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	人口多元化的好處和代價分別是什麼？一個自由的民主國家應怎樣界定多元文化主義的界限？通過回答這些問題，高收入國家也就明確了，它們希望在21世紀成為怎樣的社會。
正如世界銀行(World Bank)最新的《全球經濟展望》(Global Economic Prospects)報告所闡述的那樣，在世界日趨一體化的過程中，從窮國向富國移民的壓力將是一種長期存在的特徵*。在高收入國家中，移民占全部人口的比例已從1960年的4.4%，上升至2005年的11.4%。鑒於目前的人口趨勢，以及發展中國家和高收入國家間持續存在的收入差距，這一比例似乎將必然繼續上升。
圍繞著移民產生的後果，一場言辭激烈且通常爭到面紅耳赤的辯論已經展開。在發人深省的新書《開放世界》(Open World，一部探討全球化問題的優秀著作)中，其英國作者菲利浦•勒格蘭(Philippe Legrain)提出了一個大膽的觀點：讓他們全都進來**。更確切地講，他在書中表示：“我們最好完全開放邊境。但如果有關當局認為這在現階段是不可能的，那麼至少應該提高邊境的開放程度。如果連這也無法接受，那至少應該改善邊境的監管。”

勒格蘭做出了一項寶貴的貢獻：他為缺乏認同的人口自由流動原因，提供了有力的論據。這本書出色地將直接報導和對證據的詳細分析結合在一起。
但我發現，對於完全取消移民限制所可能產生的後果，書中未作分析。基本理論表明，只要人們有機會在某國獲得比本國高得多的收入，就會發生移民，直至他們的預期工資與本國收入持平為止（在考慮遷移和生活成本後）。換言之，這種人口流動將持續到他們之中許多人的境況變得甚至比在國內更糟糕為止。那時，我們就將在發達國家看到發展中國家中常見的景象：大量的貧民窟。
任何高收入國家都不會允許這種局面出現。出於這一原因，一些限制措施將繼續存在。此外，儘管這些措施漏洞重重，但卻仍然有效。勒格蘭在闡述人口自由流動的經濟益處時，提到了全球範圍內的工資差距，這種差距也恰恰證明了移民控制措施的效果。讓移民變得成本高昂而且不那麼愉快的措施發揮了作用。但實際上，這些成本的確很高，因為當市場力量被地下力量所取代時，情況往往如此。
正如勒格蘭所指出的那樣，我們還必須承認，移民確實帶來了一些巨大的好處。移民使整個世界獲得的最大益處，便來自將人們從惡劣環境遷移至良好環境。但移民接收國獲得的最大好處，（我認為）則來自更高程度的人口多元化本身。
勒格蘭引用喬治梅森大學(George Mason University)教授理查•佛羅里達(Richard Florida)的話說：“擁有創造力的人才能推動一個地區的經濟增長，這些人偏愛多元化、寬容以及對新觀念持開放態度的地方。”在倫敦工作的人中，有四分之一出生在海外。如果沒有他們，倫敦絕不會像現在這樣繁榮、充滿樂趣。
然而，帶來種種這些好處的多元化，也帶來了最大的挑戰：如何在一個自由的民主國家中，維持產生其吸引力的制度。
值得讚揚的是，英國首相托尼•布雷爾(Tony Blair)在一次重要的講話中，出色地界定了多元化的必要界限：“正是我們的基本價值觀——信仰民主、法律規則、寬容、人人平等，以及對這個國家及其傳統的尊敬——讓我們走到一起，它是我們的共同之處，它使我們有權稱自己為英國人。從這方面來講，任何特殊文化或信仰，都不能取代我們成為一個融為一體的英國一部分的責任。” ***

必須停止對狹隘的寬容，因為它對多元社會本身的可持續性構成了威脅。在目前的環境下，是否能做到這一點尚不明確，但嘗試的重要性毋庸置疑。
某些特徵是一個社會吸引力的源泉。除了將它們置於首要位置之外，一個社會還必須決定如何控制移民流入。勒格蘭提出了一個令人信服的理由，反對“擇優挑選”移民的固執做法。長期以來，我一直認為應該拍賣工作許可證，由其價格來引導進入英國的移民數量。在人們獲准進入英國後，還應當幫助他們獲得參與到這個自由的民主國家中所需的東西：首先是占支配地位的語言，以及一些對其制度和歷史的瞭解。
勒格蘭在兩個大問題上是正確的：移民趨勢不可阻擋，以及移民確實可以給幾乎所有人帶來好處。但移民帶來的挑戰比他認為的程度要大。我認為，應採取雙重應對之道：控制邊境，儘管這種做法存在缺陷；此外，要更加堅持移民接收國的核心社會價值觀。這種做法的結果並不完美，但完全放開人口流動和完全限制移民，都是不可能的。留給我們的，是古老的妥協藝術。
*www.worldbank.org
**《移民：你的國家需要他們》(Immigrants: Your Country Needs Them)（倫敦，Little, Brown出版社，2006）
***《消除種族界限的責任》(The Duty to Integrate)，2006年12月8日， www.number-10.gov.uk
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What are the benefits and costs of a diverse population? How should a liberal democracy define the limits of multiculturalism? In answering these questions, the high-income countries will also define what kind of society they wish to be in the 21st century.

As the World Bank's latest Economic Prospects report makes clear, the pressure for migration from poor to rich countries is a permanent feature of our integrating world.* The share of migrants in the populations of the high-income countries rose from 4.4 per cent in 1960 to 11.4 per cent in 2005. It seems certain to rise still further, given both demographic trends and the persistent gaps in incomes and wages between developing and high-income countries.

A vigorous and often ill-tempered debate has opened over the consequences of this movement of people. In a thought-provoking new book, Philippe Legrain, the British author of Open World, a splendid work on globalisation, takes a bold position: let them all in.** More precisely he says: “It would be best if our borders were completely open. But if that is deemed impossible for now, let them at least be more open. And if even that is not acceptable, let them at least be better regulated.”

Mr Legrain performs an invaluable service: he makes a good case for the unpopular cause of free flows of people. The book is a superb combination of direct reportage with detailed analysis of the evidence.

What I find missing, however, is analysis of what might happen if no restrictions were indeed placed on the movement of people. Basic theory suggests that the flow of migrants to a place where there is a chance of obtaining a far better income might continue until the wages to which the migrants aspire have fallen to the same level as at home (after adjustment for the costs both of moving and of living). Alternatively, it would continue until the condition of many of them has become even worse than at home. We would then see in the developed world what we see in developing countries: vast slums.

No high-income country is going to allow this to happen. For this reason some controls will remain in place. Moreover, such controls are effective, even if porous. The gaps in wages across the globe to which Mr Legrain points in arguing the economic benefits of free flows also demonstrate the efficacy of controls. Making migration both costly and unpleasant works. But those costs are indeed enormous, as is always the case when market forces are driven underground.

We must also recognise that, as Mr Legrain argues, migration does bring large benefits. The biggest aggregate global gains come from moving people out of bad environments into good ones. But the biggest gains to recipient countries, I suggest, come from greater diversity itself.

Mr Legrain quotes Richard Florida of George Mason University: “Regional economic growth is powered by creative people, who prefer places that are diverse, tolerant and open to new ideas.” A quarter of the people now working in London were born abroad. It would be nothing like as prosperous or as exciting a place without them.

Yet the diversity that creates such benefits brings with it the biggest of all challenges: sustaining the institutions that are the source of a liberal democracy's attraction.

To his credit, the British prime minister, Tony Blair, did a good job of defining the necessary limits of diversity in an important speech: “When it comes to our essential values – belief in democracy, the rule of law, tolerance, equal treatment for all, respect for this country and its shared heritage – then that is where we come together, it is what we hold in common; it is what gives us the right to call ourselves British. At that point no distinctive culture or religion supersedes our duty to be part of an integrated UK.” ***

Toleration of the intolerant must cease where the latter threatens the sustainability of the diverse society itself. Whether it will be possible to achieve this in today's circumstances is unclear. But there is no doubt about the importance of trying.

In addition to maintaining the very qualities that made it a magnet in the first place, a society must decide how to control the inflow. Mr Legrain makes a compelling case against the inflexibility of “picking winners” in immigration. My own view has long been that work permits should be auctioned, with the price giving guidance on how many people should be let in. When people are let in, it is also right to help them obtain what is needed to participate in a liberal democracy: above all, the dominant language and some understanding of its institutions and history.

Mr Legrain is right on two big points: migration cannot be stopped; and it can indeed bring benefits to almost everyone. But it also poses a bigger challenge than he admits. The answer, I believe, is twofold: controlling the borders, however imperfectly; and, still more, insisting on the core values of the host society. The results will be imperfect. But the alternatives of either complete freedom of movement or a fortress are both impossible. What we are left with is the ancient art of compromise.

*www.worldbank.org **Immigrants: Your Country Needs Them (London, Little, Brown, 2006) ***The Duty to Integrate, December 8 2006 www.number-10.gov.uk
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