How valid is Berry’s 2011 model and discussion of Acculturation in understanding the colonisation and inter-cultural relations within Australia?
This essay uses Berry’s 2011 writing ‘Integration and Multiculturalism: Ways towards Social Solidarity’ (Berry, 2011) in dialogue with the colonisation of Australia to highlight the strengths and flaws of Berry’s models and discussions of cultural assimilation. The main point being that Berry’s model (Berry, 2011, p.2.5) and discussion do not acknowledge the role and impact of race and racism in acculturation and culturally plural societies. This essay also highlights an issue with the choice of language used in Berry’s writing, as Berry’s theoretical meaning and the Australian governments use of the terms ‘assimilation’ and ‘strategies’ are not identical.
Definitions and use of Berry’s Acculturation Model 
In his 2011 writing Berry defines ‘Acculturation’ as ‘[…] the process of cultural and psychological change that takes place as a result of contact between cultural groups and their individual members’ (Berry, 2011, p.263). This definition is used here to understand the effect of both, colonialization and contemporary migration in Australia. A term which Berry used was ‘cultural plurality’, he defined this as a society in which ‘[…] a number of different cultural or ethnic groups reside together within a shared political and social framework’ (Brooks, 2002, as cited by Berry, 2011). All societies are culturally plural today, and Berry acknowledged the role of colonialism, slavery, refugee and immigration movements (Berry, 2011, p.2.2). In Berry’s writing he refers to ‘dominant’ and ‘non-dominant’ groups although the definitions for these are not given in Berry’s writing, I use the term ‘dominant group’ in this essay to refer to the majority white colonial/ settler population in Australia, and the ‘Non-dominant group’ then will be used to refer to the native Aboriginal peoples of Australia. The reasoning for this is the power dynamics visible in the governmental and societal framework of Australia.
Figure 1. below represents Berry’s Intercultural Strategies of Ethnocultural Groups and the Larger Society, presented in his 2011 paper Integrarion and Multiculturalism: ways towards social solidarity, (Berry, 2011, p.2.5).
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Figure 1. Intercultural Strategies of Ethnocultural Groups and the Larger Society’ (Berry, 2011, p.2.5)
This model presents the ‘Intercultural Strategies of Ethnocultural Groups and the Larger Society’. The left-hand circle describes the acculturation strategies of ethnocultural groups; Assimilation is defined as when a group or individual does not wish to maintain their own culture and ‘[…] seeks daily interaction with other cultures’ (Berry, 2012, p.2.6). Berry’s use of this term is problematic when looking at Australia, as the government’s understanding of the word is not synonymous with Berry’s, and hence it brings into question the validity of Berry’s definition (this will be elaborated upon later). Integration is defined as when a group or person wish to maintain their own culture whilst being part of daily interactions with another, this is heavily relational with multiculturalism. Separation is defined when a group wishes to avoid interaction with others and marginalisation is defined as when a group or individual do not maintain their own culture, whilst not wishing to be in relation with another. (Berry, 2011, p.2.6). Assimilation when sought by the non-dominant group is termed the ‘melting pot’. ‘Segregation’ occurs when separation is forced by the dominant group. When marginalisation is imposed by the dominant group that is ‘Exclusion’. Finally, when integration is experienced by all groups in a society, that society is ‘Multicultural’, (Berry, 2011, p.2.6).
There are issues with the separation of these definitions into ‘strategies of ethnocultural groups’ and ‘Strategies of larger groups’, because it suggests that these acculturation strategies are only influenced by either or. For example, to suggest that marginalisation is not influenced by the larger society is wrong. Although Berry acknowledges that an issue with this model is that it assumes the non-dominant group have choice in how they want to acculturate. Berry also goes on to acknowledge that there is sometimes an inequality in the power of certain groups to influence acculturative strategies (Berry, 2011, p.2.6). However, a large failure of Berry’s discussion is that he does not mention institutionalised racism, and hence does not give enough note to the influence white settler colonies have in their control over acculturation strategies, as well as overlooking the effects of institutionalised racism in the lives of those who are integrated. There is a problem with suggesting that marginalisation and integration are separate experiences.

A further point of discussion is Berry’s use of the term ‘strategies’, Berry uses ‘strategies’ rather than ‘behaviours’ because it includes the ‘attitudes and behaviours of day-to-day intercultural encounters’ (Berry, 2011, p.2.5). The term ‘acculturation strategies’ is defined by Berry as non-dominant ethnocultural groups have preferences surrounding how they interact with the dominant group (Berry, 2011). Acculturation expectations are understood as how the dominant group believes the non-dominant group should acculturate. An issue I have with the use of these terms is that they do not account for the strategic use of political and physical force manipulated by the dominant group to influence the way that a non-dominant group acculturates. Further in this writing I use the term ‘Assimilation Strategies’ to refer to the way colonial settlers in Australia strategically enforced law and policy to control the way in which Aboriginal peoples acculturated in Australia. I stray from Berry’s definition of acculturation strategies and I do not use Berry’s term ’acculturation expectations’ because it suggests that the government of Australia only had expectations, and I find it to be a problematic un-acknowledgement of the active role Australian Government had in the acculturation experience of Aboriginal people’s. 
Acculturation Contexts 
Berry highlights the importance of context in understanding the influence of assimilation on societies. He argues that in understanding the unique cultures making contact, it is possible to understand their cultural distance, (Berry, 2011, p.266) and thus, the levels of assimilation can be measured through change. Berry also suggests that the reasoning behind migration needs to be identified to understand if the migration was one of ‘voluntariness in the migration motivation of acculturating individuals’ (Berry, 2011, p.266). Although unexpanded, I can acknowledge this would be to assume that those involuntarily migrating may feel less inclined to assimilate or whose acculturation affects may be different. 
	The British colonisation of Australia began in 1778, many of the initial migrants to Australia moved involuntarily as a result of prison overcrowding in Britain (Australians Together, 2020). New South Wales was the first colony to be officiated and many of the assimilation techniques or assimilation expectations (Berry, 2011, p.2.4) present were that of religious reform from native people and the expectation that aboriginal people would assimilate through the adoption of Christianity, (Krieken, 2010, p.501).
	In the 1850s, the Australian gold rush began, and the country experienced increased migration from western European countries. Despite the change in nature of many migrants, to a primarily voluntary nature, the relationship between indigenous and settler communities did not improve, due to overtly racist viewpoints and governmental policies. Many of the policy papers and discourse surrounding acculturation policies in Australia use the term ‘assimilation’. The use of this term is heavily problematic as it has the underlying notion of systematic loss of culture and language and people and according to Berry’s use of the term it suggests that ‘[…] individuals [from the non- dominant group] do not wish to maintain their cultural identity and seek daily interaction with other cultures’ (Berry, 2011, p.2.6). However, this is not the way that the Australian legislation is using the word. Australian governmental policy aimed for the indigenous people to assimilate, but that is not the overall choice of the indigenous peoples themselves. Hence why there was such ‘acculturative stress’ (Berry, 2011, p.269) between the two groups. The dominant group (white colonialist Australians) wanted the indigenous people to choose to assimilate, and tried to influence the behaviour of the indigenous peoples through ‘acculturation strategies’ which were much closer to systematic marginalization, segregation, exclusion and genocide, (as defined by the UN in their 1948 paper named ‘Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide’ (UN, 1948). Thus, I am highlighting the disparity in the terms understood by the Australian government and John Berry in the use of the term ‘Assimilation’. 
Assimilation Strategies 
As defined and discussed above, assimilation is the process by which a non-dominant group chooses to form relationships in a dominant group and not maintain their individual cultural identity. As the aim of the Australian government was for the aboriginal peoples to assimilate, the government had many policies which attempted to achieve that. Presenting these demonstrates that the strategies were not that of assimilation (as they were not the choice of the non-dominant groups) but ones of systematic loss of culture, which, when not achieved led to marginalisation and segregation. 
The beginning of the acculturative strategies began in 1778, when the people of New South Wales were under the impression that the aboriginal people whom they came into contact with would be able to assimilate into the growing euro-centric society through Christianity (Krieken, 2012 p.501). However, this did not happen as planned, and as the European migrants began to expand their colonies, more and more of the dominant and non-dominant groups came into contact with one another. This contact led to what the Australian government saw as a problem, when new generations of people with mixed heritage began to be born. The Australian government put forward an idea of ‘biological absorption’, where ‘[…] part-white children were openly focused upon because they were seen as good candidates for assimilation and absorption into white community’, (Ellinghaus, 2006, p.572). This led to ‘The Stolen Generations’, where children were forcibly removed from their homes and families and placed into institutionalised schooling to remove them from their heritage and culture and to attempt to ‘assimilate’ them into mainstream Australian way of living. Again, I point out here, that this is far closer to ‘separation;’ in Berry’s model of ‘Maintenance of Heritage Culture and Identity’, as those being ‘assimilated’ had no choice. However, Berry’s model is inadequate here, as even his use of the term ‘separation’ suggests that separation is when ‘[…] individuals place a value on holding on to their original culture, and at the same time wish to avoid interaction with others […]’ (Berry, 2011, p.2.6) However, this is not applicable to the context of the stolen generations, as those of the indigenous groups wanted to maintain separation from the settlers; those of mixed heritage did not have choice to separate from anyone, least of all those of their own family. Berry’s model is entirely inadequate when discussing contexts such as these as he does not account for the level of power the dominant groups have within society.  A simple diagram has no use in the complexities of institutionalised racism and systematic genocide, and there are no societies that are exempt from the experience of racism, hence, what use does this model have in representing any society? I would argue very little indeed.
	One part of Berry’s discussion that is clear to see in the writings surrounding the colonisation of Australia, is that of ‘acculturation expectations’ (Berry, 2011, p.2.4). Acculturation expectations are the views held by dominant groups about how non-dominant groups should acculturate (Berry, 2011, p. 2.4). An example of this is presented in Krieken’s 2012 writing, quoting Paul Hasluck’s 1951 speech on the ‘policy of assimilation’. The speech reads;
‘… that the Aborigines and persons of mixed blood are expected eventually to attain to the same manner of living and to the same privileges of citizenship as white Australians and to live, if they choose to do so, as a member of a single Australian community, observing the same customs and influenced by the same beliefs, hopes and loyalties as other Australians’, (Hasluck, 1951 as cited by Krieken, 2012, p.503).
This snippet of the speech of the then Australian minister for territories from 1951 to 1963 demonstrates the expectations of the dominant group to witness assimilation of the non- dominant groups, and furthermore, it demonstrates that there was already separation between the two groups as settlers and Aborigines, as it describes the idea of ‘a single Australian community’ (Hasluck, 1951 as cited by Krieken, 2012, p.503), and suggests that the Aborigines live outside of it. A problem I have whilst reading this is the idea that there are only one set of shared beliefs in any society, especially a society made up of migrants. Even a migrant society from Britain would have at the very least four separate nationalities, languages and festivals to celebrate, Krieken argues along this line, in saying ‘[i]t overstates the cohesiveness of any given society […] the idea of ‘a European way of life’ or ‘the white community’ is highly problematic and probably best understood as a rhetorical device employed to create the very thing it is meant to describe’ (Krieken, 2012, p.501). I think that the very idea of there being only one ‘Australia’ stems from the internalised idea of there being only a white Australia. This is supported by the 1901 ‘White Australia Policy’ and is held up by Ellinghaus’ writing ‘Discussions of “white Australia” ignored the presence of the Aboriginal population, which was perceived as helpfully vanishing through disease, poverty, and, of courses the slow absorption of Aboriginal identity through inter-racial relationships’ (Ellinghaus, 2006, p.575). 
	The White Australia Policy was adopted in 1901 and it stemmed from the very first piece of legislation passed by the newly founded Commonwealth of Australia, the ‘Immigration Restriction Bill (1901)’ (Krieken, 2012, p.506) quite telling of the attitude of the ‘dominant group’ towards acculturation. Following the second world war, a two-tiered system evolved, where British and Western European migrants were given assisted passage, whereas those from Eastern and Southern Europe were often treated like second- class citizens, (Krieken, 2012, p.507). The recurring idea of cultural homogeneity has maintained in mainstream Australian thinking and ‘[…] cultural homogeneity [continued to be] at the centre of Australia’s model of integration’ (Krieken, 2012, p.507).
The abandonment of the White Australia Policy; towards multiculturalism 
	There is hope for a more multicultural ideology in Australia, as the White Australia Policy had been officially abandoned in 1977 following the ‘[…] election of the Whitlam Labour Government in 1972’ (Krieken, 2012, p.509). Multicultural ideologies began to get more note, and the ‘[…] Australian Labour Federal government […] argu[ed] that cultural diversity is an important resource in a globalizing world and that Australian’s role in the Asia-Pacific region demands something more than a nostalgic concern for cultural homogeneity’ (Castles, 1992, as cited by Krieken, 2012, p.510). However, Jordan warns that this is not a shift towards multiculturalism, but towards ‘the preservation of social and cultural rather than racial homogeneity’ (Jordan, as cited by Krieken, 2012, p. 508). 
[bookmark: _GoBack]In conclusion, whilst there are some similarities between Berry’s discussion of acculturation and the colonisation of Australia, such as in the presence of acculturation expectations, presented in the expectations of the dominant group of how assimilation would take place. One of the biggest flaws in Berry’s model and discussion of Acculturation is that it does not give enough attention to the role of race and racism. As racism in present in every country, it is not something which can be overlooked, especially in acknowledging the institutionalisation of racism. As racism influences the expectations, strategies and abilities of groups to acculturate, then it must be paid more attention in Berry’s model of acculturation. 
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identity; and a relative preference for having contact with and participating in the larger
society along with other ethnocultural groups. These two issues are presented in Figure 2,
where they are presented as independent of (ie., orthogonal to) of each other. Their
independence has been empirically demonstrated in a number of studies (eg., Ben-
Shalom & Horenczyk, 2003; Ryder, Alden & Paulhus, 2000)
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Figure 2 . Intercultural Strategies of Ethnocultural Groups and the Larger Society
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These two issues can be responded to on attitudinal dimensions, represented by
bipolar atrows. For purposes of presentation only, generally positive or negative
orientations to these issues intersect to define four strategies. These strategies carry
different names, depending on which ethnocultural groups (the dominant or non-
dominant) are being considered. From the point of view of non-dominant groups (on the

left of Figure 1), when individuals do not wish to maintain their cultural identity and seek
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