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Introduction
[bookmark: _GoBack]Two of the most salient trends in the world over the past century are globalization and increasing worker immigration (Castles, 2002).  These trends have resulted in an increasingly diverse population, in terms of race and ethnicity, which raised a number of social, economic, and political issues.  To that end, many countries are grappling with how best to cope with increasingly culturally diverse societies.  Many governments with an influx of immigrants are quick to embrace multiculturalism as a way to manage the demographic plurality of their citizenries (Koopmans, 2013).  In Australia and Canada, multiculturalism has received popular support, in part because it is a source of competitive advantage for both nations (Ng & Metz, 2013).  However, other nations such as France and Germany considered multiculturalism a failed public policy, because it promotes social exclusion and segregation between host-country nationals and immigrants (Rodriquez-Garcia, 2010).
The purpose of this paper is to examine the adoption and implementation of multiculturalism policies in five countries with a strong immigrant-receiving tradition: Australia, Canada, South Africa, the United Kingdom (UK), and the United States (US).  Immigrants make up a significant proportion of the population in Australia (32.8%), Canada (22.4%), the UK (8.7%), and the US (13.3%) (Belot & Hatton, 2012).  We also included South Africa in our review given its multicultural population and self-proclaimed “rainbow nation” distinction (Myambo, 2010).  At the moment, South Africa is also experiencing an increase in both legal and illegal immigration, particularly from neighbouring Zimbabwe (Idemudia, Williams, & Wyatt, 2013).  According to the 2011 South African Census, 5.7 percent of the enumerated population were foreign born which constitutes about 3 million people (Statistics South Africa, 2011). 
In this paper, we first review multiculturalism and the modes of assimilation based on John Berry’s typology of immigrant acculturation.  We then provide a historical account and the rationale for multiculturalism in each country.  We conduct a comparative review of the adoption and implementation of multiculturalism policies, as well as the progress made towards achieving multicultural goals for each country.  Our review includes policy affirmations, and the adoption of multicultural practices in areas such as education, the media, dress codes, dual citizenship, bi/multilingualism and affirmative action for immigrants and ethnic/racial minorities.  We then conclude with some policy learnings across the five countries.
Multiculturalism and Modes of Assimilation
 Multiculturalism is both a political philosophy and a public policy aimed at managing the demographic plurality of a country.  As a political philosophy, multiculturalism attempts to accord recognition and positive accommodation to diverse cultural and religious groups within a defined community and/or geographic region (Kymlicka, 1995).  As a public policy, multiculturalism is a tool and means by which governments and institutions implement policies of inclusion and citizenship (Bloemraad, 2007).  The approach to multiculturalism varies across countries (Multiculturalism Policy Index [MPI], 2010) resulting in different outcomes at the individual (e.g., job readiness, employment opportunities) and country level (e.g., rate of take up of host-country citizenship, growth in national economy, transformation from colonial to independent nation).  The question of multiculturalism in post-colonial heterogenous African countries, for example, has focused on issues of social cohesion to counter colonial influences that exploited ethnic diversity as a means of control (Rex & Singh, 2003).  Hence for these countries, multiculturalism is closely linked to nation building.   
  In practice, multiculturalism is related to immigrant assimilation, integration, and adaptation, which impact immigrants’ success in their adopted countries (Berry, 1997).  Drawing upon social psychology, Berry (1997) developed a typology of the acculturation process between members of the dominant group and members of the minority group along two dimensions: cultural preservation and cultural attractiveness (see Figure 1).  The typology demonstrates the acculturation mode between members of minority groups (i.e., immigrants) and members of the dominant group (host-country nationals).  Under the assimilation approach, members of the minority group abandon their culture and adopt the culture of the host-country.  This approach entails immigrants giving up their cultural identities in favour of the culture of the host-country.  The naturalization process, such as the “melting pot” metaphor is an example of the assimilation process (Bloemraad, 2011).  Under the separation approach, minority group members seek to preserve their own cultures and reject the adoption of the host-country culture.  Interaction between immigrants and host-country nationals is limited and the existence of ethnic enclaves (e.g., Chinatown, Little India) is a result of this mode of interaction.  Under the marginalization approach, minority group members have little interest in preserving their cultures or adopting the culture of the host-country.  As a result, individuals lose their own cultural identities and are also rejected by host-country nationals.  Finally, under the integration approach, both dominant and minority group members adopt and adapt to each ’others’ cultures.  In other words, the positive aspects of both cultures are preserved, combined, or expanded to create a new culture (Tung, 1993). 
(Insert Figure 1 about here)
The assimilation approach, which entails becoming similar to the dominant group, can bring about upward social and economic mobility (Daneshvary, Herzog, Hofler, & Schlottman, 1992; Rumbaut, 1997).  Maintaining strong attachments to one’s native culture and language can negatively affect the assimilation process. Those who are not willing to assimilate will be left behind socioeconomically, because they are less likely to acquire the social capital necessary for advancement (cf. Ng & Sears, 2010).  The integration approach, in contrast, allows immigrants to freely preserve their own cultures while also adopting elements of the host-country culture.  This approach also requires host-country nationals to be open and tolerant.  In other words, mutual accommodation is required by both the dominant (host-country nationals) and minority (immigrant) groups for multiculturalism to be successful.  As a result, this approach is seen as most inclusive as it promotes social and economic mobility for everyone (Ng & Metz, 2013).  In the next section, we provide a historical account of the adoption and implementation of multiculturalism for each of the five countries.

Australia
History attests to Australia’s gradual, sometimes ambivalent, but ultimately successful embrace of multiculturalism. As a country largely populated by people whose ancestors traveled to Australia from elsewhere, Australia’s stance on immigration has evolved from a “White Australia” policy to a “multicultural nation” one (Australian Government Department of Immigration and Border Protection [Australian Government DIBP], 2012b). The “White Australia” policy, introduced by the Immigration Restriction Bill of 1901, excluded coloured and non-European migrants. This policy was driven by the social and economic context of the early to mid-20th century Australia, namely Australia’s connection to Britain, and the manufacturing and construction boom of post-world war II.  As a result, the multicultural or non-English speaking background (NESB) section of the population during the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, was primarily working class and of European descent (Colic-Peisker, 2011). 
As the economic context changed from manufacturing and construction to service, Australia had a need for skilled immigrants to sustain its economic growth.  In 1973 the Minister for Immigration raised multiculturalism as social and public policy in a reference paper titled “A multi-cultural society for the future” (Australian Government DIBP, 2012b).  In 1975, the “Racial Discrimination Act” was introduced and, for the first time, an incumbent Australian Prime Minister referred to Australia as a “multicultural nation” (Australian Government DIBP, 2012b).  Immigration policies moved away from excluding coloured and non-European migrants to focussing on skilled immigrants regardless of their ethnic or national origin.  Specifically, the government introduced the “points test” system in 1979, thus affirming its strategic focus on skilled immigrants. 
Multiculturalism allows for the recognition and positive accommodation to diverse cultural and religious groups (Kymlicka, 1995), and facilitates the implementation of policies of inclusion and citizenship by governments and institutions (Bloemraad, 2007).  This is exactly what happened in Australia.  Multiculturalism became the centrepiece of official Australian government policy “… to improve the inclusion of ethnic minorities within national Australian culture” and to create a distinctive national identity from Britain (Stratton & Ang, 1994, p.127).  The proportion of immigrants from non-European countries increased quite rapidly.  By 2009/2010, Asian countries represented seven of the top ten countries as sources of skilled immigrants and sources of international students (see Table 2).  As a result, 27 percent of contemporary Australia was born overseas and come from more than 200 countries (Australia Government DIBP, 2012a). 
However, Australia’s path to multiculturalism has not always been without challenges.  Some claim that Australia went through a post-multiculturalism period from the mid-1990s to mid-2000’s.  This post-multiculturalism period coincided with a change of political parties[footnoteRef:2] as Australians elected a Liberal Federal government in 1996.  Racism was evident in Australia during, but not confined to, the decade that followed (1996-2006).  For example, there were unequal employment outcomes for workers of non-English-speaking background (NESB) compared to their English-speaking background (ESB) counterparts (Colic-Peisker, 2011) and sporadic attacks on Indian students and youths of middle-Eastern appearance (Singh, 2011).  However, some Australian politicians showed a preference for denying rather than combating racism (Dunn & Nelson, 2011).  In contrast, there was widespread public recognition that racial prejudice existed in Australia (Dunn & Nelson, 2011).  Analysts recommended the government address this disconnect between political and public recognition of racism, so that multiculturalism as ideology and public policy could again flourish in Australia.   [2:  Australia’s two main political parties are the Australian Labour Party and the Liberal Party.] 

Despite a reticence to combat racism, the size of the migration program as a percentage of the Australian population increased steadily over most of the decade of Liberal Government (also referred to as the Howard Government; Australian Government DIBP, 2012a).  Further, with the support of the Labour Opposition, the Howard Government advanced multiculturalism in Australia in several ways.  It endorsed the Statement on Racial Tolerance in Parliament in 1996, issued its multicultural policy in 1999 (entitled “A New Agenda for Multicultural Australia”) and updated that policy in 2003 (entitled “Multicultural Australia: United in Diversity;” Australian Government DIBP, 2012a).  However, it was not until the Australian Labour Party (ALP) regained power in 2006 that multiculturalism as ideology and public policy strengthened in Australia.
The ALP government acknowledged the existence of racism and included an official repudiation of the same in its multiculturalism policy entitled “The People of Australia.”  Specifically, in February 2011, the ALP government re-proclaimed multiculturalism as official policy (Australian Government DIC, 2011).  This policy encompasses five principles (see Australian Government DIBP, 2012b) and is supported by five initiatives; a declaration that the Government opposes all forms of racism, discrimination, intolerance and prejudice is part of Principle 4.  One of the five initiatives that support Australia’s Multicultural policy is the National Anti-Racism Partnership and Strategy (Strategy).  This Strategy, launched on 24 August 2012, “sets out a three-year plan for the government to work with community partners to combat racism across schools and higher education, the media, government service providers, workplaces and the internet” (Australian Government DIBP, 2012b).
Periodic manifestations of racism aside, there is tangible evidence of Australia’s successful embrace of multiculturalism.  For example, almost 80 percent of immigrants to Australia take up Australian citizenship (Australian Government DIC, 2011, immigrants earn more in Australia than in some other countries such as the US (Reitz, 1998), and multiculturalism is generally accepted as “integral to the Australian national culture and identity” (Stratton & Ang, 1994, p.126).  Thus, drawing on Berry’s (1997) acculturation typology, Australia clearly follows an integration approach to multiculturalism in that both dominant and minority group members adopt and adapt to each other’s cultures under the integration approach (Reitz & Sklar, 1997).  Australian nationals’ respect for other cultures is reflected in changes that affect everyday living, such as the change in the Australian Police Force uniform regulations a decade ago to allow female officers to wear a head cover (Edwards, 2004). In addition to such exemption in dress codes, Australia adopts multiculturalism in school curriculum, includes ethnic representation/sensitivity in the media, accepts dual citizenship, funds ethnic groups and activities, funds bilingual/mother-tongue education, and practices affirmative action for immigrants (MPI, 2010). In turn, new citizens pledge “… loyalty to Australia and its people … whose democratic beliefs I share … whose rights and liberties I respect … and whose laws I will uphold and obey” (Lundy, 2011).  That is, new citizens are encouraged to celebrate their cultures and traditions while respecting the broader Australian culture.  These examples of adaptation to each other’s cultures support the belief that the level of tolerance of inter-group differences is a key ingredient to successful integration (Chua, 2007). 
Successful integration subsequently attracts further migrants.  In Australia’s case, its success with multiculturalism is reflected in its ability to attract the skilled individuals needed to grow its service economy.  In 2009-10, 46% of the permanent visas issued were in the Skill stream (ABS, 2012).  Further, Australia has been able to attract international students (more than 60% come from Asian countries), who contributed AUD $16.3 billion to the Australian economy in 2010-11 (AEI, 2011) and labour to thousands of jobs (Singh, 2011).  The net effect of a multiculturalism policy has been a brain gain for Australia (ABS, 2012) that is expected to grow (Australian Government DIC, 2013).
The MPI, which assesses multiculturalism policies and practices in 21 countries, ranked Australia at the top in 2010 with a score of 8, closely followed by Canada with a score of 7.5; the UK scored 5.5; and the US with a score of 3[footnoteRef:3].  Despite its top ranking, Australia’s multiculturalism journey has not always been a smooth one. In fact, there currently is a fierce debate on the asylum-seeker boats policy (e.g., http://www.sbs.com.au/news/article/2013/09/30/changing-language-asylum-seeker-policy, http://www.humanrights.gov.au/publications/asylum-seekers-and-refugees). Time will tell how contemporary refugee challenges will affect multiculturalism as an integral part of Australian culture and identity, if at all.  In the meantime, multiculturalism has strengthened Australian society economically and culturally.  [3:  South Africa was not included in the Multiculturalism Policy Index (2010).] 


Canada
Immigration has been a major component of Canada’s public policy to sustain the country’s human capital and economic competitiveness (Dib, 2006; Kustec, 2012).  In 2012, Canada admitted 257,887 permanent residents into the country (Citizenship and Immigration Canada, 2012).  According to the most recent census data, immigrants now make up two-thirds of Canada’s roughly two million population growth between 2006-2011 (Statistics Canada, 2011a).  Historically, immigrants to Canada have come from Europe, but Asia and the Pacific region have replaced Europe as the principal source of immigrants over the past 30 years.  Today, seven in 10 immigrants come from Asia and the Middle East (see Table 2), and it is estimated that one in three workers will be foreign born by the year 2031 (Statistics Canada, 2011a).  In light of this increasing ethnocultural diversity, Canada became the first country in the world to adopt a multicultural policy in 1971.
Canada’s multicultural policy was created to encourage immigrants to retain their cultural heritage rather than to assimilate.  As a political philosophy, it is a policy of inclusion and a means by which the government reaffirms multiculturalism as a fundamental value of Canadian society.  It also aims to help people overcome barriers related to race, ethnicity, and cultural or religious background in Canadian society.  Multiculturalism in Canada recognizes the potential of all Canadians, encourages them to integrate into society, and to take an active part in Canada’s social, cultural, economic, and political life.  It ensures that all citizens can keep their identities, take pride in their ancestries, and have a sense of belonging.  This recognition provides a feeling of security and self-confidence, and makes Canadians more open to and accepting of diverse cultures (Citizenship and Immigration Canada, 2012).  Through the Multiculturalism Act, the Canadian government is accountable for ensuring that they “carry on their activities in a manner that is sensitive and responsive to the multicultural reality of Canada” (Canadian Multiculturalism Act, 1988, p.4).  Consequently, all federal institutions must take multiculturalism into account in all their activities from hiring and promoting employees of all backgrounds to serving a diverse public.  
According to Berry’s (1997) acculturation typology, Canada follows an integration approach to multiculturalism, whereby both the dominant and minority groups adopt and adapt to each other’s cultures.  This approach has also been referred to as a “cultural mosaic” (Haq & Ng, 2010), where immigrants freely preserve their own cultures while also adopting elements of Canadian culture.  However, this approach also requires Canadians to be open and tolerant.  In other words, mutual accommodation is required by both the dominant (host-country nationals) and minority (immigrant) groups.  This is in contrast to an assimilation approach, which requires members of minority groups to give up their cultural heritage in favour of the host-country’s culture.  For example in the US, the naturalization process in becoming an American and the “melting pot” metaphor is an example of the assimilation approach (Bloemraad, 2011).  It requires immigrants to assimilate to the host-country culture in order to achieve socioeconomic mobility (Rumbaut, 1997).
Although multiculturalism in Canada is predicated upon diversity and equity, its emphasis has shifted over the past 40 years (c.f. Berry, 2013).  According to Berry, initially, the focus of Canadian multiculturalism was on ethnicity multiculturalism (cultural diversity maintenance), but it has shifted over the years to equity (equity participation) and civic multiculturalism (society building and inclusiveness), and more recently to integrative multiculturalism (identification with Canada, and incorporation into larger Canadian society).  This shift is critical to ensure that the spirit of multiculturalism is in keeping with contemporary issues facing Canada.  For example, at the beginning, ethnicity multiculturalism was crucial to construct a new national identity, to unite English-Canadians and French-Canadians[footnoteRef:4] and other new Canadians (Mann, 2012).  In a post-multiculturalism world (see Fleras, 2011, for a discussion), identification with Canada and incorporating immigrants into Canadian society are important to foster greater citizenship, civic engagement, and political inclusion in the life of a larger society (Berry, 2013; Bloemraad, 2007). [4:  During the middle of the twentieth century] 

	Several advantages accrue to Canada’s multiculturalism policy.  First, almost 80 percent of immigrants to Canada take up Canadian citizenship (compared to 46 percent in the US) (Statistics Canada, 2011b).  The Canadian government attributes the high rate of citizenship to its multiculturalism policy and inclusive citizenship.  Specifically, immigrants to Canada face less pressure to assimilate and they do not have to fear group pressures (Citizenship and Immigration Canada, 2012).  When immigrants adopt an integration approach to acculturation, they also experience better psychological adaptation and greater socioeconomic mobility (Berry, Phinney, Sam, & Vedder, 2006; Berry & Sabatier, 2010).  This is consistent with the view that those who are ethnically and culturally different do not perceive a barrier in their participation in the host-country (Florida, 2002).  Consequently, immigrants who become citizens benefit from greater socioeconomic mobility such as having higher occupation rates, attaining higher status occupations, and enjoying higher earnings than non-citizens (Statistics Canada, 2011a).  
	Second, multiculturalism has been a source of national unity and pride among Canadians.  Growing separatist sentiment among French-Canadians in Quebec and Canada’s adoption of non-racially discriminatory immigration policy has led then Prime Minister Pearson to declare, “… Canada is now a ‘multiracial society’,” and “We must become increasingly proud of the composition and character of our people – the French part, the English part, and the third force (Canadians who were neither British nor French origin)” (Mann, 2012, p. 487).  Berry and colleagues assessed the attitudes towards multiculturalism among Anglophone and Francophone Canadians, and concluded that when people feel their place is secure in a plural society, they are more tolerant of diversity and more welcoming of immigrants (cf. Berry, 2006).  Therefore, it should come as no surprise that fully 74 percent of Canadians support multiculturalism because Canada has been able to foster an inclusive attitude, and Canadians are less fearful of immigrants (than Americans) (Berry, 2013; Citrin, Johnston, & Wright, 2012).  Following the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 in the US, hostility towards Muslim immigrants is on the rise, particularly among countries that advocated for assimilation (Koopmans, 2013).  It is possible that the failure to assimilate is caused by the resentment and hostility directed at religious minorities by host-country nationals (Lenard, 2012).  It is particularly noteworthy that Canadians regularly rate multiculturalism as a source of pride of their national identity (ahead of the Canadian healthcare system) (Adams, 2007).  
	 Canada also gained competitive advantages from its multiculturalism policy.  The MPI ranked Canada at the very top (along with Australia) for having an inclusive approach to immigrant integration.  According to Florida (2002), the more tolerant and welcoming a place is to new people, the more talent and skills it will attract.  Promoting multiculturalism has paid off, as Canada has been able to attract a large number of human talents and financial capital, making it one of the most competitive countries among the G-8 (Businessweek, 2010; Uberoi, 2009).  The influx of skilled and entrepreneur immigrants has provided valuable economic and social contributions to Canada (Reitz, 2007).  For example, immigration has provided a source of skilled workers for Canada over the past two decades, and it is anticipated that immigrants will make up a third of Canada’s workforce by 2031 (Kustec, 2012; Martel et al., 2007).  The result of a multiculturalism policy has been a brain gain for Canada.
	Additionally, under Canada’s multiculturalism policy, immigrants are encouraged to retain their cultural heritage and identities, and they form ethnic diasporas outside their countries of origin.  Many recent immigrants also come from emerging economies (e.g., China, India) and as a result, they become natural trade links and facilitate trade between their countries of origin (COO) and Canada.  Peter Hall, Chief Economist for Export Development Canada declared that “new Canadians have a natural advantage in their COO markets because they speak the language, they know the culture and they understand how business works in their home countries” (McKenna, 2012).  Hall projected that exports will grow at nearly 10 percent (versus the 1.5 percent Canada has been experiencing in the past), simply by matching exports to countries represented in the ethnic make-up of new Canadians.
	Despite these advantages, opponents of multiculturalism criticize the unhealthy ties immigrants retain with their countries of origin.  These unhealthy ties surface when Croat-Canadians return to Croatia to fight in the civil war; when diasporic Italians who live in Canada run in Italian elections; and when Lebanese Canadians needed evacuation during the war in Israel (Satzewich, 2007).  Furthermore, there has been suggestion that multiculturalism introduces “old world” conflicts into Canada (e.g., Palestinian-Israeli conflicts), and diasporic Canadians exert an undue influence on Canadian foreign policy (Granatstein, 2007).  Thus, according to Granatstein, multiculturalism encourages political interests in countries of origin, dual loyalties, and prevents the social and political integration of ethnic and minority immigrants.  Portes, Guarnizo, and Landolt (1999, p. 217) also raise concerns that there is a “growing number of persons who live dual lives: speaking two languages, having homes in two countries, and making a living through a continuous regular contact across national borders.”  However, Satzewich (2007) found no evidence of these claims and retorted that immigrants are highly motivated to learn one of Canada’s two official languages, and second and third-generation ethnic and non-ethnic communities express strong sense of belonging to Canada.  In fact, Tung (2008) suggests that “astronauts,” or immigrants who shuttle back and forth between Canada and their countries of origin, contribute to the circulation of human talent, and international competitiveness.  
Although multiculturalism has its advantages and disadvantages, it has largely been beneficial to Canada.  Suffice to say, immigration and multiculturalism have both been a source of economic competitiveness to Canada and national pride for Canadians.  Therefore, it is not surprising that Canadians continue to have high approval for their multiculturalism policy, and frequently cite multiculturalism as a source of pride.  

South Africa
As a country made up of many different ethnic and cultural groups, South Africa is by definition a multicultural country.  Its multicultural composition emanates from its indigenous inhabitants as well as from its colonial history.  Ancestors of the English and Dutch settlers form about nine percent of the population today.  Over the years, immigrants from Portugal and other regions of Europe have also settled in South Africa.  More recently, there have been a significant number of immigrants from Zimbabwe and other African countries including Somalia (Human Sciences Research Council, 2008).  Its current population of 51.7 million people contains 31 different cultures (Statistics South Africa, 2012).
Despite its diversity, there has never been an explicit policy about multiculturalism.  However, the new government’s engagement with multiculturalism can be traced to the African National Congress’s Freedom Charter drafted in 1955.  The Charter contained the liberation movement’s vision of a country free of apartheid that was eventually enshrined in the preamble of the 1996 Constitution of the post-apartheid nation: “We, the people of South Africa, recognise the injustices of the past; honour those who have worked for justice and freedom in our land; respect those who have worked to build and develop our country, and believe that South Africa belongs to all who live in it, united in our diversity...” (South African Constitution, 1996).  During the ebullient days of the new democracy, the diversity of South Africa was celebrated and the metaphor of a rainbow was adopted as a symbol of what the nation hoped to become.  
The aspiration of becoming a rainbow nation was in stark contrast to the racialization ideology of apartheid.  Apartheid was a system of racial separation dividing ethnic groups in South Africa.  The system entrenched racial difference and established segregation of the races as its basic policy.  Thousands of repressive laws and violent oppression ensured separation of the ‘races.’  Whites, both English and Afrikaans speaking, were placed at the top of a racial hierarchy with Africans, Indians and Coloureds (blacks) at the bottom.  Further refinement of this hierarchy resulted in differential subjugation of the latter three groups, with Africans treated the worst.  South Africa’s racial hierarchy permeated every facet of society from education to employment.  Each racial group was confined to its own living spaces and interracial marriages were legally prohibited.  Curiously, multiculturalism was used in a perverse way by the architects of apartheid to justify the establishment of cultural homelands for Africans where different ethnic groups were confined to specific rural areas.  The ultimate goal was to declare these ethnically homogenous regions as autonomous nation states and thereby retain South Africa exclusively for the white population (Butler, Rotberg & Adams, 1977). 
The deep entrenchment and institutionalization of apartheid created deep racial boundaries although oppression of South Africa’s native population dates back to the colonization of the country by the British and the Dutch (Booysen & Nkomo, 2010).  Racialization also had the effect of perpetuating the acceptance of races as biologically and culturally constituted groups with essentialized differences among the various groups in South Africa (Bass, Erwin, Kinners, & Maré, 2012; Mare, 2012).  So effective was the everyday practices of apartheid that it remains difficult to erase the idea of race from society.  The economic and political power of the minority white government was used to create deep inequality between blacks and whites.  Thus, when democratic elections were held in 1994, inequality between blacks and whites existed in every sector of society.          
The deep inequality that existed in South Africa at the dawn of democracy was a driving force in how the new government constructed its vision and the laws required to transform the nation.  While the preamble to the constitution noted above envisioned a rainbow nation united in its diversity, there was also the pragmatic need to erase racialism and to realize social justice for the majority of population.  Thus, the concept of multiculturalism as typically conceptualized has never really received much currency in the new South Africa.  Instead, the concept of non-racialism is a much more apt label of what the new government hoped to achieve.  The hope was to mute racial categories and end inequality based on race.  Non-racialism as envisioned by the new government was not so much a simple idea of people of many different cultures and races living together but about establishing equality among the various groups (Frederikse, 1990).  
The government’s intent can be understood by examining the legislation enacted after 1994.  South Africa is said to have one of the most liberal and progressive Constitutions in the world.  Chapter 1 (p.3) articulates the values adopted by the new nation as: “The Republic of South Africa is one, sovereign, democratic state founded on the following values: (a) human dignity, the achievement of equality and the advancement of human rights and freedoms; (b) non-racialism and non-sexism; (c) supremacy of the constitution and the rule of law; (d) universal adult suffrage, a national common voters roll, regular elections and a multi-party system of democratic government, to ensure accountability, responsiveness and openness” (South African Constitution, 1996).  Emphasis is placed on substantive equality based on non-racialism in Section 9: ““Everyone is equal before the law and has the right to equal protection of the law. Equality includes the full and equal enjoyment of all rights and freedoms. To promote the achievement of equality, legislative and other measures designed to protect or advance persons, or categories of persons, disadvantaged by unfair discrimination may be taken.”  
Additionally, the Employment Equity Act (EEA) of 1998 and the Broad Based Black Economic Empowerment Act (BBBEEA) of 2003 are both aimed at changing the status of those previously disadvantaged and achieving substantive equality.  Section 48 of the EEA (1998) clearly states this intention: “The demographic profiles of the national and regional economically active population should be reflected in the employment areas of designated employers. This reflection will show that the workplace is redressed and equality together with a diverse and representative workforce is achieved.”  The BBBEEA has the goal of redistributing economic wealth to the country’s black majority.  It provides for direct empowerment via mandated equity ownership percentages and representation of the previously disadvantaged in management (Horwitz & Jain, 2011).  Both of these pieces of legislation and their subsequent amendments are viewed negatively by many whites who see them as contradictory to the principles of equality stated in the Constitution (Durheim & Dixon, 2010).  
Two major obstacles have impeded actualization of non-racialism and becoming a rainbow nation.  First, the government’s emphasis on redress has clashed with the notion of a rainbow nation united in its diversity (Habib & Bentley, 2008; Erasmus, 2010).  Racial categories and identification remain important to changing the status of previously disadvantaged groups.  For instance, the EEA requires companies to file an annual report on the distribution of its labour force by race and gender (as well as disability).  To demonstrate compliance with the BBBEEA, companies calculate a “scorecard” based on racial representation on its dimensions.  A company’s BBBEE score is scrutinized as an element of its performance and also for gaining access to government business.  Second, there are continuing debates over whether the country should strive for a national identity in lieu of privileging African nationalism as the dominant ideology (Bornman, 2010).  There have been fleeting moments in the new country’s history of a superordinate South African identity emerging (e.g., during the Rugby Cup win of 1996 and the recent 2010 World Cup).  However, such moments have not been sustainable because of the continuing economic disparity between the status of blacks and whites.  
Recent research substantiates the challenges to the possibilities of non-racialism and building a rainbow nation.  In an exploration of the status of non-racialism in South Africa, Bass, Erwin, Kinners and Maré (2012) reported participants and moderators found it impossible to define the notion of non-racialism.  They also found that one of the obstacles to giving meaning to non-racialism is the binding together of essentialist notions of culture and race that created unbridgeable divides between groups in the country (Bass et al., 2012, p. 29).  In earlier research, Bornman (2010) found identification with African roots had become more salient for blacks in recent years.  In a study of a mixed neighbourhood of Africans and coloureds, Muyeba and Seekings (2011) described the culture among the two groups as “racialised but tolerant multiculturalism” (p.655).  
Another setback to non-racialism has been xenophobic episodes opposing the presence of African migrants from other countries (Human Sciences Research Council, 2008).  Yet, research into this phenomenon suggests the attitude towards foreigners is less about cultural prejudice than it is about the lack of economic well-being for the country’s black citizens.  Immigrant groups have little choice but to become entrepreneurs and small business owners in the black townships and informal settlements.  This has resulted in them becoming easy targets when there are expressions of protest by poor blacks against continuing inequality and lack of service delivery by the government (Human Sciences Research Council, 2008). 
Despite the lack of an explicit policy of multiculturalism and the serious obstacles to forging such an ideology, there are also examples of how the country attempts to embrace its diversity.  The country has eleven official languages that include the dominant languages of whites and nine other ethnicities.  South Africa’s national anthem is an amalgamation of three languages.  There are radio stations and television shows in the various languages and individuals have a right to their own language in court proceedings.  Bilingualism is also practiced at some universities and the traditional Afrikaans universities still maintain their language policy.  However, the latter has raised tensions as it can exclude those who do not speak the language.  At the public school level, there has been a concerted effort to deracialise schools and the curriculum with modest success.  It is only in recent years that the Department of Education has declared a strategy for racial integration of schools.  The Race and Values Directorate includes in its vision that ““all learners feel welcome in the classroom, irrespective of race, class, religion and language background” (DOE, 2006, p. 12).   
It has been twenty years since South Africa became a democratic nation.  The goal for the government remains sweeping transformation to destabilise and obliterate a previously racialized society.  Non-racialism has been the paramount goal of the new nation and the question remains whether it is in concert with the idea of a rainbow nation (Everatt, 2013).  This tension is not lost on people in South Africa.  In the study by Bass et al. (2012, p. 33), one of the participants aptly noted, “Ja, we must be one, but, it also contradicts because they say it is a rainbow, a rainbow would never be one colour.” 

The United Kingdom
Multiculturalism in the UK has evolved against a number of political, social, labour market and economic dimensions and tensions. The latest pan-European debate has been sparked by Prime Minister David Cameron of the Coalition government in the UK who has asserted that work and housing benefits would be curbed for migrants from what will be new European Union (EU) states in 2014, Bulgaria and Romania (Anon, 2013a).  Moreover, these comments follow the Prime Minister’s public strident criticism of state multiculturalism: proactive support for multiculturalism facilitated through the institutions of the state (Wheeler, 2011).  Further, he has asserted that ethnic social and community organisations, which have been encouraged and many funded by the state, will only receive funding if they explicitly align with the government’s “integration” agenda and British values:
“Only groups that promoted integration would be funded. Let’s properly judge these organisations. Do they believe in universal human rights, including for women and people of other faith? Do they believe in the equality of all before the law?”  (see also Doward, 2011)
These views divided the conservative and liberal wings of the UK Coalition government, with the Muslim peer, Baroness Warsi, arguing that Cameron’s comments were implicitly anti-Muslim, a product of the on-going ““war on (Islamic extremist) terror,” and that “Islamophobia” has now crossed the threshold of middle-class respectability” (Booth, 2011) (see also Doward, 2011).  Moreover, although these views are associated with right of centre politics, it should be noted that in the aftermath of the July 7, 2009 London bombings by British Muslim extremists, and the subsequent ““war on terror” pursued by the then left of centre New Labour government, policy researchers have noted a hardening in the UK multiculturalism project during the premiership of Tony Blair, the New Labour leader from 1994-2007 (Back et al., 2002).  This hardening in the UK multiculturalism project has shifted traditional liberals to reflect on what comprised effective integration.  This shift included the promotion of an official view of ‘Britishness’ and a requirement to complete a citizenship test (Anon, 2013b): a very un-British idea, regarded by many as largely irrelevant to contemporary life in Britain (see for example, Parkinson, 2013).  Other liberal voices have also expressed concerns about multiculturalism, suggesting that there is insufficient questioning of clashes between British and migrant cultural norms: specifically, a lack of willingness to criticize cultural values that were at odds with those hard one in the UK for the traditionally disadvantaged, especially gender equality and religious tolerance (e.g., Alibhai-Brown, 2000; Cohen, Howard, & Nussbaum, 1999; Schachar, 2001).
However, although the term multiculturalism may have fallen out of current political favour, the multicultural milieu continues to evolve in towns and cities around the UK.  In fact, the more negative debates are, perhaps, more a sign of a need to revisit UK thinking about multiculturalism.  The concept of multiculturalism surfaced in the UK around the 1960s, and evolved and reached its highpoint of widespread acceptance in the late 1980s to the early 2000s.  Berry (2011, p. 3) associates it with cultural pluralism, with multiculturalism ““a national social framework of institutions (the larger society) that accommodate the interests and needs of the numerous cultural groups, and which are fully ethno-cultural groups, into the larger framework.”.  Central to the UK multiculturalism approach is integration, comprising maintaining original culture while in regular, daily contact with others, and biculturalism, living with two sets of cultural knowledge, competencies and identities (Lafromboise, Coleman, & Gerton, 1993).  The broader national context that supports these positions, Berry argues, is social solidarity between white British and first and subsequent generation migrant groups, which is underpinned by acceptance of diversity and equality.  During the early 2000s, multiculturalism was largely focused on the needs of various waves of migrants arriving in the UK and how best to ensure that they were integrated into, and were fully functioning in, society.  Not only was the expectation that multiculturalism would be embedded in political, institutional and legal structures (a robust review of these is provided by McGoldrick, 2005), but also in public services and in the management and service delivery of education and training that underpinned these services.  State education and teacher training would be informed and strengthened by multiculturalism as part of professional training, along with anti-racism education (Troyna, 1987; Culley, 1996).  For example, Troyna lists the following as the central tenets of educational policy and multiculturalism: (i) Britain is a multicultural society; (ii) The curriculum should reflect that substantive fact; (c) Learning about other cultures will benefit all students; (iv) Cultural relativism is a desirable and tenable position (p.313).  Trade union support for multiculturalism has been more mixed (Wrench, 2004) with a rhetoric of tough talk but a reality of weak union response to discrimination, failure to support members that complain and a degree of scepticism towards diversity management, though more recently, union structures and education have modernized in order to better embed multiculturalism in policies and practice (see for example, Martinez-Lucio & Perrett, 2009; Perrett & Martinez-Lucio, 2009).  
As indicated earlier, Europe has also played a key role in the evolution of multiculturalism in the UK.  In the late 1990s, the EU established a series of directives and treaties that ensured the right for free movement of labour and goods for member states (see review, McGoldrick, 2005).  Eventually, these rights extended to accession states: countries that have applied for membership and after a period of evidence of ““good governance” and incorporation of EU laws into their national legal systems, may be granted membership (e.g., most recently, Bulgaria and Romania, with full membership rights in 2014).  Additionally, the EU has developed a number of laws that include The Human Rights Act (Lisbon Treaty, 2009) that underpinned further the extensive framework of laws and individual protections already established in UK law, not only for full citizens, but also for those seeking citizenship.  Thus, the EU has been a source of “non-traditional,” mass movement of labour to the UK, as well as providing opportunities for UK nationals to work in the EU.  It was perhaps the unanticipated high number of migrants that came to the UK (during the achievement of full membership for 10 nations in 2004) and a popular misconception of rising requests for refugee and asylum status and residency (even though numbers were actually falling in the UK; Heath & Jeffries, 2005) that prompted a reappraisal of Britain’s immigration policies and, in turn, views on multiculturalism. 
The potential limitations of the liberal agenda for multiculturalism are highlighted in McGoldrick’s (2005) observation that ““the real practice of multiculturalism is found in the way hundreds of aspects of daily life are resolved” (p. 209).  Parekh’s (2001) work on multiculturalism and political theory outlines how, in his view, liberalism was insufficient as a basis for multiculturalism when it was faced with those whose values and customs appeared alien and threatening, such as the wearing of the hijab and niqab by Muslim women.  Parekh highlights these issues as examples of a distinctive approach to equality and rights within the UK multicultural project: 
 “In a multicultural society one might sometimes need to go further and grant not only different but also additional rights to some groups or individuals. This may be necessary either to equalize them with the rest or to achieve such worthwhile collective goals as political integration, social harmony and encouragement of cultural diversity.”
Further, how effective are UK government policies at facilitating integration? Koopmans’s (2009) comparative study of the relationship between welfare policy and integration revealed that the best integration was in countries with strong assimilation policies (e.g., Germany, Austria, Switzerland and France) or (by European standards) a relatively lean welfare state and integrationist policies (e.g., UK).  Consistently the most significant segregation rates for Muslim communities across Europe, which would suggest a need for a clearer, proactive policy position on integration for these communities.  Koopmans contends that the normative focus within multiculturalism has been on rights, whereas there is need for a greater focus on the outcomes of integration policies in terms of participation, equality and integration.  However, what is also clear is that patterns of migration and settlement are changing and with these changes is a need to revisit the emerging challenges for multiculturalism in the UK.  During the French general elections of 2012, presidential candidates and their representatives both canvassed in London, as French nationals overseas have a right to vote in French elections, and London is sufficiently significant to merit (along with other smaller French ex-pat presence in northern Europe) its own MP in the French parliament (Finnerty, 2012). UN reports highlight that eighty three per cent of the world’s population is now functionally literate (Anon, 2013c), increasing, one might surmise, a keener sense of understanding the discontents with one’s life and the opportunities that may exist elsewhere to enhance opportunities and quality of life.  In London, 40% of its population is born outside of the UK, and there are over 300 languages spoken (Anon (d) Office for National Statistics (ONS), 2013).  Over the past 20 years, millions of UK citizens have immigrated to all parts of the globe.  Chinese migration now outstrips the former British colony of India (Anon (d) ONS, 2013). As a former colonial power, it was perhaps inevitable that the Empire, especially those located in the geographic south, would eventually ““come home.”  The former industrial landscape of the UK has also attracted waves of migrants across the generations from around the world from the old empire, often working in specific sectors such as manufacturing and airport work, as well as UK state recruitment of labour for specific services such as the National Health Service, London Transport, the Armed Services and so on: the legacy substrate in the evolving landscape.  The EU’s declaration of free movement of goods and labour has also created inward movement of people across socio-economic strata.  London’s role as a financial and educational centre has also attracted many from across the globe, as have its relatively liberal tax laws.  But London is not only a metropolis (Bridge & Watson, 2003) for those in former British colonies, but also increasingly so for many others with formerly weak or no links to the UK.  Although multiculturalism may be at its most intense in the UK capital, it is also found in most of the country’s large towns and cities.  
Perhaps the greatest potential threat to understanding the dynamics of the UK multicultural project is socio-cognitive stasis: the need to challenge the static frames that are often used to conceptualise what is the dynamic terrain of UK multiculturalism.  One of the newest lenses focused on this terrain is captured in research on superdiversity.  Arnaut (2012) argues that as a result of heightened waves of migration and digital communication that world cities such as London, New York and Paris are now host to those “shopping around” for the kind of life that has less to do with seeking emancipation from poverty or persecution and is better thought of as redistribution of the freedoms more commonly enjoyed by the global north.  Arnaut contends that we are entering a new moment in postcolonial history of the human and social sciences,’ with sociolinguistics providing an important element in the revision of our understanding of multiculturalism. 
There is also a need to dig below the surface of findings that may, at first, appear inconsistent.  Koopmans’ observation of segregated, largely Muslim communities needs to be considered against Manning’s (2011) findings that multiculturalism has succeeded in fostering a sense of belonging and British identity amongst established communities from former British colonies irrespective of the degree of segregation in local communities.  However, support amongst white British population is weakening and it is amongst this group, Manning suggests, that the state and policy makers need to redouble their efforts. 
Overall, the picture is a positive one.  Important soft indices of the acceptance of multiculturalism point tentatively towards the extent to which the host nation not only accepts ethnic-cultural difference, but adopts and absorbs aspects of them.  In London, Birmingham and Bradford, linguists have noted that the dominant local accents now incorporate strong elements from the Caribbean and South Asia (Cheshire et al., 2011).  A plethora of cultural influences in music, food, fashion and style now draw on elements brought with artists and artisans from migrant communities and are now viewed as essentially British.  Family members from other ethnic communities are increasingly the norm.  Ethnic minorities are taking their place in senior positions across all sectors.  There is much to be done to progress the multicultural project in the UK: the path will not be smooth but a clearer focus on enhancement of individual and community capabilities and their capacity to accumulate and convert goods (Cornelius & Wallace, 2013; Sen, 1992) might be a useful focus for the next phase of development.  Vertovec’s (2010) plea for a post-multicultural turn captures these sentiments well:
“Social cohesion and national identity can coexist with valuing diversity in the public sphere, as well as offering programmes to recognise and support cultural traditions, and institutional structures to provide ethnic minority community representation– all without reference to the M-word. In this way it is hoped that whatever a post-multicultural condition looks like, it might still entail the fashioning of a greater sense of cosmopolitanism, respect for others and social justice for migrants and their descendants.”(p. 94)

The United States
	Like our neighbour to the north, Canada, a sociological history of the United States would not be complete without acknowledgement of the role of immigration and multiculturalism in the fabric of US society.  Nkomo and Hoobler (in press), detail in their history of diversity ideologies, that the United States, from the birth of the nation unto modern day, has moved from eras of: 1) white supremacy/sanctioned exclusion of racioethnic minorities before the 1960s, to 2) the equal opportunity/Civil Rights era of the 1960s, to 3) the diversity management/multiculturalism era of the 1980s and 90s, and finally, to 4) today’s inclusion/post-race era.  
Before the Civil Rights era of the 1960s, assimilation and the “melting pot” idea were sanctioned socio economic practices for non-white citizens.  Especially with the great immigration wave of persons of Irish, Jewish, and eastern and southern European ethnicities circa 1900 (McKee, 1993), the prevailing belief was that cultural and ethnic uniqueness made for a race and immigration “problem” in the US, whereby new entrants were imbued with undesirable characteristics and value (Thompson, 2005).  While the melting pot metaphor assumes that some degree of uniqueness is retained by new entrants to a society, in practice, immigrants who wanted to get ahead and make a life for themselves were expected by white, majority Americans, to throw off practices that made them stand out in relation to dress, food, and other cultural practices, in a marginalization (Berry, 1997) fashion.
	By contrast, the 1960s in the United States was a time of progressive, social justice awakening.  By this time, new European immigrants were less the marginalized group in society, and racial lines were now drawn between whites and blacks.  A harbinger of multicultural change came in 1954 with the landmark Brown v. Board of Education case.  The US Supreme Court held that “separate was inherently unequal” in public education (Plaut, 2010).  On the social movement front, civil rights activists challenged the Jim Crow laws that had been in existence since slavery times in the south through boycotts, marches, and civil disobedience under the leadership of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. (Nkomo & Hoobler, in press).  A new, liberal doctrine gained a foothold in America—the belief that race should not matter in determining employment, housing, educational, and other opportunities for women and racial/ethnic minorities.  Some scholars called this new philosophy an early form of “color blindness” (Plaut, 2010), where people’s physical and social characteristics, that is, their diversity, should no longer matter in determining their access to resources.  It was during this time when the bulk of legislation pertaining to multiculturalism was passed:  the landmark Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Voting Rights Act, the Immigration and Naturalization Act, as well as the Fair Housing Act. 
Yet Civil Rights era liberalism began to wane when, in backlash fashion, tension arose between the ideologies of, on the one hand, color-blind equal opportunity (i.e., race and other diversities should not matter) and, on the other, race-conscious agendas (i.e., affirmative action as a means of correcting the effects of white privilege) (Nkomo & Hoobler, in press; Plaut, 2010).  As Supreme Court Justice Scalia’s quote in Adarand v. Pena, 1995, at the beginning of this section illustrates, this era, which began in the 1980s, marked a return to earlier preservation, integration (Berry, 1997) ideologies.  Ironically, the anti-discrimination clause from Title VII of the Civil Rights Act was used by critics to shoot down preferential treatment of racioethnic minorities in educational admissions and hiring processes.  As a result, commitment to an equal opportunity ideology became reframed into a less objectionable, more palatable to the white majority, diversity management/multiculturalism era in the 1980s and 90s (Nkomo & Hoobler, in press; Wayland, 1997).  Scholars have suggested that while affirmative action/equal employment rhetoric was mired in negative connotations such as inequalities, discrimination, and the histories of struggle, which were “unappealing,” and caused Americans to feel ambivalent and fatigued about its potential for change (Ahmed, 2007), multiculturalism was seen as a more “harmonious” ideology that did not saddle blame on majority members.
In the present day, many would argue that multiculturalism has been abandoned in the US.  It is not so much that differences like race and gender “shouldn’t” matter, a common belief is that they, in fact, do not matter, and that integration (Berry, 1997) has been achieved.  Today’s US post-race/inclusion ideology (Nkomo & Hoobler, in press) views special provisions for distinct groups (e.g., affirmative action hiring programs which give preference to black, Hispanic, and/or female candidates) as increasingly divisive and irrelevant to a new generation of young people.  New college graduates tend to perceive affirmative action as well as multiculturalism—any policy that calls attention to dividing lines between groups—as out of touch with the way the world has “moved on” (Alibhai-Brown, 2000).  The idea is that inequality based on demographic difference has been eradicated in US society.  A major exception to this has been a return to earlier feelings of the “immigrant problem” (Thompson, 2005) centered on one particular ethnic group—Mexican and Central American, especially Spanish-speaking, immigrants.  Repeating patterns seen in the early 20th century, this “last group in,” is seen to be “less American” and a threat to limited resources in regard to social services, public goods, employment, and public education.  Current calls for “immigration reform” legislation are focused on this group almost exclusively.
Policy-wise, the federal government makes no “affirmation of multiculturalism” as a goal, but rather takes a conciliatory approach, through its Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC), which settles disputes arising from racial tensions within private and public entities (Multiculturalism Policy Index, 2010, p. 105).  An examination of education, bi- and multi-lingualism, affirmative action, and media policy finds an even more hands-off approach.  As an example, public school curriculum is the jurisdiction of individual state governments, so the decision to offer classes in both English and Spanish is left to fifty state legislatures.  These decisions are often the subject of heated local debate centering on financial costs, and these policies have met with few sustained successes (Johnson, 2007).  In fact, half of US states have gone so far as to pass laws mandating English-only instruction (MPI, 2010).  As far as affirmative action, since the passage of Executive Order 11246 in 1965 (during the Civil Rights era), federal contractors and sub-contractors have been required to have policies that give preference to qualified women, persons with disabilities, covered veterans, and qualified minorities, in hiring and promotion.  In the private sector, affirmative action, that is, the recruitment, hiring, mentoring, and promotion of members of these groups, is left to the discretion of employers, although the federal government encourages these plans’ inclusion in employers’ personnel policies.  Organizational discretion is also a hallmark of media promotion of multiculturalism in the US.  The Public Telecommunications Act of 1988 does require the Corporation for Public Broadcasting (which works with public, non-commercial broadcasters) to report annually on “the provision of services to minority and diverse audiences by public broadcasting and public telecommunications entities” (Corporation for Public Broadcasting, 2009, p. 1; MPI, 2010).  However, multicultural messages sent by other, commercial, for-profit broadcasters are at their own discretion (Zolf, 1989).
In sum, while immigration and the coexistence of cultural groups in US diasporas has been a source of historical pride in the United States, today this phenomenon has virtually taken on the quality of a bygone era.  Public perception and public policy alike would have citizens believe that the United State is post-race—that the challenges and opportunities of multiple, diverse groups living side-by-side have all but disappeared.  Yet many scholars and pundits disagree.  Problems with this post-race ideology include: “the dogged persistence of racism…., the marginalization of minorities by keeping them in special ‘interest groups’ in organizations and governments and off of serious policy agendas and out of leadership positions, and the pitting of minority groups against one another for funding and other resources…” (from Nkomo & Hoobler, in press) (Vertovec, 2010).  A national multiculturalism agenda in the United States has the potential to combat these lingering social ills, and as the history of diversity ideologies in the US has shown, changing the current ideology is not only possible, but a likely occurrence. 
Discussion
In this paper, we examined the approach to multiculturalism for five immigrant-receiving countries: Australia, Canada, South Africa, the UK, and the US.  We provide a comparative synopsis of their long history and current situation in Table 1.  All five countries have different approaches to multiculturalism, with Australia and Canada being the most similar to each other.  Both countries encouraged immigrants to retain their cultural heritage and adopted multiculturalism policies to promote successful integration between immigrants and host-country nationals.  In Australia, this reflected a post-“White Australia” policy, while in Canada, it was an attempt to unite Anglophone and Francophone Canadians, along with third people (Canadians who are neither English or French).  In contrast, the US pursued an assimilation policy (e.g., the melting pot) as a way forward in moving beyond the Civil Rights era, and to promote equality for all regardless of race, ethnicity or culture (a colour-blind approach).  South Africa and the UK fall somewhere between Australia-Canada and the US continuum.  South Africa’s effort to promote multiculturalism is heavily influenced by both the Canadian and US’s policies.  On the one hand, South Africa’s policies such as the Employment Equity Act and Broad Based Black Economic Empowerment Act are modeled after Canada’s Legislated Employment Equity Program with numerical targets aimed at achieving proportionate representation.  On the other hand, South Africa, in aspiring to be a “rainbow nation,” is attempting to pursue a non-racialized and colour-blind policy.  As a result, South Africa has no explicit policy on multiculturalism.  The UK is similarly attempting to balance bi-culturalism with cultural pluralism, while maintaining a distinct “Britishness” among its citizens.  The European Union plays an influential role in defining UK’s multicultural approaches, given the influx of labour from neighbouring countries.  The backlash from its citizens has also ushered the UK into an era of post-multiculturalism.
Reflecting on each country’s history, we see some common threads and some differences.  One common thread is the evolving nature of a national approach to non-dominant (e.g., Blacks in South Africa and the US) or minority groups (e.g., Muslims in the UK, or Asians in Australia and Canada).  Each of the five countries evolved over time from overt exclusion of non-Anglo groups to espoused, but not always lived, inclusion affirmations.  We also note the non-linear journey in each country’s history.  For example, previous gains made by under-represented or under-privileged groups have sometimes been denied to new immigrants, or full acceptance and inclusion have been influenced by changing political ideologies, national economy and security concerns.  
In turn, some of the country differences reflect varying reactions to dilemmas raised by contemporary migration flows.  It appears that, with the exception of South Africa, the current migration of people from poorer or developing countries, or countries at war, to wealthier, more developed ones is creating yet-to-be-resolved dilemmas for individuals and governments.  For instance, Australia is grappling with a human rights versus national security dilemma, the UK with a human rights versus economic and social stability plight, Canada with an inclusion of immigrants versus fear of involvement in foreign conflicts dilemma, and the US with a post-racial mindset versus reality impasse.  
Although contemporary dilemmas are partly country or region-specific, they are born of a global awareness of terrorism and economic instability, triggered by events such as 9/11 and the 2008 global financial crisis.  Yet, history shows that countries, such as Australia and Canada, have enjoyed net benefits from an integration approach to immigration.  These two countries have grown their national wealth by fully integrating newcomers.  In the same vein, it is conceivable that multiculturalism can deliver net benefits to national security.  For example, a diverse police force can help solve crimes by matching officer backgrounds to communities (Metz & Kulik, 2008).  Thus, a benefit of multiculturalism might be enhanced capability to understand and prevent threats to national security by matching informant backgrounds to source of threat.  In conclusion, the current challenge for wealthy, developed countries is to ensure that multiculturalism continues to deliver net benefits in the face of contemporary economic and security concerns. 
Policy Learnings
Australia and Canada both espouse official policies on multiculturalism, and both have very similar policy implementation and approaches.  In contrast, South Africa, the UK, and the US do not have an official policy on affirming multiculturalism, but all three countries take steps to protect to protect minority rights, and promote cultural diversity and economic integration.  For example, in South Africa, the constitution guarantees equality rights, but advances groups that have been historically disadvantaged through the Employment Equity Act and BBBEE Act.  The UK, heavily influenced by the EU, adopts the Human Rights Act enacted jointly by EU nations to guarantee minority rights.  The UK also supports multiculturalism through anti-discrimination legislation but does not have affirmative action for underrepresented groups.  The US does not have a multiculturalism policy, but has anti-discrimination legislation originating from Title VII of the Civil Rights Act, to protect minority rights, and strong policies promoting affirmative action such as Equal Employment Opportunity.  However, the US also adopts an assimilation approach to immigrant integration and citizenship, which is critical for socioeconomic mobility.
Australia and Canada are the leaders in the adoption and implementation of multiculturalism with broad ranging policies from education and inclusion of minorities in the media to dress code exemptions and affirmative action for underrepresented groups, with few exceptions.  Using bilingual education as an example, Canada lags behind Australia with respect to bilingual education (for minority languages), given its emphasis on French language to unite Anglophone and Francophone Canadians.  In this regard, South Africa may be seen as a leader in espousing and supporting eleven official languages including those of ethnic minorities.  Efforts to protect and promote minority languages are non-existent in the UK, and minority culture and language preservation are left with ethnic communities.  At the extreme, some states in the US have passed laws mandating English-only instruction, as part of immigration reform aimed at reducing immigration.  Thus, the bilingual education policies and practices reflect, to a large extent, a country’s sentiment and affirmation for multiculturalism.
Conclusion
	The purpose of this paper was to examine the adoption and implementation of multiculturalism policies in Australia, Canada, South Africa, the UK, and the US, five countries with a strong immigrant-receiving tradition.  Drawing upon Berry’s acculturation process, Australia and Canada both adopted an integration approach, which led to official multiculturalism policies.  The US, which follows the assimilation approach, has no multiculturalism policy in place, but implements affirmative action policies in response to discrimination against racial minorities.  South Africa and the UK fall somewhere between Australia/ Canada and the US.  Despite not espousing a multiculturalism policy, South Africa follows Canada and the US in implementing strong affirmative action programs.  Likewise, the UK is without a multiculturalism policy, but is heavily influenced by the EU and has strong anti-discrimination legislation, which precludes affirmative action.  While differences exist in the adoption and implementation of multiculturalism, we find convergence among the five countries in practices involving the protection of minority rights and the promotion of socioeconomic mobility for underrepresented groups.  Countries (e.g., South Africa and the US) seem to compensate for a lack of a multiculturalism policy through affirmative action programs.  The UK appears to be ushered into a post-multiculturalism era.  It remains to be seen where multiculturalism is headed for South Africa, the UK, and the US, and if the multiculturalism policies that served Australia and Canada well in the past, will remain so in the future.
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Table 1
Comparison of Multicultural Approaches in Australia, Canada, South Africa, the UK, and the US

	Policy Area
	Australia
	Canada
	South Africa
	The UK
	The US

	Espoused Public Policy on Multiculturalism
	In 1977, a government-appointed body recommended Australia adopt multiculturalism policy; in 1978, the first such policies are implemented.
	Officially put in place in 1971; passed Multiculturalism Act (1988)
	No legislation referring to multiculturalism instead there is legislation for non-racialism and ltt
	Implicit policy of multiculturalism though no formalisation in law. 
	No affirmation of multiculturalism.  Federal agency established by Civil Rights Act of 1964 to resolve racial/ethnic tensions.

	Multiculturalism in School Curriculum
	Education emphasizes cross-cultural understanding and language acquisition; anti-racism education is an explicit element in Australia’s multicultural school curriculum.
	Council of Ministers of Education of Canada (2008, 52-53) established policies embodying diversity, equity and multicultural education.
	Department of Education has stressed racial desegregation; the South African history  project has been tasked with integrating and democratizing the history of the country so that it is inclusive. 
	Along with the rest of the public sector, there is a systematic embedding of anti-racism and multiculturalism in teacher education and in the state school curriculum as an explicit element. 
	Decisions made at the individual state level.  No evidence of federal policy or guidelines.

	Inclusion of Ethnic Representation/Sensitivity in Public Media
	The Australian Broadcasting Corporation Act 1983, Section 6, stipulates that programs reflect the cultural diversity of the Australian community.
	Broadcasting Act governs the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, which requires CBC’s programming to reflect the multicultural and multiracial nature of Canada.
	There are no specific guidelines other than to prohibit discrimination.  There are several ethnic language channels.   
	The British Broadcasting Act, 1990 (which includes the requirement of terrestrial broadcasters to promote EO); 1996  
	Public Broadcasting Act of 1967 created Corporation for Public Broadcasting, which works with non-commercial media to provide diverse programming.

	Exemptions from Dress Codes
	Australia’s multicultural framework has engendered some sensitivity toward dress code accommodations, and there are a number of examples of exemptions at the State level. 
	In 1990, the government amended the uniform policy of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police, allowing Sikh officers to wear turbans; the Supreme Court of Canada affirmed this right.
	None that are apparent. 
	Sikhs may wear turbans in the UK Armed  and Police services (bar the firearms units in the latter), and may elect to wear a patka (head cover) under a helmet. 
	Department of Defense Directive (2009) allows religious dress accommodation in the military except when interferes with performance of duty.



Adapted and updated from http://www.queensu.ca/mcp/immigrant/evidence.html

Table 2: Immigrants by top 10 source countries, 
ten-year period (2001-2010)

	Country
	Continent
	No. of Immigrants
	% of Total

	AUSTRALIA1
	
	
	

	United Kingdom
	Europe
	240,987
	23.0%

	New Zealand
	Oceania & Antarctica
	199,306
	19.0%

	China
	Asia
	170,900
	16.3%

	India
	Asia
	153,667
	14.6%

	South Africa
	Africa
	78,344
	7.5%

	Philippines
	Asia
	60,199
	5.7%

	Malaysia
	Asia
	44,422
	4.2%

	Sri Lanka
	Asia
	35,695
	3.4%

	Korea
	Asia
	35,685
	3.4%

	Vietnam
	Asia
	30,691
	2.9%

	
	
	
	

	CANADA2
	
	
	

	China
	Asia
	337,317
	13.7%

	India
	Asia
	277,759
	11.3%

	Philippines
	Asia
	191,121
	7.7%

	Pakistan
	Asia
	109,369
	4.4%

	United States
	North America
	85,560
	3.5%

	United Kingdom
	Europe
	70,185
	2.8%

	Korea
	Asia
	65,880
	2.7%

	Iran
	Middle East
	63,478
	2.6%

	France
	Europe
	54,032
	2.2%

	United Arab Emirates
	Middle East
	44,298
	1.8%

	
	
	
	

	SOUTH AFRICA3
	
	
	

	Zimbabwe
Dem. Rep. of Congo
China
India
Nigeria
Pakistan
United Kingdom
Somalia
	Africa
Africa
Asia
Asia
Africa
Asia
Europe
Africa
	1,131
1,054
807
744
736
556
444
432
	11.3%
10.5%
8.1%
7.4%
7.4%
5.6%
4.4%
4.3%

	
	
	
	

	UNITED KINGDOM4
	
	
	

	Africa and Caribbean
India
British Mixed
Pakistan
Asian/Asian British
Bangladesh
China
Traveller/Gypsy
	Africa
Asia
Multiethnic Origin
Asia
Asia
Asia
Asia
Europe
	1,904,684
1,451,862
1,250,229
1,173,862
861,815
451,529
433,150
63,193
	3.0%
2.3%
2.0%
1.9%
1.4%
0.7%
0.7%
0.1%

	
	
	
	

	UNITED STATES5
	
	
	

	Mexico
China 
India
Philippines
Dominican Republic
Cuba
Vietnam
El Salvador
Colombia
South Korea
	North America
Asia
Asia
Asia
North America
North America
Asia
North America
South America
Asia

	1,693,241
662,678
662,454
587,235
329,133
318,391
306,122
252,829
251,316
221,509
	16.1%
6.3%
6.3%
5.6%
3.1%
3.0%
2.9%
2.4%
2.4%
2.9%

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


1 Australian Government DIBP (2013)
2 Citizenship and Immigration Canada (2010a)
3 Statistics South Africa (2011). Documented immigration in South Africa.  
4 Census United Kingdom, Office for National Statistics (2011)
5 US Department of Homeland Security, Yearbook of Immigration Statistics (2010): Immigrants 

Figure 1: Berry’s (1997) Modes of Acculturation
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