less racist version of their anti-immigrant discourse. 

The normalisation of exclusionary narratives facilitated by Brexit, the rise of right wing populism and an increasing fear of the ‘other’ brings into question the legitimacy of multiculturalism as a paradigm for managing diversity (Zapata-Barrero, 2017). The backlash against multiculturalism however, has a long history, which is compounded by the divisions Brexit exposed. David Cameron (2011) during a speech on Islamic extremism denounced the “doctrine of state multiculturalism” for having “encouraged different cultures to live separate lives, apart from each other and apart from the mainstream”. On a similar vein, German Chancellor Angela Merkel criticised lack of immigrant integration, asserting that a multicultural society where people “live side-by-side”, a concept which has “utterly failed” (cited in BBC News, 2010). Despite such strong criticism, it would be premature to declare the death of multiculturalism. Whilst the ‘civic turn’ represented its retreat, in practice civic integration policies were used in conjunction with and not as a replacement of existing multicultural policies (Banting and Kymlicka, 2013). The term ‘multiculturalism’ dropped out of political usage, to be replaced by ‘diversity’, yet the backlash against multiculturalism was confined to rhetoric only, its policies remaining unchanged (Vertovec and Wessendorf, 2010). Whilst the UK remains committed to supporting diversity and the protection of minority rights, multiculturalism as a framework for finding unity in diversity has been mired in difficulties and its widespread condemnation indicative of the need for an alternative. 

3.4. Adapting to a New Era of Super-diversity & a Changing Social Landscape
As outlined previously, multiculturalism developed in response to post-war immigration, an era in which diversity was characterised largely by immigration from Commonwealth and post-colonial territories and which has continued to inform multicultural policies to the present day. Since the late 1980s however, immigration has increased in both number and complexity, with immigrants arriving from diverse countries of origin, with differing socio-economic backgrounds, immigration statuses and concomitant languages and religions (Jones et al, 2015). Multiculturalism has failed to adapt to this ‘diversification of diversity’ and is therefore deemed ill-equipped to respond to the significant challenges it engenders (Hollinger, 1995 cited in Vertovec, 2007). The emergence of ‘super-diversity’ gives rise to a multiplicity of cultures, values and norms which often conflict and which challenge the cohesion of society (Grillo, 2016). It has been argued that the unprecedented degree of cultural pluralism and increasingly complex interplay of factors affecting immigration, calls for a new framework, one which can understand and respond to the complexity of this diversification (Vertovec, 2007; Council of Europe, 2008; Cantle, 2012). 

3.5. Interculturalism

Interculturalism is deemed to offer an alternative paradigm for accommodating diversity, one which addresses multiculturalism’s perceived limitations and difficulties (Cantle, 2012; Zapata-Barrero, 2016). It has much in common with multiculturalism, sharing a commitment to valuing diversity and tackling the disadvantages and inequalities faced by minorities (Barrett, 2013). They differ however in their perception of difference. Multiculturalism is founded upon a binary conception of difference; that of the majority and minority populations (Council of Europe, 2008). It is posited to have a ‘groupist’ and static view of identities, where policies and legislation are applied to people categorised according to their faith or ethnicity. Moreover, their needs are typically represented by an older, male community leader, speaking on behalf of a presumed homogeneous and unified group, therefore essentialising that which is socially constructed (Cantle, 2016). In this respect, multiculturalism fails to recognise the fluidity and multiplicity of identities, and their process of construction and reconstruction through interaction and connection with the social world (Weeks, 1993; Burr, 2003; Jenkins, 2008). Furthermore, its narrow conception of difference, struggles to keep pace with changing public perceptions of what constitutes a threat, whether it be a new immigrant group, illiberal religious practice or progressive challenge to institutional norms, and cannot therefore protect the fluctuating targets of prejudice (Abrams, 2010). Interculturalism in contrast, recognises that identity is multifaceted, and that individuals may see themselves in terms of their ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, religion, class or profession. These aspects are not immutable and any one aspect may be more salient depending upon the given context (Brah, 2007). As an example, a person’s professional identity may be more important in the context of a business meeting, however this would be less so in the case of a faith gathering, where their religious identity would come to the fore. Multiculturalism in seeking to protect minorities from assimilation and preserve their ethnic/cultural identities, enhances the salience of this one aspect of their identity and in so doing, undermines the importance of their individuality. 

3.6. Interculturalism & Super-diversity

In an era of super-diversity and globalisation, where exposure to disparate people, cultures, languages, literature, art and music leads to multiple affiliations, plural identities are commonplace (UNESCO, 2009). Interculturalism’s focus on ‘common bonds’ as opposed to ‘difference’ is considered a more appropriate framework for supporting cohesion in ever more complex and diverse societies (Zapata-Barrero, 2016). Central to the concept of interculturalism, is the promotion of ‘contact’ in fostering common bonds between seemingly disparate groups (James, 2008). This is based on the premise of contact theory, originally developed by Allport (1954) who posits that ‘equal status contact’ between different groups can reduce prejudice. Given that prejudicial attitudes underlie outgroup hostility, interaction or contact theory has significant implications for current social divisions (Abrams, 2010). The contact hypothesis has since been developed by Hewstone (2003) whose research confirms that ‘successful intergroup contact promotes more positive… outgroup attitudes’ and reduces the perception of homogeneity amongst outgroups. This supports interculturalism’s promotion of intergroup contact as a tool in reducing fear of the ‘other’ and challenging stereotypes. In this respect, contact theory may help explain the Brexit ‘immigration paradox’. It is widely recognised that immigration was a key issue to voters during the referendum and yet areas with the highest levels of EU migration tended to vote Remain, whilst those with the fewest number of immigrants demonstrated strong support to Leave (Goodwin and Heath, 2016; Travis, 2016). A study examining the ‘interplay of anti-immigrant prejudice and intergroup contact’ on voting preferences in the EU referendum, concluded that anti-immigrant prejudice positively correlated with a desire to leave the EU (Meleady, Seger and Vermue, 2017). However, where positive intergroup contact was evident, there existed lower prejudice and an increased support for Remain. Linking this finding to the observation made previously, that anti-immigrant sentiment was based on symbolic threats to identity and could not therefore be countered with the positive fiscal benefits of immigration, intergroup contact presents an opportunity to tackle these prejudicial attitudes and undermine support for right-wing populism. A review of recent advances in intergroup contact, indicate that its benefits do not just apply to those directly partaking, but prejudice reduction is extended to the whole outgroup (Pettigrew et al, 2011). Additionally, the positive effects of intergroup contact are experienced by all marginalised groups and not just ethnic minorities. This is of particular benefit to interculturalism as a paradigm seeking to go beyond multiculturalism’s narrow conception of difference and facilitate ‘good relationships’ amongst difference in all its forms.
3.7. Interculturalism & Segregation

Following publication of the Cantle Report (Cantle, 2001) which highlighted the phenomena of ‘parallel lives’ and the more recent review of integration by Dame Louise Casey (2016) which reaffirmed Cantle’s findings, the difficult issue of segregation has risen in prominence.  The concerns expressed over the living of ‘parallel lives’ are not without foundation. They are based on the premise that segregation, deepens inequalities and inhibits social mobility, erodes levels of trust, undermines a sense of belonging and fuels the ‘politics of division’, where difficult circumstances can create the conditions for recrimination and civil unrest (Plumb, Millinship and Bell, 2016; All Party Parliamentary Group, 2017; Laurence, 2017). It is however natural for immigrants on arrival to cluster amongst those of a similar background and benefit from supportive networks, otherwise referred to as bonding capital (Taylor, 2015). Putnam (2007) describes this phenomenon as ‘hunkering down’ and posits that it inhibits the formation of bridging capital (the connections between people from different social or ethnic groups) deemed essential for cohesion. However, it has otherwise been suggested that bonding capital can ‘give people the confidence they need in order to bridge’ and in this respect not all forms of segregation are necessarily negative (Commission on Integration and Cohesion, 2007; Johnson and Tatum, 2009). Neither must segregation be considered solely in terms of minorities isolating themselves. Discrimination, structural inequalities and ‘white flight’ all contribute to spatial segregation (Phillips, 2006; Kalra and Kapoor, 2009). It is also important to understand that whilst segregation is often thought of in terms of ethnicity, it can also occur amongst many forms of difference, such as faith, age, disability and social class, and within spatial, social and cultural domains (Cantle, 2011). Building positive relations amongst all forms of difference is then central to social cohesion.  It can be said that whereas multiculturalism encouraged community leaders to trade in cultural capital, emphasising a community’s distinctiveness, interculturalism highlights the importance of social capital in bridging cultural divides (Cantle, 2013). 

3.8. Intercultural Dialogue & Interaction

A central tenet of interculturalism is that of intercultural dialogue, defined as ‘an open and respectful exchange of views between individuals and groups with different… backgrounds and heritage, on the basis of mutual understanding and respect’ (Council of Europe, 2008). Intercultural dialogue encourages open debate of difficult topics, helping to foster mutual understanding between diverse people, challenging stereotypes and reducing prejudice (UNESCO, 2009). The Council of Europe (2008) state that intercultural dialogue takes place on the premise that all are committed to the universal values of ‘democracy, human rights and the rule of law’. In this respect, interculturalism and its discussion of difficult topics, based on a commitment to universal norms, is seen as remedying the defects of multiculturalism, in that it is unafraid to critique illiberal cultural practices and rejects cultural relativism (Barrett, 2013). It is proposed that individuals are required to possess intercultural competence in order to be able to participate in intercultural dialogue, that is the possession of ‘values, attitudes, knowledge, understanding, skills and behaviour’ necessary to communicate and interact with those perceived to be culturally different (Barrett, 2013). Similarly, Allport (1954) deems successful intergroup contact to be predicated on a set of optimal conditions, namely, ‘equal status, intergroup cooperation, common goals, and support by social and institutional authorities’. Both intercultural competence and Allport’s condition of ‘equal status’ take into account the uneven power relations between members of majority and minority groups and the potential influence of status differentials on intercultural interactions (Barrett, 2013; Stokke and Lybaek, 2018). Despite significant legislation criminalising discrimination and a duty imposed upon the public sector to actively ‘advance equality of opportunity’ and ‘foster good relations’, structural inequalities persist and ethnic minorities continue to experience inferior treatment and poorer outcomes (Equality and Human Rights Commission, 2016). This brings into question the validity of intercultural dialogue and interaction, given that the optimal conditions for its success will rarely exist (Grillo, 2017). A recent review of Allport’s original hypothesis however, reveals that the conditions for optimal contact are not essential to its success (Pettigrew et al, 2011). It was found that whilst optimal conditions gave the greatest reductions in prejudice, without their presence, prejudice was still reported to diminish. This reaffirms the importance of contact as promoted by interculturalism in reducing prejudice and facilitating cohesion, as even sub-optimal conditions produce positive outcomes. 
Proponents of multiculturalism challenge the idea that dialogue is unique to interculturalism, drawing attention to Parekh’s (2006, p.337) more progressive form of multiculturalism, which recognises that a dialogue between cultures is ‘mutually beneficial’ and ‘alerts them to their biases’. However, it is not a foundational element of multiculturalism as it is for interculturalism (Cantle, 2012). Multiculturalism’s conception of dialogue has largely been restricted to the voicing of minority needs, whereas interculturalism promotes dialogue as a means of building trust across boundaries and facilitating cohesion (Loobuyck, 2016) This is linked to criticism that multiculturalism has neglected and consequentially ‘alienated the culture of the white working class’ having celebrated all cultures bar theirs (Wood, Landry and Bloomfield, p.4). It is important to consider this critique within the current political climate, where the global financial crisis and ensuing austerity measures, combined with the polarising effects of globalisation, have hit hardest ‘the left behind’.  This demographic perceive that their needs are ignored by the political elite, making them vulnerable to the anti-immigrant rhetoric of the far-right who promulgate the ‘myth of scarcity’ - the notion that economic insecurity is worsened by a perceived competition with immigrants over jobs and scarce public resources (Pharr, 1997; McLaren, 2015). Immigration is framed as a ‘multifaceted threat’, primarily to the nation’s culture and democratic values, as well as to its security, where it is linked to crime and terrorism (Mudde, 2012). To a lesser extent, it is viewed as an economic burden and also as contributing to a distrust of the political establishment, where an anti-elitist narrative blames the political system for failing to address large scale immigration (Mudde, 2012; McLaren, 2015). Multiculturalism’s response to divisive anti-immigrant discourse has been to shut down the debate, so as not to fan the flames of racial and cultural tensions (Cantle cited in Antonsich, 2015). Conversely, intercultural dialogue seeks to enter into ‘difficult conversations’ recognising that avoidance of these issues can push those with perceived grievances into supporting more extreme narratives. The ‘Think Project’ is a preventative programme which aims to develop resilience in young people considered vulnerable to the ideology of the far-right (Cifuentes, Whittaker and Lake, 2013). Using the principles of contact theory and intercultural dialogue, white youth are given the space and opportunity to air their grievances and have ‘difficult conversations’ with trainers from a BAME background. They are simultaneously provided with the skills and knowledge to challenge misconceptions about immigration and diversity, and the hostile discourses of the far-right (Cantle and Thomas, 2014). Despite non-conformance with many of the preconditions outlined above, the project had a ‘95% success rate in radically changing young people’s views from being anti to pro-diversity’ (Cifuentes, 2016). The success of this project suggests that the scope for intercultural contact and dialogue may be widened beyond situations which seek to achieve ‘common goals’, to preventing extremism through understanding and engaging with those who are disenfranchised.
The project draws attention to the absence of a comprehensive citizenship education which prepares young people for the challenges of living in super-diversity. It is in this regard, that education and training can play an important role in developing intercultural competence, providing people with the necessary aptitudes for respecting, interacting and building relationships with those who they perceive as culturally different (Barnett, 2013). Intercultural competence is therefore key not only to meeting the current challenges of super-diversity but to ensuring that citizens have the ability to negotiate the ever-changing challenges of a world in constant flux. This begs the question as to how the Brexit debates would have proceeded had the nation been well equipped with intercultural competence, given that the tone of the EU referendum was described by the All Party Parliamentary Group on Integration (2017) as ‘poisonous’ and likely to increase the risk of newcomers leading ‘parallel lives’. Intercultural dialogue as a means of promoting cohesion has become increasingly salient, with the Commission on Integration and Cohesion (2007) advocating for its wider use in developing ‘our shared future’, and similar prominence given by the Council of Europe (2008) to it being the ‘key to Europe’s future’. Arguably however, its scope and prominence rests upon the degree of openness within society, to which this paper shall now turn.  

3.9. Intercultural Openness & Diversity Advantage

The concept of openness is considered a prerequisite for the development of interculturalism and refers to the ‘permeability of individuals and groups to different ideas, beliefs and ways of behaviour’ (Wood et al, 2006, p. 7).  An open society, is one which embraces exposure to difference, is curious to experiences beyond that which is known, and open to influence. At a macro level, openness relates to the degree of inward migration, an issue hotly contested during the EU referendum and provoking racial hatred in its aftermath. Emboldened by the Brexit result, those who previously harboured racist and xenophobic attitudes, openly expressed their bigotry, with reported incidents of UK citizens being told to “go back to where you came from” (Ahmed, 2016). The openness of the UK is questionable when it remains that despite a rich cultural heritage ‘British culture is perceived as something white’ (Hirsch, 2017). Whilst multiculturalism does not dispute the need for openness, its emphasis upon difference and minority rights, and neglect of the needs of majorities, inadvertently reinforces the idea that diversity is a threat, encouraging a resentment rather than an appreciation of diversity. 

In contrast, interculturalism frames diversity as a positive, seeking to change the narrative from one of reluctant acceptance of diversity to active appreciation. Cultural diversity is promoted as a source of creativity and innovation, transforming it from a ‘threat’ to an ‘asset’ (Wood et al, 2006). The Council of Europe (2016) drawing upon the notion of ‘diversity advantage’, has developed an Intercultural Cities programme which helps communities to build trust and solidarity amongst its members and benefit from their talents and skills, realising both the social and economic advantages of a heterogeneous community. Interculturalism in this context however, is critiqued as a form of ‘neoliberal multiculturalism’ which views diversity not as a good in itself, but in terms of its economic benefits (Bodirsky, 2012). Whilst diversity fosters creativity and helps drive economic competitiveness, its appeal as a paradigmatic framework must be based on its contributions to social justice and cohesion. Improving the lives of the marginalised and increasing solidarity amongst heterogeneous communities, should not be eclipsed by the potential commercial and economic benefits of doing so. The creation of a more just and harmonious society must remain central to its aims.
3.10. Interculturalism: An Alternative or Complementary Paradigm?

In the wake of Brexit, the rise of the far-right across Europe, and the rising numbers of displaced seeking asylum, it would seem that the development of an intercultural framework could not be timelier. Interculturalism’s aspirations as a new and alternative paradigm however, are contested by proponents of multiculturalism, who posit that its standing is based upon critique of a falsely represented multiculturalism and on this basis its claims to ‘novelty’ and ‘superiority’ are invalidated (Modood, 2017). Whilst it is recognised that interculturalism makes positive contributions through its thoughts on interaction, super-diversity and majority recognition, these are considered factors which can be incorporated into, and enhance the multicultural paradigm and therefore, it should be considered a ‘version’ of multiculturalism, rather than a replacement (Modood, 2017). Alternatively, Loobuyck (2013) sees the two paradigms as complementary and believes they should be implemented simultaneously to compensate for one another’s deficiencies. Cantle (2012) on the other hand, believes multiculturalism has failed and needs to be replaced by the superior positioning of interculturalism as a framework for mediating relationships in an era of globalisation and super-diversity. It is the position taken here, in line with Sondhi (cited in Grillo, 2016), that the two concepts are not mutually exclusive and therefore, one need not be rendered obsolete, in order for the other to be introduced. However, it has been clearly demonstrated that multiculturalism is flawed in several aspects and that interculturalism is well placed to remedy these. 
3.11. Conclusion

The implications of super-diversity and Brexit for multiculturalism are significant, for they exacerbate its pre-existing flaws. The world today differs markedly from that in which multiculturalism was introduced. The plurality stemming from diversification of immigration, is too great a challenge for multiculturalism’s rigid interpretation of cultures (Zapata-Barrero, 2016). The categorisation of people into clearly defined boxes is not appropriate for an era of global interconnection, where identities are multiple and fluid. In contrast, interculturalism based on the concepts of openness, interaction, dialogue and interdependency, is well suited to cultures and societies in constant flux (Barrett, 2013). Attitudes to immigration and the toxicity of the EU referendum reveal a nation uneasy with the change that diversity engenders. A degree of tension and conflict is to be expected during the process of societal change, where difficult conversations are deemed necessary in the making of a shared future (Cantle, 2012). However, multiculturalism’s focus on respecting all cultures has led to ‘a stifling of open debate’ (Rattansi, 2011). Concerns of the majority are therefore unaddressed and prejudicial attitudes remain unchallenged. Conversely, intercultural contact and dialogue, which are central to interculturalism, are proven to tackle prejudice, foster mutual understanding and improve intergroup relations (Allport, 1954; Hewstone, 2003; Pettigrew et al, 2011). Interculturalism offers a pragmatic approach to learning to live in diversity, and to achieve what multiculturalism has failed at – gaining the support of the nation in championing diversity.  
4. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Immigration and the plurality it engenders are historic sources of significant public discontent. This concern resonates across much of Western Europe, undermining trust in the governing elite and revitalising the populist far-right (Wodak, 2015). In light of this, immigration represents a significant challenge to national political systems which are increasingly constrained in their ability to limit immigration (McLaren, 2015). Yet, should a situation ever exist (in the realms of the imagination only), where immigration no longer represented a problem, the diversity issue would remain. Liberal democracies by their very nature, have a centrifugal tendency towards difference (Hampshire, 2013). The principles of freedom and equality to which liberalism adheres, ensures that individuals have autonomy over their conception of the good life. Diverging values and beliefs will therefore always be a difficulty with which the liberal nation must contend. In an era of globalisation, in which societies are becoming super-diverse, an additional layer of complexity is added (Vertovec, 2007). Finding unity in diversity is therefore one of the greatest political challenges of the twenty-first century. 

Multiculturalism emerged as a paradigm to support rising diversity within society, facilitating political accommodation of minority cultures and contesting the notion that a ‘clash of civilisations’ was inevitable (Huntington, 2002). Its central thesis, the protection of minority cultures through collective rights, aims to address the unequal status of minority cultures within society (Kymlicka, 1995). To achieve these aims, multiculturalism relies on the categorisation of difference which has led to accusations of essentialism and of a ‘groupist’ tendency, incompatible with the multidimensionality of identities found in a society marked by super-diversity. Its prioritisation of minority cultures has been linked to majority discontent and social fragmentation, and has received widespread condemnation from politicians, NGOs, and academics across Europe (Council of Europe, 2008). 

Interculturalism has since emerged as an alternative paradigm to redress multiculturalism’s failures, yet it is disputed to what extent it presents as unique (Modood, 2017). Both multiculturalism and interculturalism recognise and value pluralism within society, both seek to address the management of diversity through fairness and inclusivity, and both share a rejection of assimilationist practices, and in this respect their theoretical positions have a clear overlap (Barrett, 2013; Meer, Modood and Zapata-Barrero, 2016). Where they differ, is their emphasis placed on achieving these desired aims, with multiculturalism focusing on the protection of difference, and interculturalism on the promotion of commonalities. In this post-Brexit era characterised by divisions and polarised opinions, interculturalism’s foregrounding of commonalities and emphasis on intercultural dialogue and interaction, is opined as best placed to respond to these difficulties. Whilst it is contested, to what degree, if any, multiculturalism is to blame for social fragmentation, the hostility directed at immigration during the EU referendum and the polarisation of opinions across many social categories, is evidence that regardless of the role multiculturalism played in driving these divisions, their very existence is indicative of its failure to forge unity. Multiculturalism has been a force for good in attempting to dismantle the hierarchies of race and ethnicity which preceded it, in protecting minorities from hegemonic forces and in establishing space for the voicing of minority rights in the public sphere (Fernández, 2013). However, native attitudes to immigration, the fragmentation of society, the divisive rhetoric of Brexit and the concomitant rise in hate crime, as well as the persistence of BAME inequalities, suggest that multiculturalism has been less successful in achieving socio-economic equality and developing solidarity amongst increasingly plurality.

It is important to emphasise, that this paper’s critique of multiculturalism and its impact on social cohesion, does not serve as evidence for the agenda of right-wing populists. It is not that the nation is too diverse, it is that the nation is ill-equipped for this diversity under the current multicultural paradigm. It is argued here that pluralism, despite being a source of tension in the referendum, should not be reduced, but embraced through an intercultural lens which offers an opportunity to unify a divided electorate and envision a shared future path. It is not diversity which threatens cohesion, but segregation and the prejudicial attitudes which perceive diversity as a threat to culture and identity (Uslaner, 2012; Abrams, 2010). Multiculturalism, having failed to address the ‘difficult conversations’ arising from increasing plurality, has done little to tackle the prejudicial attitudes which underlie social fragmentation. In contrast, interculturalism’s focus on interaction and dialogue, based on the premise of contact theory, reduces prejudice and helps negate fear of the ‘other’ (Allport, 1954; Hewstone, 2003). Moreover, interculturalism recognises that a wider response is required, which goes beyond the local community cohesion agenda and which understands the importance of dynamic identities and the influences of globalising forces in the way mediation takes place between differing groups (Cantle, 2012). The possibilities for interculturalism extend far beyond mediating local cultural and ethnic conflicts. There is significant scope for further research into how interaction can be used to reduce prejudice associated with all forms of difference, such as disability, extending its application beyond differences of culture. Furthermore, in an era of globalisation, where nation-states have shared responsibilities and face shared threats, communicating across national and cultural divides takes on ever more importance, and there exists significant opportunity for further research into how interculturalism can facilitate this process.

It is important to remember that behind the sometimes-repetitive exchanges between theorists on either side of the multiculturalism and interculturalism debate (Grillo, 2017), lies a task of great importance, one which has the potential to direct the future path of the nation-state: that of choosing how best to live in diversity; and the significance of this should not be lost amongst the debate. It is somewhat paradoxical, that diversity, one of the nation’s greatest assets, is perceived as one of its greatest threats: the intercultural paradigm however, offers a promising future, one in which society is eventually at ease with its diversity.
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