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Preface

For some years now in France, young people of foreign origin have
carried their electoral cards on their persons for an unusual reason. It
is believed that brandishing these cards in public reduces the chances
that these members of visible minorities will be subject to violence,
whether at the hands of ‘ethically French’ right-wing hooligans or
the police. Une carte électorale is, then, a talisman — in addition to it
constituting a right to vote. The card is an affirmation that the bearer
participates in the life of the nation, thereby partially satisfying the
French Republican ideal of citizenship.

In 2012 the French Socialist Party captured the presidency and
the legislature by gaining the support of the country’s multicultural
communities. Young people of migrant background used their elec-
toral cards to vote — and to help change the government. The irony
is that across the political spectrum in France a consensus exists that
the multicultural model of managing diversity is not as effective as
the colour-blind Republican approach. At a time when across much
of Europe multiculturalism has been discredited as an idea whose
time has passed, the purportedly assimilationist French approach has
helped infuse cultural diversity with new-found power.

The challenges to multiculturalism in Europe are manifold.
Among agents of change are grassroots political movements, whether
made up of far-right anti-immigrant — and most of the time also
anti-multicultural — movements, or of communities of immigrant or
minority backgrounds. But it has been the questioning of multicul-
tural policy by Europe’s political elites that has raised the stakes for
managing diversity differently: not many politicians today run for
election championing the multicultural approach.

This book weighs the many challenges emanating from diverse
actors to the model of managing diversity through recognizing
distinct cultural communities. These challenges are chronicled in
states where multiculturalism has never been official policy, such
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as in France, as well as in states where it has, or may be in the
future.

The writing and editing of this book were carried out in 2012,
but its genesis dates back a year earlier. In April 2011 a two-day
workshop at Malmo University brought scholars from ten different
European universities together to discuss the fate of multiculturalism.
It had been a particularly harsh winter for the concept after Europe’s
leading political figures took turns swiping at the previously politi-
cally correct model. The workshop laid the analytical and normative
groundwork for the chapters of this book.

First, therefore, I wish to express my gratitude to Bjorn Fryklund,
director of the Malmo Institute for Studies of Migration, Diversity
and Welfare (MIM), who provided all the resources needed to bring
top specialists to Sweden for this workshop. Fryklund has been a
pioneer in the study of multiculturalism and its opponents. The com-
bination of low-key but visionary leadership in the field of migration
studies will be his legacy.

Without the attention to detail — and generosity of spirit — of
Merja Skaffari-Multala, who assumed responsibility for the logisti-
cal planning of the workshop, the intellectually creative atmosphere
that emerged would have been hard to forge. Louise Tregert, admin-
istrative director at MIM, was also a pillar of strength and support
in turning the workshop project into reality. To each I express my
sincere thanks.

The authors of working papers presented at the workshop were
matched with specialists — mainly drawn from the Malmo-Lund uni-
versity communities — who served as their discussants. The construc-
tive critiques offered by discussants were critical to launching both
a set of reflexive case studies as well as an integrated tested research
design. The following workshop participants — migration special-
ists in their own right — played a key role in exacting a high level of
scholarship: Berndt Clavier, Maja Povrzanovi¢ Frykman, Katarzyna
Gmaj, Anders Hellstrom, Catarina Kinnvall, Yngve Lithman, Ravi
Pendakur, Bo Petersson, Anne Sofie Roald, Karin Sarsenov and
Pauline Stoltz.

I wish to single out Mattis Kristoffersson and Ellinor Evain,
students at Malmo University at the time, for their conscien-
tious supporting role at the workshop. They also provided warm
companionship to all participants.

The process of writing book chapters to fit a common research
framework is largely individual. Contributors to this book can be
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divided into the critical mass that took part in the workshop, and
the critical minority that joined the project subsequently. I extend
my gratitude to each for conscientious and congenial intellectual
exchanges in the preparation of this book. My special thanks go to
Nasar Meer for his practical assistance with the publication of this
book.

Finally, T wish to acknowledge the flawless professionalism of
the editorial team at Edinburgh University Press: Nicola Ramsey,
Rebecca Mackenzie, Michelle Houston and Eddie Clark.

Raymond Taras
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Foreword

Raymond Taras’ period as Willy Brandt Guest Professor in Malmo
coincided with the time that leading European politicians were
openly claiming that multiculturalism was dead and that it directly
counteracted integration. Angela Merkel in Germany was the first to
express such sentiments, and she was quickly followed by Nicolas
Sarkozy in France and David Cameron in Britain. Against the
background of these political developments in Europe and a similar
(including scientific) questioning of multiculturalism, Taras strate-
gically intervened by organizing a scientific workshop called ‘The
Twilight of Multiculturalism: Theory, Empirics and Norms’ at MIM
in Malmo during the spring of 2011.

Leading scholars from a number of European countries, includ-
ing Eastern Europe, were invited to the workshop and asked to talk
about how multiculturalism and integration were manifested in their
own countries. Following the workshop, additional specialists were
invited to contribute to the book. A section on theorizing multicul-
turalism was added in order to give a more holistic picture. Tariq
Modood agreed to co-author a chapter on the place of multicultural-
ism in European diversity. An emphasis on European liberalism and
diversity was provided by Christian Fernandez. Five additional spe-
cialists on multiculturalism — Tiziana Caponio, Ulf Hedetoft, Ayhan
Kaya, Pascal-Yan Sayegh and Renata Wioch — who did not attend
the workshop agreed to write chapters for the book, adding further
richness to the study. Their contributions are absolutely crucial to the
book’s theme and emphasis.

I regard the publication of this book with Edinburgh University
Press as a significant contribution to the current scientific and politi-
cal debate about the need for improved integration policies. A criti-
cal discussion about multiculturalism and integration is both timely
and important, especially as right-wing radical populist parties are
increasingly gaining ground in Western and Eastern Europe and

XV



CHALLENGING MULTICULTURALISM

attracting followers who are opposed to a multicultural society and
to those who promote it. The mobilization of right-wing populist
parties, whose ideology is based on a mistrust of foreigners and at
times pure racism, is mainly directed at the immigrant population as
carriers of the multicultural society. This means that important issues
about democracy are raised when critical and challenging questions
about multiculturalism and who should be included and excluded in
both the European and national community are discussed. A useful
way of addressing such burning questions would be to carefully read
and reflect on the problems highlighted in this publication.

Finally, then, I would like to thank Raymond Taras for master-
minding the important workshop during his time as Guest Professor
at MIM in Malmo that made this book possible, for his strong inter-
est and engagement and for his ability to identify key issues that
migration research needs to address.

Bjorn Fryklund

Director and Professor

Malmé Institute for Studies of Migration,
Diversity and Welfare

April 2012
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Part I

Theorizing Multiculturalism






Chapter One

The Twilight of Multiculturalism? Findings from
across Europe

Pieter Bevelander and Raymond Taras

Is there incontrovertible evidence that European publics and elites
have become increasingly hostile to multiculturalism? Can the rise in
electoral support for anti-immigrant parties be explained as support
also for their implied anti-multicultural policies? Just as worrisome,
why have most mainstream political leaders in Europe discarded the
term ‘multiculturalism’ in their discursive practices and opted instead
for scepticism, critique and rejection of a multicultural model for
managing diverse societies?

Following Tariq Modood (2007: 2), we understand the politics
of multiculturalism to signify the recognition of group differences
within public spheres such as law, policy, democratic discourse,
shared citizenship and national identity. In recent decades, global
migration — south-north but also south-south — has reached numbers
unprecedented in world history. Large-scale immigration into receiv-
ing societies creates diversity, even super-diversity, as Britain’s
demographics are described today.

For a time, immigrant-based multiculturalism — as opposed to one
based on a plurality of national minorities and indigenous communi-
ties living within a state — was a model that encouraged and enabled
ethnic, religious and cultural groups to maintain their distinctiveness
in receiving societies. But attacks on multiculturalism became com-
monplace in Europe, even before the financial crisis hit hard in 2008.
They are frequently associated with conservative political actors but,
as we describe below, radical theorists have their own disagreements
with the premises of multiculturalism.

Only one country seems to have held on firmly to the model and it
is not European and therefore not part of our book. A country that
pioneered multiculturalism in the 1960s, it is asserted today, some-
times in hyperbolic fashion, that “You can’t kill multiculturalism in
Canada’ (Anderson 2012). Canadian multiculturalism is ‘immortal’
because it constitutes political practice which all the country’s major
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political parties accept. Those are its origins and, though skilfully
promoted in the theories of liberalism espoused and elaborated by
such eminent Canadian philosophers as Will Kymlicka and Charles
Taylor, multiculturalism as Canadian political practice and a defin-
ing characteristic of Canadian identity give it the semblance of
immortal life.

Apart from Canada, the Netherlands has long been considered to
be a pioneer of multiculturalism. Dutch scholarship on the subject
has been extraordinarily comprehensive and sophisticated. From
within it emerged some of the first sceptical assessments of the multi-
cultural model. While early critiques can be found in other European
countries, it has been said that ‘Blaming multiculturalism for social
ills is a Dutch national sport’ (Bowen 2011). Has it now become a
European sport too, competitive like Champions League football?

Migration and multiculturalism

The financial crisis of 2008 and after awakened millions of citizens
around the world to the limitations of the dominant grand ideas of
our time. Chief among these was globalization, a policy, process
and plausible ideology that was long contested in the world’s devel-
oping regions such as Africa and Latin America. The economic
crises of the US and Europe became global economic crises and
many hard-hit victims of them questioned whether globalization
had primarily served the interests of transnational economic and
political elites. As the economic downturn deepened and unemploy-
ment rose, the long-standing and pervasive myth of the inherent
value of migration — for migrants and receiving societies alike — was
called into question.

In Europe small countries such as Denmark and the Netherlands
had developed a sceptical view of immigration some time back so the
effects of the most recent economic crisis did not come as a surprise.
While unemployment hit many groups of people, higher unemploy-
ment among immigrants relative to natives had been a gradual trend
that dated back to the mid-1970s (Bevelander 2000). But weaker
economic integration was due in large measure to cultural factors
and not economic competition, as evidence in this book will indicate.

For the first time in decades, a sharp fall-off in the rate of immigra-
tion to Europe was recorded in the naughts. With it came questions
about whether multiculturalism was the best model for managing
the diversity created by migration. Particularly among right-wing
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nationalist political entrepreneurs, the conviction hardened that
no other aspect of contemporary social life was left as unmanaged
and unregulated as immigration policy. The multicultural model of
society was, critics of this view believed, a fig leaf concealing how
poorly integration of migrants into host societies was taking place.
The taboo on crypto-racist, xenophobic, intolerant and exclusionary
discourses was unravelling.

The tone of political rhetoric in Europe resonated in harsher tones,
evidenced by growing electoral support and political influence of
populist parties. Of particular importance was increasing anxiety
about Muslims and whether they were integrating — a key explanatory
factor for disappointment and disillusion expressed in old-style multi-
culturalism. Despite this trend, for Modood and Nasar Meer (2012),
it was multiculturalism’s resilience that was noteworthy: ‘despite the
turn to a vision of multiculturalism’s retreat amongst many European
leaders and citizens, a normative conception of multiculturalism
remains a resilient means of addressing the challenge of contemporary
nation-state citizenship under conditions of diversity’.

Modood and Meer’s scepticism about multiculturalism’s decline — if
not about its fall from grace — was shared by two other leading experts
on the model. Keith Banting and Will Kymlicka have highlighted how
the supposed alternative type of diversity policy discussed by political
leaders and theorists today — civic integration — is not that dissimilar
from, and easily compatible with, the multicultural model. It appears
to advance ‘sharply different premises’:

active integration of immigrants into the economic, social and political
mainstream; a muscular defence of liberal democratic principles; insist-
ence on language acquisition and knowledge of the host country’s history,
norms and institutions; the introduction of written citizenship tests and
loyalty oaths. (Banting and Kymlicka 2012: 3)

But the two Canadian authors find that ‘In many countries, civic inte-
gration programmes are being layered over multicultural initiatives
introduced in earlier decades, producing what can be thought of as a
multicultural version of civic integration’ (ibid.). They categorically
conclude, therefore, that liberal forms of civic integration can be
combined with multiculturalism.

Not only that: for Banting and Kymlicka few countries (the
Netherlands being a clear exception) have actually retreated from mul-
ticulturalism. In the 2010 compilation of their Multiculturalism Policy
Index (MCP), data indicate that
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While there has been a retreat from multiculturalism policies in a
few countries, this is not the dominant pattern. The larger picture in
Europe is one of stability and expansion of multicultural policies in the
first decade of the 21st century. New language has often emerged to
discuss ‘diversity policy’, but core programs often endure. (Banting and
Kymlicka 2012: 3)

They suggest, then, that ‘the retreat from multiculturalism in Europe
is more complete at the level of discourse than policy’. The majority
of case studies in this book provide evidence leading to the same con-
clusion. But we shall also encounter surprising counterfactuals and
counterintuitive findings.

Before there can be immigration-based multiculturalism, there
must be immigration, we have emphasized. Immigration into Europe
today overwhelmingly subsumes family unification and labour
migration processes and only to a small degree refugees. Immigrants
generally, and refugees in particular, have suffered a loss of rights
during the global crisis. We should not overlook the fact that nation-
als and longtime citizens, too, have been adversely affected. For
example, there have been flat rates in income growth for the bottom
40 per cent of the employed across most European societies over the
last five years.

The way that migration studies — sometimes termed international
migration and ethnic relations (IMER) — have been carried out in
the last decade leads us to suggest that it subsumes a triad of dis-
tinct though interrelated spheres: immigration, integration (in which
multiculturalism has been a dominant approach) and citizenship.
While not excluding the other parts of the triad, the explanans of
this book focuses on multiculturalism as outcome. Earlier phases of
migration studies centred on immigration flows as outcome. Much
of the newest research considers citizenship acquisition as outcome
variable.

How multiculturalism has been studied

The trajectory of research on the consequences of international
migration is valuable to chart because a longer-term perspective can
help us understand the current complicated and contested character
of multiculturalism, and immigration generally. In its early stages
in the 1960s and 1970s research was generally discipline-oriented,
and economic, political, social and cultural angles of immigration
were explored by respective disciplinary fields. By the 1980s the
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integration of labour migrants had become a principal focus. In the
1990s changing immigration policies, as well as the special cases of
refugees and family reunification, took on greater importance.

Initially, the trailblazing countries in migration research were
those that, significantly, were also pioneering a multicultural model:
Britain, the Netherlands and Sweden. Germany, Belgium, Denmark
and Norway had active migration research agendas but not on the
same scale as the ‘pioneers’. France represented a special case: the
study of migration was invariably linked to its Republican model of
organic unity, and how migrants assimilated into French society was
the key research question. Related topics were xenophobia, racism
and anti-Semitism, which generated an extensive body of literature.
In the 1980s a number of European countries experienced populist
mobilization against immigrants, which was the forerunner to strong
opposition to the multicultural society organized in right-wing
anti-immigrant parties.

Institutionally, a more interdisciplinary approach to studying
migration emerged. Research institutes were established in many
European countries to study the complexity and interdisciplinary
character of the topic. The Institute for Migration and Ethnic Studies
(IMES) was founded at the University of Amsterdam in 1993.
In Sweden, an institutionalized interdisciplinary study of migra-
tion began in the late 1990s at Malmo University, located in the
country’s most diverse and changing city. Malmo Institute for the
Studies of Migration, Diversity and Welfare (MIM) was a response
to the pressing need for knowledge on migration in general, the
management of diversity in a society, the integration of immigrants
and their offspring and the reactions of national populations to a
rapidly changing receiving society. The Centre for Migration Policy
and Security (COMPAS) at the University of Oxford has a similar
mission. Inevitably, key political phenomena have been brought into
the research: democracy, citizenship, nationalism, populism and
xenophobia. Migration institutes exist today in most countries in
Europe including those that are part of the EU’s eastern enlargement.

Nothing attests to the growth and significance of migration
studies as persuasively as the development and rapid expansion
of global organizations. Metropolis is one of these: a broad inter-
national network for researchers, policymakers and practition-
ers engaged in the field of migration, integration and ethnicity.
A second is IMISCOE (International Migration, Integration and
Social Cohesion), which institutionalizes collaborative research on
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migration, integration, ethnicity and social unity. NORFACE (New
Opportunities for Research Funding Agency Co-operation in Europe)
is a third network creating partnership between national research
councils so as to promote cooperation in research policy in Europe;
migration is one of its key areas. All aim to increase comparative
knowledge in the fields of migration, integration and citizenship.

The début-de-siecle wave of migration research

In 2000 British political theorist Bhikhu Parekh published Rethinking
Multiculturalism which represented an early revisionist challenge to
multicultural orthodoxy. He reviewed the key ideas shaping mul-
ticulturalism: human nature, loyalty to culture, national identity,
forms of pluralism, moral monism, structure of authority, collective
rights, equality of difference, religion and public life. He came out
emphatically in support of a pluralist perspective on cultural diver-
sity in which there would be a ‘creative interplay’ of three elements:
‘the cultural embeddedness of human beings, the inescapability and
desirability of cultural diversity and intercultural dialogue, and the
internal plurality of each culture’. The implication was that ‘From
a multicultural perspective, no political doctrine or ideology can
represent the full truth of human life’ (Parekh 2000: 338).

If our book examines where multiculturalism went off the rails,
where it did not and where the rails have been adjusted, this would
be no surprise to Parekh. As he forcefully described the context:

Multicultural societies throw up problems that have no parallel in
history. They need to find ways of reconciling the legitimate demands of
unity and diversity, achieving political unity without cultural uniform-
ity, being inclusive without being assimilationist, cultivating among their
citizens a common sense of belonging while respecting their cultural dif-
ferences, and cherishing plural cultural identities without weakening the
shared and precious identity of shared citizenship. This is a formidable
political task and no multicultural society so far has succeeded in tackling
it. (Parekh 2000: 343, emphasis added)

Five years later, in the aftermath of the London bombings, Modood
eloquently set forth the case that British multicultural society was
not reducible to a ‘black-white dualism’; many other ethnic and
religious communities, including Asian, were integral parts of it. In
Multicultural Politics (2005), he underscored how an integral part
of multiculturalism - anti-racism — had registered many successes
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in Britain. But after the 7/7 bomb attacks in London, Muslims, not
blacks, became identified as the most threatening ‘other’. This, for
Modood, subsumed a cultural racism grounded in the idea that
culture is static or ‘quasi-natural’ and ‘cultural racism naturalises
culture . .. as if culture is automatically reproduced’ and ‘does not
change over time’ (2005: 13). The impact of Modood’s book was to
heighten awareness of the pluralism of cultures in Britain.

A decade after Parekh’s book was published, two studies grudg-
ingly recognized that multiculturalism was on the run but neverthe-
less they refused to offer an obituary for it. The Multiculturalism
Backlash noted how ‘the term has successfully been associated with
the idea of misguided policy. Politicians to the right and left of
centre prefer to disassociate themselves from multiculturalism’ even
as ‘Policies and programmes once deemed “multicultural” continue
everywhere’ (Vertovec and Wessendorf 2010: 14, 21). In addition,
Alessandro Silj’s collection European Multiculturalism Revisited
(2010) provided an examination of the crisis of the model in six
countries (all covered in our volume) but its rootedness as well. Most
recently, Anna Triandafyllidou, Tariq Modood and Nasar Meer
(2012: 10) framed multiculturalism’s ‘disappearing act’ differently:
if there has been an observable retreat from multiculturalism, they
write in European Multiculturalisms that ‘this does not necessarily
mean that the desirability of recognizing minority cultural differ-
ences as a means of cultivating an inclusive citizenship has been
eliminated’.

Back to Canada and its ‘immortal’ multiculturalism. With firm
philosophic foundations cemented by Kymlicka and Taylor, vibrant
début-de-siecle scholarship on multiculturalism is found in a book
examining cross-national case studies and statistical analyses of
the relationships among diversity policies, public attitudes and the
welfare state (Banting and Kymlicka 2006). The volume examines
whether a conflict between the politics of recognition and the politics
of redistribution may arise, and it provides data shedding light on the
recognition/redistribution linkage. Banting and Kymlicka conclude
that there is no inherent tendency for the politics of recognition to
undermine redistributive policies.

That is not what other studies of the Canadian experience indi-
cate. Redistribution of power, in particular, may be what the ideol-
ogy of multiculturalism is cryptically designed to prevent. Left-wing
critic Richard Day (2000: 3, 12) suggested that Canada represents a
modern-colonial nation state that has embraced a messianic mission:
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‘while Canadian multiculturalism presents itself as a new solution to
an ancient problem of diversity, it is better seen as the most recent
mode of reproduction and proliferation of that problem’. It may
be that failing to achieve a universal mass of identities is what will
inadvertently allow the country to approach its goal of mutual and
equal recognition of groups. Put differently, ‘Only by abandoning the
dream of unity, Canada may, after all, lead the way towards a future
that will be shared by many other nation-states’.

Around the same time, Eva Mackey indicted pluralist national
culture in Canada for facilitating the process in which ‘cultural dif-
ference has been recognized within the context of the overarching
framework of the Western project of nation-building” (Mackey 2002:
165). ‘Many cultures, one project’, she implies, do not really amount
to diversity. Developing Homi Bhabha’s critique (1994), she con-
tended that Canadian multiculturalism’s ‘tolerance actually repro-
duces dominance (of those with the power to tolerate, because asking
for “tolerance” always implies the possibility of intolerance’) (2002:
16). She continued: ‘the recognition of difference, in and of itself, is
not necessarily the solution, just as the erasure of difference per se
has not always been the main problem’. The more significant issue
was that multiculturalism formed ‘an integral part of the project of
building and maintaining dominant power, and reinforcing Western
hegemony’ (2002: 163, emphasis added). Even in Canada, then, the
multiculturalism model is being challenged.

Key research questions in the study of multiculturalism

Let us consider how economic calculations have come to play a
more important role in immigration policy. As part of the IMPALA
project (International Migration Policy and Law Analysis) measur-
ing migrant rights, two scholars found evidence supporting the idea
that migration involves a zero-sum game or, put differently, the size
of the pie to be divided is fixed. Using visa-issuing data for refugee-
producing states, Thielemann and Hobolth (2012: 15) described how
the cost implications of taking in refugees for receiving states, when
combined with more effective measures in restricting their access to
states, has meant that when refugees were admitted to a country in
larger numbers (as a proportion of the existing population), they
received fewer rights and benefits. They analyzed recent asylum data
and found some support for the numbers versus rights trade-off in the
sphere of forced migration. The authors tentatively concluded that:
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Sweden, Norway and Switzerland seem to form a cluster of countries
with ‘low rights, high numbers’ regimes. Here, the number of persons
granted protection is relatively large compared with the population size
and the status granted to most refugees is of a subsidiary nature. Hence,
high numbers goes hand in hand with a less costly protection status.
(Thielemann and Hobolth 2012: 19)

Granting refugees full benefits was, by contrast, often accompanied
by restricting their overall numbers. The countries in this group were
Germany, France, Britain and Belgium. ‘Here, admission numbers
were relatively low but applicants were instead granted a “costlier”
full Geneva protection status’. There was a third category as well:
‘A large cluster of mainly Southern and Eastern European states,
however, questioned the existence of a trade-off. Here, both numbers
and rights were very low’. The argument could also go the other
way. By applying the more costly Geneva Convention rights regime,
countries could control the influx of migrants more effectively.
Paradoxically, they could invoke this regime to keep prospective
migrants out.

The importance of economic calculations can be inflated. There is
a clearly discernible trend towards old-fashioned cultural integration
in immigration policy. A good example of this is how naturaliza-
tion policy has changed; ‘naturalization’ has become the ultimate
integration indicator in immigration policy. Accordingly, whether
citizenship policy encourages an integration process that entails a
naturalization outcome for immigrants has become an important
element in recent research; it forms part of the civic integration
approach to the study of diversity described above.

As we shall see in our case studies, in many countries across
Europe the introduction of language and citizenship tests to spur
immigrant integration suggests that ‘the celebration of citizenship
and integration has replaced talk of multiculturalism’ (Bloemraad
2008: 13). Citizenship, not multiculturalism, is becoming the
barometer of successful state management of diversity as well as of
immigrant integration attainment. However, few studies have actu-
ally studied the relationship between citizenship and integration
— economic, political or social. One book that compared both ‘old
world’ and ‘new world’ immigration countries found that ‘new
world’ immigrants seemed to experience a ‘citizenship premium’;
results for ‘old world’ countries indicated only a weak positive rela-
tionship between economic integration and citizenship acquisition
(Bevelander and DeVoretz 2008).
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The authors cautioned that citizenship policies of countries
included in the study were designed to meet individual countries’ self-
concepts as ethnic or civic nations and not for ‘economic premium’
purposes. The results point to a policy trade-off between immigrant
and citizenship acquisition policies: if a state applies rigorous screen-
ing for immigrant entry, then an economic citizenship premium can
be achieved under a liberal citizenship regime. On the other hand, if
a country selects its immigrants largely on an individual basis, then
only a rigorous citizenship screening policy will yield an economic
premium from naturalization. Perhaps most importantly, the study
contended that each country, whether in the ‘new’ or ‘old’ world,
had to recognize that the passive selection of immigrants and of citi-
zenship candidates leads to poor economic integration prospects as
adverse selection into citizenship could result. In other words, natu-
ralization should be seen as part of an ongoing immigrant integration
process instead of its capstone.

The effects of naturalization on political integration are studied
even less often. A project that matched the 2006 Swedish electoral
survey to registry data from Statistics Sweden assessed the correlates
of voting by Swedish-born and immigrant residents. Instrumental
variable regressions provided an estimate of the impact of citizen-
ship acquisition. The chief finding was that acquisition of citizenship
makes a real difference to the probability of voting: immigrants who
naturalize are generally far more likely to vote than those who do not
(Bevelander and Pendakur 2011).

Effective management of diversity, whether through a multicul-
tural policy or some other approach, is dependent, therefore, on a
variety of considerations, from hard economic calculations to pro-
spective payoffs from naturalizing. Another factor that can come into
play is ‘mere’ happenstance. Returning to the health of the Canadian
multicultural model, there are specific and discrete reasons for it that
are not found elsewhere: one is that Canada does not either share a
border with Mexico or constitute a majority-Muslim state, thereby
making in-migration non-threatening in the view of most Canadians.
The “frontiers of fear’, to adapt Chebel d’Appollonia’s (2012) frame,
do not apply in Canada.

An immigration policy favouring the highly skilled, especially
those from South and Southeast Asia, is widely supported in Canada.
An 84 per cent naturalization rate — twice that of the US and much
higher than the EU average — attests to the integration of foreign-
born residents into Canadian society. Multiculturalism also is the
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way that political leaders and parties gain power in the country; it is
a calculated strategy that even includes mathematical formulae used
across political party lines (Anderson 2012). This is not to say that it
produces egalitarian outcomes: some migrant groups become part of
the Canadian core while others remain marginal, so that Canadian
multiculturalism has the effect of differentiating between insider and
outsider groups. Of course we can find similar processes occurring in
European states.

Critiques of multiculturalism originate out of many different
normative frameworks; right-wing, nationalist, crypto-racist attacks
on the model receive the most publicity, but by no means are they
the most piercing. Cultural theorist Slavoj Zizek has imaginatively
approached multiculturalism as a way of ‘quarantining’ ‘others’ and
simultaneously ‘decaffeinating’ them. As he puts it:

Socially, what is most toxic is the foreign Neighbor — the strange abyss of
his pleasures, beliefs and customs. Consequently, the ultimate aim of all
rules of interpersonal relations is to quarantine (or at least neutralize and
contain) this toxic dimension, and thereby reduce the foreign Neighbor
— by removing his otherness — to an unthreatening fellow man. The end
result: today’s tolerant liberal multiculturalism is an experience of the
Other deprived of its Otherness — the decaffeinated Other. (Zizek 2010)

The feminist critique of multiculturalism is no less incisive or signifi-
cant. Susan Moller Okin (1997; 1999) was one of the first to suggest
that multiculturalism just does not ‘see’ women in society. She noted
how

most cultures are suffused with practices and ideologies concerning
gender. Suppose, then, that a culture endorses and facilitates the control
of men over women in various ways . . . Suppose, too, that there are fairly
clear disparities of power between the sexes, such that the more powerful,
male members are those who are generally in a position to determine and
articulate the group’s beliefs, practices, and interests. Under such condi-
tions, group rights are potentially, and in many cases actually, antifemi-
nist. They substantially limit the capacities of women and girls of that
culture to live with human dignity equal to that of men and boys, and to
live as freely chosen lives as they can. (1997)

For Okin, the call for group rights for minorities in liberal states
usually ignores the fact that minority cultural groups are themselves
gendered, and that they prioritize ‘personal law’ concerned with mar-
riage, divorce, child custody, control of family property and inherit-
ance. The defence of ‘cultural practices’ more profoundly impacts
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‘the lives of women and girls than those of men and boys, since far
more of women’s time and energy goes into preserving and maintain-
ing the personal, familial, and reproductive side of life’. Okin wraps
up her critique of multicultural theory with the assertion that ‘most
cultures have as one of their principal aims the control of women by
men’ (1997). Significantly, of the many lines of attack in recent years
on the multicultural experience in Europe, very few articulate this
feminist perspective.

Both beneficiaries and critics agree that multiculturalism is a way
to make claims on the state — justifiable ones for the first group,
opportunistic ones for the second. Critics on the left inveigh against
the model for failing to address fundamental structural inequali-
ties; some add that it only reproduces the deep structures of power.
Migrant communities are sometimes persuaded that neither their
integration into a multicultural society nor their complete cultural
assimilation is sufficient proof — in the view of the receiving society
— of real citizenship integration and undivided loyalty to the receiv-
ing society. Indeed, assimilation can still keep the foreign-born fixed
as ‘others’. One final less commonplace frame on multicultural-
ism is that it is in essence a postcolonial project: ex-colonizers and
colonized negotiate terms of a truce to be upheld on the territory
of the metropole. In a relatively recent self-proclaimed multicultural
society such as South Korea, multiculturalism is seen as sharing
Korean values and culture with the less fortunate — migrants from
poor Asian countries. Colonial relations have been reproduced even
here.

We acknowledge that critiques of multiculturalism often aim at
a moving target: by nature multicultural policies are not static but
rather adaptive, malleable, in flux. This is a phenomenon docu-
mented across our case studies. Accordingly, the systematic cross-
national campaign against the model is all the more remarkable.

Objectives of this study

This book explores the empirical evidence supporting or refuting
the end-of-multiculturalism thesis. In the case studies we shall find
that our experts are divided among: (1) those who believe that mul-
ticulturalism never really existed in their country study; (2) those
who are convinced it is now dead; and (3) others who claim that it
is more resilient than ever. In theoretical chapters, in turn, we shall
discover the importance of multiculturalism and its variants to the
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managing of diversity. More than that: it is seen as sustaining the
Western liberal tradition, the democratic order, even an effective
market economy — bedrocks of Europe’s values and goals. Part I
therefore presents theorizing about the meanings of multiculturalism
and about its connection to liberalism.

Why immigrant-based multiculturalism has come under attack in
many Western European countries to which it initially appealed is
subject to in-depth analysis. Assaying this question can be effectively
approached by dividing countries according to where they were
located ‘upstream’, that is, how close they were to the origins of the
idea. Accordingly, Part IT comprises country studies of the precocious
pioneers and ex-enthusiasts of multiculturalism. These include Great
Britain (England specifically), the Netherlands, Belgium and Sweden.
The scepticism — to varying degrees — about multiculturalism dis-
cernible in these countries today should not mislead us into conclud-
ing that they were not once shaped by the goal of constructing a
multicultural society.

Part III encompasses case studies of states that can be described
as multicultural societies without multiculturalism, that is, societies
that are characterized by diversity despite the absence of a policy spe-
cifically promoting multiculturalism. These are Germany, Denmark,
Italy and France — roughly in the order in which they ever accepted
the multicultural model. Indeed, France may be an outlier in this
group as it explicitly said non to the model and remained shaped
by the Republican assimilationist ideal, even as its society became
profoundly multiculturalized. In some respects, paradoxically, it is
within this group of states located downstream that we find today the
bitterest repudiations of multiculturalism.

The three cases in Part IV possibly making up multiculturalism’s
future converts are Poland, Russia and Turkey. Geopolitically,
they have been located on Europe’s periphery. None of them, sig-
nificantly, has a historical legacy of Protestantism. Poland’s national
action script has been labelled antemurale christianitatis, a bulwark
of Western Christianity — specifically Roman Catholicism - in the
East. Russia, in turn, may furnish an example of the proposition
that an empire is a failed multinational state. This could also be said,
though less convincingly, about the Ottoman Empire but not the
modern Turkish Republic. The inclusion of country studies where
multiculturalism was never state policy — because immigration-based
diversity was practically nonexistent — is explained by our wish to
learn about how other types of diversity, especially of ethnic and
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religious minorities, were managed there. In many respects, Poland,
Russia and Turkey are examples of the multicultural road not taken.

Structure of the book: theory and empirics

Multiculturalism has been an elaborately theorized subject as well
as having triggered extensive empirical research. The next two chap-
ters approach the concept from differing theoretical perspectives. In
Chapter 2 Tarig Modood and Nasar Meer take as a point of depar-
ture multiculturalism’s resilience. Despite a general retreat from it on
the part of many of Europe’s leaders, a normative conception of mul-
ticulturalism, they argue, offers an effective means of addressing the
challenge of nation-state citizenship in conditions of diversity.

The authors chart contemporary responses to migration-related
diversity through a cross-tabulation of multicultural attributes and
models for promoting liberal citizenship regimes. Attributes include
promotion of diversity, recognition of difference, national identity,
neutrality of the state, citizen rights, citizens’ relationship to the state,
promotion of minority or group identities and interaction between
groups. The four general models they identify are based on whether
priority is assigned to national cohesion, liberal neutrality, limited and
localized multiculture or full multicultural citizenship. For Modood
and Meer, rebalancing the politics of accommodation and inclusion
must be centred on ethno-religious groups, and greater emphasis
should be placed on the plural forms of national citizenship and
identities than multiculturalist theorists spotlighted in the 1980s and
1990s.

Christian Ferndndez associates the challenge to multiculturalism
with liberal philosophy which, paradoxically, also offers a pro-
found appreciation of diversity. Chapter 3 compares multicultural
and liberal approaches to diversity in order to ask how differential
treatment on the basis of culture can be justified. Multiculturalism
has become synonymous with the politics of identity, the politics of
recognition, the politics of difference and the politics of pluralism —
each insisting on accommodation rather than suppression of cultural
diversity. For Ferndndez it follows that a just society is conceived
as one that recognizes and respects differences between cultural
minorities through means of differential treatment.

Tensions between the recognition of the individual and of the
group, or between individual liberty and collective autonomy, are
products of such differential treatment. Ferndndez looks at liberal
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theorists’ approaches to these tensions and, while noting differ-
ences, underscores their shared concern for cultural minorities and
the value of group identities. He concludes that room for genuine
cultural diversity is bound to be limited, even in a liberal society.
The challenge before multiculturalism becomes how to combat
discrimination against minorities that want to lead liberal lives and
participate in and belong to mainstream society.

Part II of the book introduces our country studies. The first
case is an account of multiculturalism in Britain, perhaps the most
celebrated — and notorious — example of the practice of multicultural-
ism. In Chapter 4 Meer and Modood examine multicultural policies
under the last Labour administration and current Conservative—
Liberal Democrat coalition government. They argue that the fate of
British multiculturalism is far from decided and contest the idea that
British multiculturalism has been subject to a wholesale ‘retreat’. In
fact, Meer and Modood suggest that, if anything, it has been subject
to a ‘civic thickening’. They document how the ideal of a dynamic
political multiculturalism originated in a racial equality paradigm
embedded in the 1965 Race Relations Act. This tradition successfully
embedded the recognition of difference and also promoted the fact
of legal equality of access and opportunity into Britain’s self-image.
The country’s minorities, including Muslim groups, now appeal to
this tradition as a means of achieving greater civic inclusion. They
also have invoked it to construct new forms of state engagement.
These findings lead Meer and Modood to the conclusion that the key
features of multiculturalism are being reinvigorated in Britain, rather
than withering away.

Chapter 5 by Peter Scholten explodes the Dutch multicultural
myth. Widely considered to be an almost ideal-typical example of
multiculturalist policies, the so-called Dutch multicultural model has
been viewed as facilitating the recognition and institutionalization of
cultural pluralism in order for immigrant groups to seamlessly inte-
grate into Dutch society. Scholten emphasizes that Dutch policies of
multiculturalism have been dynamic over the past four decades — not
characterized by a single national multicultural model; the contrast
between Rotterdam and Amsterdam approaches underscores this
heterogeneity of approaches. He also documents the persistence of
a multiculturalist counter-discourse which juxtaposes the new, more
assimilationist policy approach with the alleged Dutch multicultural
past, described as a ‘multicultural tragedy’. Finally, this chapter dis-
cusses the implications of the rise and fall of multiculturalism in the
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Netherlands in terms of the growing discrepancy between political
norms and empirical facts in integration policies.

Marco Martiniello’s analysis of Belgium identifies the federal
system as facilitating the emergence of contrasting debates and poli-
cies on immigration and integration. He suggests that the politiciza-
tion of immigration and race has become an important dimension
of the domestic conflict between Flemish- and French-speaking
Belgians. In Chapter 6 Martiniello concludes that there is virtually
no dialogue on immigration and integration issues among the feder-
ated entities. He demonstrates these differences in key areas related
to migration: admission, socio-economic integration, cultural, politi-
cal and civic integration, and access to nationality. The perspectives,
visions and ‘philosophies’ of integration and multiculturalism’s role
in them remain different in the north and south of the country, and in
Brussels. Prospects for developing more uniform approaches among
federal entities on integration and multiculturalism are poor.

Is it possible that Sweden has witnessed an increase of multicultur-
alism over the past decade? Karin Borevi in Chapter 7 argues that the
answer depends on which aspects of integration policy are consid-
ered. If measures to counteract indirect discrimination are viewed as
a test of multiculturalism, evidence suggests that Sweden has indeed
become more multicultural over the last decade. By contrast, already
in the 1980s the country backed away from the idea of framing and
empowering immigrants as minorities, instead adhering to a policy
of integration focusing on individual rights. Sweden has been part
of the trend of putting increased emphasis on duties of immigrants,
in terms of economic sanctions and incentives. Yet when it comes
to cultural requirements, the dominant Swedish approach has been
to shy away from applying assimilationist pressures. So if multicul-
turalism is approached as an absence of prerequisites for immigra-
tion integration, Sweden’s reticence to adopt such requirements
gives cause to characterize it as a multicultural exception bucking
anti-multiculturalist trends in Europe.

Part III begins with an account of Germany’s diffidence about
multiculturalism. Martina Wasmer examines the highly charged
debate over the alleged failure of the model but links this to fun-
damental and conflicting premises about immigration. One is that
Germany is not a country of immigration. When it is accepted as
one, questions arise about how many immigrants should be admit-
ted and who they should be. The 2005 immigration law highlighted
Germany’s economic needs, but some politicians contended that
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accepting immigrants having very different cultures, such as Turks
and Arabs, was misguided since integration into German society
presented insurmountable obstacles for them. Criticism of Germany
having devolved into parallel societies, residential segregation and
breeding grounds for youth violence and Islamic fundamentalism
characterize public discourse. In addition to a focus on elite perspec-
tives, in Chapter 8 Wasmer provides detailed survey research findings
illustrating changing views of migrants and their descendants among
German citizens.

Nils Holtug distinguishes between the part played in Denmark by
multiculturalism in state policies, which is limited, and that given to
it in political debates, which is significant. Chapter 9 explains why
debates on immigration have been particularly heated in Denmark
and how they have produced restrictive policies. Yet while Denmark
is often perceived as being hostile to immigrants, with some of the
most restrictive policies in Europe, repeated studies of Danish citi-
zens’ attitudes, included in the chapter, reveal that Danes are among
the most tolerant people in Europe. Holtug situates this ‘Danish
paradox’ in the wider contemporary European context of a general
ambivalence about multiculturalism and suggests that, if anything,
the country’s anxieties about a multicultural society have eased.

Italy has not adopted a set of coherent integration policies at
the national level, argues Tiziana Caponio in Chapter 10. Instead
the national government has pursued a mix of both principles of
group recognition and universal inclusion. A more multicultural
approach, however, has been developed at a local level by some
regions and cities, notably Emilia Romagna and Bologna. This ‘soft
multiculturalism’ provides openings to cultural difference but does
not constitute a real policy of recognition. Predictably, an ideological
cleavage between left and right exists in Italy: left-wing parties have
been more favourable to cultural difference than right-wing ones.
Consequently left-wing local administrations have usually displayed
more openness towards immigrant associations and cultural media-
tion. Caponio reviews the Roma community and suggests that, as
is so often the case in Italy, societal concerns centre on criminality
and security rather than cultural recognition or cultural identity. In
sum, recognition of cultural difference in the public space, whether
it entails Roma camps or mosque building, remains problematic in
the country.

France has an incapacity to deal with multiculturalism. This is
the conclusion reached by Florent Villard and Pascal-Yan Sayegh
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in Chapter 11. They contend that multiculturalism represents the
absolute antithesis of the French Republican model - the contractual
nation formed by a community of citizens in which cultural and
linguistic differences are to be erased. These premises have led to
non-recognition of culture, race and particularist communities. The
chapter examines contemporary assimilationist discourses and poli-
cies which increasingly view multiculturalism as a threat to national
identity. Former French President Sarkozy’s 2011 assertion that ‘we
have been too concerned about the identity of those who are arriv-
ing and not enough about the identity of those who are welcoming’
is seen as key to understanding the monocultural turn yet, ironically,
also contributed to his electoral defeat in 2012. Far-right nationalism
has been revitalized and an assimilationist turn reinforced. Villard
and Sayegh conclude that France has witnessed a monocultural
redefinition of the nation which highlights differences between the
real French and the not yet French or not French enough.

Part IV includes an examination of large eastern states in Europe
with little recent history of experiencing immigration and, con-
sequently, managing immigration-based diversity. Renata Wtoch
asserts that no ‘philosophy’ or politics of multiculturalism has
existed in modern Poland; even multicultural discourse in the media
and academic inquiry into multiculturalism is rare. Multiculturalism
is generally considered a Western European invention responding
to specific Western European problems rooted in its colonial past.
The explanation for Poland’s blissful dismissal of multicultural-
ism is straightforward: it remains virtually a homogeneous state.
Chapter 12 nevertheless outlines how after 1989 the make-up
of Polish society began to change in tandem with processes of
democratization and globalization. Cultural difference became more
visible with the growing assertiveness of autochthon minorities and
growing numbers of legal and illegal immigrants. The Polish state
Europeanized its politics towards minorities and immigrants and
introduced measures protecting the rights of its culturally different
citizens and residents; the Roma community received pride of place
in anti-discriminatory legislation. But attitudes of Polish society
towards cultural pluralism remain abstract since encounters with
cultural, racial, ethnic, national or religious difference are infrequent
in Poles’ everyday lives.

Sergey Akopov highlights the Russian Federation’s extraordinary
diversity today: it is home to 158 ethnic groups and indigenous
peoples. He enquires into whether the federal system can be viewed
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as multicultural as well as multinational. The official Kremlin view
has been that multiculturalism leads to particularistic ethnonational-
ism. The received view of the Western multicultural model is that
demands for cultural equality, pluralism and tolerance are largely
abstractions: instead of integration of group interests on the basis of
universal transnational values and institutions, multiculturalism may
cause the diffusion of sovereignty and identity inside and outside the
nation state. But Chapter 13 concludes that in recent years a rethink-
ing has taken place in Russia about this critique of Western multicul-
turalism. Increasingly political actors, particularly in regions close to
EU member states, see the value of framing Russia in multicultural
terms. Akopov suggests that a transnational approach to identities
and rights that transcends multiculturalism may be the best path for
Russia to take.

Chapter 14 considers minorities and multiculturalism in Turkey.
Ayhan Kaya describes the management of ethnocultural diversity,
particularly in the light of significant demographic change in the
last decade. He distinguishes between diversity as a phenomenon
and diversity as a discourse and suggests that the Turkish state
and various ethnic groups in the country have adopted the dis-
course of diversity in the aftermath of the 1999 Helsinki Summit
of the European Union which proclaimed the principle of unity in
diversity. There has been remarkable progress in the recognition of
the ethnocultural and political claims of various minority groups:
Kurds, Alevis, Circassians, Lazis, Armenians and Greeks. But Kaya
analyses a different trend as well: one of rising Euroscepticism and
parochialism as Turkey’s EU membership bid has stalled. The politi-
cal divide within the Turkish political elite, compounded by a social
divide between moderate Islamists and secular fundamentalists,
creates deep and dangerous cleavages which have the potential to set
multiculturalism back.

Ulf Hedetoft’s concluding Chapter 15 ascribes to multiculturalism
a paradoxical character in the way that ‘multicultural’ is unprob-
lematic. Whether the ‘ism’ invokes ideology, policy or discourse, it
represents an approach to a culturally diverse social reality that is
motivated by the normative consideration to frame, control and steer
developments in a particular direction. By contrast, ‘multicultural’
simply describes a state of affairs commonplace in many European
societies. For the author, multiculturalism has had a significant and
positive impact across European states over the past thirty-five years.
If today it is under siege, it is because multiculturalism has become
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the straw man standing in for Europe’s more profound existential
crisis. Like the groundhog, Hedetoft concludes, Europe has become
scared of its own shadow, and multiculturalism is a convenient
explanation for all its failures.

In summary, this book breaks new ground in a number of ways.
It entails an examination of how the premises of European liberalism
are being challenged by widespread political opposition to multi-
culturalism. It offers a cross-national study of European societies’
contrasting commitments and efforts to pursue multiculturalism.
Related to this, it contains an analysis of how well-intentioned
political leaders in Europe once constructed a multicultural model
to accommodate diversity, only to observe how opposition to it
helped galvanize first radical right, nationalist, populist but — more
significantly — then more mainstream anti-multiculturalist politi-
cal movements. This sequence did not take place in geographically
eastern Europe, so this volume also examines demographically and
territorially large countries in that region where an immigration-based
multiculturalism never took shape.

Multiculturalism lurks in the nooks and crannies of all European
states. At a time of a more general crisis and malaise, its relevance —
like that of the euro - is being challenged. Is it just multiculturalism
— or Europe itself — that may be entering its twilight years? Our
volume offers sustained reflection on staking out an appropriate
collective identity that can flourish under a set of rapidly changing
circumstances.
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Chapter Two

Contemporary Citizenship and Diversity in
Europe: The Place of Multiculturalism

Tariqg Modood and Nasar Meer!

Introduction

This book investigates the nature and extent of multicultural citi-
zenship in European countries. It is a topic that is pursued at a time
when the claim that multiculturalism is dying or should be dead
has become commonplace. Since 2010 the leaders of three major
European states, German Chancellor Angela Merkel, UK Prime
Minister David Cameron and former French President Nicolas
Sarkozy have all made high-profile speeches which declared respec-
tively that ‘multi-kulti has utterly failed’, ‘multiculturalism is dead’
and ‘multiculturalism is a defeat’ (sic) (Weaver 2010; Cameron
2011). These political obituaries were the culmination of a political
discourse that had already gained some traction.

For some, multiculturalism has abetted social fragmentation and
deepened social divisions (Policy Exchange 2007; Malik 2007). For
others, it has distracted attention from core socio-economic dispari-
ties (Barry 2001; Hansen 2006) and encouraged a moral hesitancy
amongst native populations (Caldwell 2009; Prins and Salisbury
2008). Some even blame it for international terrorism (Phillips 2006;
Gove 2006). Independently of whether or not these criticisms are
valid, a consensus has developed amongst scholars and commenta-
tors that multiculturalism as a public policy is in retreat (Brubaker
2001; Joppke 2004). What remains less clear, however, is what this
retreat of multiculturalism in Europe actually involves. Does it entail
the same thing in different countries? What are states actually doing,
and not doing, that they were doing or not doing before? And is
there a comparative framework for addressing these questions? The
key ideas informing the thesis of a retreat from multiculturalism are
therefore far from established or well understood.

The answers to some of these questions can be found in the
widespread view that a variety of European nation-states today is
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‘re-nationalizing’ (Orgad 2009; Mouritsen 2009). That is to say, if
in the 1980s and 1990s it was argued that a denationalizing trend
was taking place as part of the ‘post-national’ future, as seen from
the vantage point of the second decade of the twenty-first century it
appears that many — though not all - central promises contained within
ideas of post-national citizenship and post-war cosmopolitanism have
not come to fruition. This is particularly true of those accounts that
saw as the future of citizenship in Europe a retention and administra-
tion of citizenship rights in cross-national human rights covenants that
would be supported by international law (Soysal 1994).

Others simultaneously anticipated a diminution in the ‘particu-
laristic’ content of political communities such that the boundaries
between nations, states, cultures or indeed societies might become
porous and even morally irrelevant (Archibugi et al. 2005; Archibugi
et al. 1998). Instead, today we observe a trend in the valorization of
national identities in nation-states’ citizenship across Western Europe,
sometimes characterized as a re-nationalization of citizenship regimes
(Kiwan 2008). National identities can encompass a variety of pre-
scribed or remade categories: ‘prescribed” would be more exclusive
such as a benign or active Leitkultur, while ‘remade’ would be more
dialogical or incorporating ‘difference’.

In the following section we survey this terrain before critically
engaging with a scholarly characterization of it. Then we offer our
alternative reading and step back to consider competing normative
frameworks before returning to an empirical discussion in the final
section of the chapter. We conclude that a normative conception of
multiculturalism remains a resilient means of explicating empirical
developments in nation-state citizenship in Europe. We specifically
argue how, in interpreting the new emphasis on national identities,
some analysis ignores the fact that particularity is both pragmatically
necessary and justifiable within a variety of ideational and empirical
political orientations.

The terrain

The chronology of ‘re-nationalizing’ in the context of post-immigra-
tion ethno-religious diversity varies between countries. In the case of
the UK it came from the centre-left, beginning with New Labour’s
invocation of an Orwell-type patriotism and proposals to modern-
ize and remake Britishness under the terms of ‘Cool Britannia’ and
‘re-branding Britain’ (Leonard 1997). Not only was this a strand
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within what was probably the most multiculturalist government the
UK has had (1997-2001), but the ideas of rethinking and remak-
ing Britishness in response to ethnic diversity were stimulated by
ethnic minority intellectuals (Gilroy 1987; Modood 1992; CMEB
2000%). The concern for making national identities more explicit
was widespread across Europe and was evidenced by the European
Council agreement in 2004 on ‘common basic principles’ supporting
nation-states in educating immigrants on ‘the host society’s language,
history, and institutions’.> The European Union Pact on Immigration
and Asylum ‘maintains that it is for each Member State to decide
on the conditions of admission of legal migrants to its territory and,
where necessary, to set their number’.* As such, it provides member
states with the means to regulate admission criteria. An illustration
is Denmark’s requirement of Danish language competencies at ‘level 3’
which effectively ‘bars most non-Europeans from ever gaining citizen-
ship’ (Mouritsen 2009: 6). It went hand in hand with the introduction
of a citizenship test notable for its emphasis on challenging questions
concerning historical-national Danish culture. These developments
took place in a political context in Denmark in which the very content
of popular discourse, particularly around cultural diversity and
Islam, had taken a notably nationalistic tone (Meer and Mouritsen
2009).

Similar developments were evident in the debate over a German
Leitkultur which would promote a German ‘leading culture’ in a
more explicit way than in its traditional conception of ethnic citizen-
ship. After decades of pursuing ethno-national citizenship, Germany
since the late 1990s underwent major changes in its management of
immigration and integration, as well as in its conception of citizen-
ship. If federal policies had previously focused almost entirely on
the control and return of migrants (Schonwalder 2001), in 1998 the
Red-Green government characterized Germany as an ‘immigration
country’ and amended the Citizenship Law (2000) to introduce the
principle of jus soli. These developments have been complemented
by others such as the Immigration Law (2005) which encourages
the cultivation of ‘integration strategies’. Yet the content of this ‘inte-
gration” has included a nationalist imperative whereby newcomers are
expected to undertake 300 to 600 hours of German language classes
and lessons on German society and history (Jacobs and Rea 2007).

Simultaneously in the UK, the Nationality, Immigration and
Asylum Act (2002) explicitly introduced a test implemented in 2005
for residents seeking British citizenship. Applicants must show ‘a
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sufficient knowledge of English, Welsh or Scottish Gaelic’ and also ‘a
sufficient knowledge about life in the United Kingdom’ (Home Office
2004: 11). Those immigrants seeking to settle in the UK — applying
for ‘indefinite leave to remain’ — equally have to pass the test which
has been applied since April 2007. If applicants do not have suf-
ficient knowledge of English, they are required to attend English for
Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) and citizenship classes. The
government acknowledged, however, that ‘it would be unfair for
migrants to have to answer questions on British history that many
British people would have difficulties with’® (McNulty quoted in
Kiwan 2008: 69). Accordingly, the emphasis is on the experience of
living in the UK rather than an attempt to test Britishness in terms of
scholastic knowledge.

What this summary shows is that despite important variations,
in north-western Europe there is presently a renewed emphasis
and explicitness regarding national identities among countries that
have not always prioritized this; the UK, Denmark and increasingly
Germany exemplify this. In some cases, the turn to national identities
by governments appears to involve a confused means of encourag-
ing forms of social and political unity (cf. Uberoi 2008). In other
cases national identities are viewed as a means of engendering a kind
of value consensus that may act as a prophylactic against forms of
(Muslim) radicalism (McGhee 2008; Uberoi and Modood 2009). In
other cases still, the turn to national identities appears as little more
than a means of pursuing an assimilationist project. The ‘drastic break
with multiculturalism” (Entzinger 2007: 201) made by the Dutch has
seen the Netherlands discontinue some emblematic multiculturalist
policies while introducing others tailored to ignore ethnic minority
differences. These include the abandonment of dual-citizenship pro-
grammes; a withdrawal of national-level funding for minority group
organizations and activities supporting cultural difference; reallocat-
ing the small percentage of public broadcasting time dedicated to
multicultural issues; and a cessation of ethnic monitoring of labour
market participation (Entzinger 2007; 2003; Van De Vijver et al.
2006).

In the 1990s, then, various European states began ‘re-national-
izing’ and reforming access to citizenship and the status of citizens
just at the point when some scholars were discerning a trend towards
denationalization. This movement accelerated and ‘hardened’ as
states reacted to 9/11, to the threat of international networks recruit-
ing citizens or residents in their country and to an alleged ‘failure
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to integrate’ on the part of Muslims, which stood alongside percep-
tions of Muslims as a cultural and demographic threat (cf. Caldwell
2009; Joppke 2009). The post-national trend has also been deflected
by how migrants and subsequent generations have asserted not so
much their right to zot be citizens in the countries in which they have
settled, but various kinds of transnational political identities, espe-
cially a solidarity with an imagined global Muslim community (the
ummah) having primacy over civic solidarities (Mandaville 2009).

In this chapter we are only interested in the first of these develop-
ments, namely the policies and discourses of European states and
opinion-makers on integration. We focus on anxieties over perceived
failures in minority, and particularly Muslim, integration (Brubaker
2001; Baubock et al. 2006; Mouritsen 2009). Here the argument by
Christian Joppke (2008) salvages something of the post-national
argument in advancing the claim that re-nationalization is not what
it appears to be.

Joppke’s paradox

Christian Joppke has argued that contemporary discourses of national
identity in Europe both normatively and practically strengthen lib-
eralism at the expense of nationalism. In his view, even while some
politicians and states talk of national identities as a means of privi-
leging majority cultures as Leitkultur, for example in Germany and
Denmark, such movements are structurally bound to fail. When
states try to formulate language about their national identities, they
invariably end up listing universal principles such as liberty, equality,
fairness, human rights, tolerance and so on. This means that while
many states today appeal to a national identity, the content they give
it may be neither ethnic nor cultural (language, history or religion)
but rather one comprised of liberal principles. As a result, while
the symbolic form may be particularistic, the content is necessarily
universal; if it were more particularistic (for example, Christian),
it would fail in its purpose to integrate immigrants, especially
Muslims. Joppke maintains, therefore, that ‘the typical solution to
the problem of collective identity across Europe today is the one pio-
neered by Republican France, according to which to be national is
defined in the light of the universalistic precepts of human rights and
democracy’ (Joppke 2008: 541).

An important feature of Joppke’s argument is that where some
politicians and states do emphasize particularistic aspects of national
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identity, such as Lutheranism or Christianity more generally, their
own constitutional courts are required to uphold universalist prin-
ciples. They regularly rule in favour of non-discrimination, which is
interpreted as the non-privileging of one culture over another. The
result is that these courts strike down particularistic legislation and
support appeals of discrimination from minority individuals and
groups; for Joppke the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR)
furnishes evidence of this.’

Joppke acknowledges that a discourse in several countries, typi-
fied by Germany and Denmark, employs universalist liberalism in
an exclusionary particularistic way: liberalism is ‘our culture’, it is
claimed, and others, such as Muslims, cannot become part of the
‘We’ because they are not sufficiently liberal (Joppke 2008: 541-2;
Mouritsen (2008: 21-2) believes that this may be more widespread
than Joppke suggests (cf. Miller 2007). Joppke maintains, however,
that these exclusionary uses of liberalism must appeal to the liberal
principle of non-discrimination between cultures, and since they do
not, they cannot be sustained. Thus, while some liberals may aggres-
sively enforce liberal norms (this is Joppke’s reading of the ban on the
headscarf in state schools in France), they must do so within liberal
constraints (in a non-discriminatory way by not targeting an ethnic
group or a religion but by applying universal rules). They end up
promoting liberal principles and not a specific national culture. For
Joppke, then, ‘the decoupling of citizenship and nationhood is the
incontrovertible exit position for contemporary state campaigns for
unity and integration, especially with respect to immigrants’ (Joppke
2008: 543). Joppke sees these developments from the perspective of
a ‘retreat of multiculturalism’ (Joppke 2004; for critiques see Jacobs
and Rea 2007; Meer and Modood 2009) and so it is not surpris-
ing that, in interpreting the new emphasis on national identities, he
ignores the theoretical contribution of multiculturalism.

Our argument is that some degree of particularity is both pragmati-
cally necessary and justifiable within a variety of ideational and empir-
ical political orientations. Where we observe various political projects
of remaking and updating national identities, they are not being depar-
ticularized. Cases such as Spain and Greece retain a strong orientation
toward jus sanguinis, but an opposing trend to develop this would
not have to drain the historical-cultural character of nationality but
instead could include minority ethnicities. The updating of national
identities does not have to be blind to minority ethnic groupness but,
on the contrary, can seek to pluralize — not drain — cultural content. In
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other words, for the dominant ethnicity to demonopolize the state and
the citizenship by not making cultural assimilation a condition of full
citizenship and of full social acceptance is to respect — not wipe out —
the varied ethnicities of fellow citizens.

We contend, therefore, that contrary to the view articulated by
Joppke (2008: 535), ‘neutrality’ must not be mistaken for content-
lessness. Pure universalism is impossible so equality in citizenship
is best pursued as (1) anti-discrimination; (2) recognition of open,
mixed and changing ethnicities/identities; (3) multi-logical plural-
ity; and (4) inclusivity and the fostering of a sense of belonging. To
demonstrate this we need to recognize that citizenship requires some
notion of a self-governing political community in which individuals
have rights and correlative duties enforced by law. But they are also
likely to have a sense of shaping and being shaped by a public space
that goes beyond law and politics. Moreover, it is only when we have
a conception of citizenship that we can identify who among long-
term residents should remain non-citizens, why they should remain
so and what rights they should and should not have. We need to ask
at least three questions in order to propose a theory of citizenship
(Patten 2001, cited in Gagnon and Iacovino 2007: 125):

1. Membership: who is to be granted this status?

2. Entitlement: what rights are implied by this status?

3. Social expectations: what responsibilities, dispositions and
identities are expected of someone who holds this status?

With regard to membership, there is indeed a trend in some coun-
tries to de-ethnicize citizenship, or at least to dilute the link between
citizenship and a single ethnicity. This also means breaking the link
between mono-nationality and citizenship, which sees states such as
Germany moving towards the British and French example of taking
a pragmatic view of dual citizenship (Modood and Meer 2009). By
the beginning of the twenty-first century, most EU states were award-
ing citizenship to long-term residents and those born to non-citizens,
though some states were struggling with the concept of dual nation-
ality. In relation to the second question of entitlement, citizenship
is fundamentally about equal membership. The EU and its member
states have recognized that non-white immigrants and their children
and grandchildren do not have effective equality. While some EU
states to differing degrees select or deselect by ethnicity those to
whom they will grant citizenship, all EU states are now committed to
the principle of non-discrimination amongst citizens.
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In accordance with the Treaty of Amsterdam (1997), two broad
directives were issued to member states to prevent discrimination
on the basis of race, ethnicity or religion. The first established a
general framework for equal treatment in employment and occu-
pation (the Employment Directive), which would require member
states to make discrimination unlawful on grounds of racial or
ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability, age or sexual orientation.
The second directive implemented the principle of equal treatment
irrespective of racial or ethnic origin (the Race Directive). Like the
Employment Directive, the Race Directive required member states to
make discrimination on grounds of racial or ethnic origin unlawful
in employment and training. It went further than the Employment
Directive in requiring member states to provide protection against
discrimination in non-employment areas, such as education, access
to social welfare and the provision of goods and services. While
these directives were accompanied by an ‘Action Programme’ set up
by the European Commission and allocated a budget of 100 million
euros over six years to fund member state practice promoting non-
discrimination, countries that adopted these directives were distin-
guishable in anti-discrimination policy action ranging from low to
high as follows:

e Low: where anti-discrimination laws to promote equality of
opportunity are rarely applied in practice, little or no data on
ethnicity and race are collected, and no public agency is charged
with publicity, coordination and enforcement.

e High: where appropriate data is systematically collected and
used, cases are routinely investigated by employers and other
institutions, with many reaching the law courts, and are widely
publicized by the media and by agencies such as the Belgian or
French HALDE (High Authority to Fight Against Discrimination
and for Equality) model or the UK EHRC (Equality and Human
Rights Commission), which is responsible for policy develop-
ment and enforcement and reports regularly to a government
department or minister.

The issue of non-discrimination is also a question of socio-economic
integration and full social citizenship, but it is not merely that.
During most of the twentieth century there was a left-right struggle
about the extent to which citizenship should entail social welfare
and economic rights, illustrated in Marshall’s well-known typology
(1950). In the 1980s and early 1990s, there was a shift away from
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citizenship towards post-national membership (Soysal 1994), due to
a focus that treated citizenship as identity (Joppke 2008) and citizen-
ship as a common public space for dialogue (Modood 2007; Parekh
2000). These approaches were at the top of the political agendas
and raised the fundamental question in relation to post-immigration
diversity: what is the identity of citizenship itself and what does it
imply for other identities that citizens may have or want to have?

To chart this evolution, we employ six category ranges examining
(1) the promotion of equality of opportunity; (2) the extent of the
emphasis on national identity; (3) the recognition of ‘difference’; (4)
the issue of neutrality; (5) the sphere of rights; (6) the relationship to
the state. We use these category ranges as they reflect the most salient
or core elements across a variety of normative accounts of citizenship
in social and political theory. Equally, each of the three questions
about citizenship raised by Patten (2001) above, including the ques-
tion of civic identity, is not about merely vertical (state to citizen)
but also horizontal (citizen to citizen) relationships (Gagnon and
Iacovino 2007: 125). To address the questions of citizenship, espe-
cially the third, concerning social expectations, is also to ask about
how the state and citizens should relate to diversity. Let us examine
how some scholars, from both European and North American con-
texts, have typologized these relationships, and what normative and
explanatory purchase we can derive from them.

Normative models of citizenship

Modood (1997) has identified five ideal ways in which the state
and its citizens can respond to the new cultural diversity that is a
consequence of the post-war, large-scale immigration into Europe.
Putting aside the default policy of assimilation, the first ideal type
is the decentred state. Its premise is that because of factors such as
migration and the globalization of economics, consumption and com-
munications, societies can no longer be constituted by stable collective
purposes and identities organized territorially by the nation-state. Thus
the state cannot supply and attach a primary identity to individuals
because identities are fluid and multiple as individuals identify with
like-minded people across borders in terms of lifestyle, cultural con-
sumption, peripatetic careers, diasporas and other forms of transna-
tional networks. We present this and the other ideal types in summary
form in Table 2.1 (see Appendix for an explanation of the categories
used).
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The second of Modood’s types is the liberal state, where the state
exists to protect the rights of individuals, and where the question of
recognizing new ethnic groups does not arise, for the state does not
recognize any such groups. Individuals relate to the state as individual
citizens, not as members of the group. The ideal liberal state does not
promote one or more national cultures, religions, ways of life and
so on. These matters remain private to individuals in their voluntary
associations with each other. Nor does the state promote any syncretic
vision of common living or of fellow feeling between the inhabitants
of that territory other than the legal entitlements and duties that define
civic membership.

The third type, the Republic, refers to the ideal Republic which, like
the liberal state, does not recognize groups amongst the citizenry but
instead relates to each citizen as an individual. Unlike the liberal state,
it is amenable to one collective project — it is itself a collective project
which is not reducible to the protection of the rights of individuals or
to the maximization of the choices open to individuals. The Republic
seeks to enhance the lives of its members by making them part of a
way of living that individuals could not create for themselves: its aim
is to make the individuals members of a civic community. This com-
munity may be based upon subscription to ‘universal’ principles such
as liberty, equality and fraternity; or to the promotion of a national
culture; or, as in the case of France, to both. In a Republic, the forma-
tion of public ethnicity, by immigration or in other ways, would be
discouraged and there would be strong expectation, even pressure, for
individuals to assimilate into the national identity.

The federation of communities is Modood’s fourth type of catego-
rization. In contrast to the first three responses to multicultural diver-
sity, this one is built upon the assumption that the individual is not the
principal unit to which the state must relate. Rather, individuals belong
to and are shaped by communities, which are the primary focus of
their loyalty and the regulators of their social existence. Far from being
confined to the private sphere, communities are rather the primary
agents of the public sphere. Public life consists of organized commu-
nities relating to each other, and the state is therefore a federation of
communities that exists to protect the rights of these communities. The
millet system of the Ottoman Empire, in which some state powers were
delegated to Christian and Jewish communities that had the power to
administer personal law within their communities in accordance with
their own legal system, is an example of this model of the multicultural
state.
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The last type is the plural state, which can have both strong and
weak forms. With it comes a recognition that social existence con-
sists of individuals and groups, and both need to be provided for in
the formal and informal distribution of powers, not just in law but
in representation — in state offices, public committees, consultative
exercises and access to public forums. There may be some rights for
all individuals as in the liberal state, but mediating institutions such
as trade unions, churches, neighbourhoods and immigrant associa-
tions may also be encouraged to be active public players and forums
for political discussion, and may even have a formal representative
or administrative role to play in the state. The plural state, however,
allows for and probably requires an ethical conception of citizenship,
not just an instrumental one as in the conception of a federation of
communities. The understanding that individuals are partly consti-
tuted by the lives of families and communities fits well with the rec-
ognition that the moral individual is partly shaped by the social order
constituted by citizenship and the public that amplifies and qualifies,
sustains, critiques and reforms citizenship. For the plural state, then,
multicultural diversity means reforming national identity and citizen-
ship and offering an emotional identity with the whole, to counter-
balance the emotional loyalties to ethnic and religious communities
(Modood 2007).

This fivefold typology does not assume that all options are equally
suitable or feasible in contemporary Europe. Let us briefly compare this
typology with a number of later conceptualizations. The Commission
on the Future of Multi-Ethnic Britain (CMEB) (2000: 42), chaired by
Lord Professor Bhikhu Parekh, advanced the following five possible
models of cohesion, equality and difference (see Table 2.2):

1. Procedural: the state is culturally neutral, and leaves individu-
als and communities to negotiate with each other as they wish,
providing they observe certain basic procedures.

2. Nationalist: the state promotes a single national culture and
expects all to assimilate to it. People who do not or cannot
assimilate are second-class citizens.

3. Liberal: there is a single political culture in the public sphere
but substantial diversity in the private lives of individuals and
communities.

4. Plural: there is both unity and diversity in public life; communities
and identities overlap, are interdependent and develop common
features.
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|

l

Civic-territorial

Figure 2.1 Four conceptions of citizenship (adaptation of Koopmans et al.
2005)

5. Separatist: the state expects each community to remain separate
from others and to organize and regulate its own affairs, largely
confining itself to maintaining order and civility.

Unlike these two five-part models which are based on different posi-
tions in political theory, Koopmans et al. (2005: 21) identify two
distinct features of citizenship practice; their interactions create four
possibilities. Thus, using the following two dimensions

1. The formal basis of citizenship: civic-territorial vs. ethno-cultural
(Patten’s question 1)

2. The cultural obligations tied to citizenship: cultural monism and
cultural pluralism (Patten’s question 3)

they produce four conceptions of citizenship (see Figure 2.1):

(a) Ethnic assimilationism (Germany, Switzerland)

(b) Ethnic segrationalism

(c) Civic Republicanism (France; and the UK, qualified by Question
4)

(d) Civic pluralism (Netherlands)

When this model was applied to five countries at three moments
in time, two important developments between 1980 and 2002
were perceptible. One was a movement towards cultural pluralism
in all countries (though to differing degrees), and the other was a
movement towards civic conceptions of citizenship.

The North American context is different and produces four other
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Table 2.3 Four political responses to diversity (adaptation of Hartman
and Gerteis 2005)

Basis for cohesion

Basis for association Substantive moral bonds Procedural norms
Individual in society Assimilation Cosmopolitanism
Mediating groups Interactive pluralism Fragmented pluralism

ways of responding politically to diversity (Hartmann and Gerteis
2005: 224). The two-by-two model is not based on dimensions of
citizenship but on social integration:

1. the basis for cohesion: substantive moral bonds versus procedural
norms

2. the basis for association: individuals in society versus mediating
groups.

Its four possible outcomes are (see Table 2.3):

(a) assimilationism (based on social expectations rather than
policy)

(b) cosmopolitanism (multiple hybrid identities based on individual
choices)

(c) interactive pluralism or multiculturalism (substantive moral
bonds mediated through groups and individuals so that there is
unity in diversity)

(d) fragmented pluralism

As with the earlier typologies, civic or interactive pluralism, or mul-
ticulturalism, emerges as an attractive option, even the favoured
one. Let us then look at a typology expressly aimed at showing the
limitations of multiculturalism and the attractions of ‘intercultural-
ism’. Alain Gagnon and Raffaele Iacovino (2007) argue that Quebec
has developed a distinctive political approach to diversity explicitly
in opposition to federal Canadian multiculturalism. Their starting
point is that two broad considerations are accepted by a spectrum
of political positions ranging across liberal nationalist, Republican
and multiculturalist (though not liberal individualism). The first of
the two stipulations is that ‘full citizenship status requires that all
cultural identities be allowed to participate in democratic life equally,
without the necessity of reducing conceptions of identity to the level
of the individual’. Second, with respect to unity: ‘the key element is
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a sense of common purpose in public matters, a centre which also
serves as a marker of identity in the larger society and denotes in
itself a pole of allegiance for all citizens’ (2007: 96).

For Gagnon and Iacovino, however, Canadian multiculturalism
has two fatal flaws that make it de facto liberal individualist. First,
it privileges an individualist approach to culture: as individuals or
their choices change, the collective culture must change. In con-
trast, Quebec’s policy emphasizes the need to recognize the French
language as a collective good that requires protection and encour-
agement (Gagnon and Iacovino 2007: 99). Second, Canadian mul-
ticulturalism does not locate itself in democratic public culture but
rather, ‘Public space is based on individual participation via a bill of
rights’ (2007: 110-11); judges and individual choices, not citizens
debating and negotiating with each other, constitute the locus of
cultural interaction and public multiculturalism.

The argument for interculturalism can, therefore, be summarized
as follows:

1. There should be a public space and identity that is not merely
about individual constitutional or legal rights.

2. This public space is an important identity for those who share it
and so qualifies and counterbalances other identities that citizens
value.

3. This public space is created and shared through participation,
interaction, debate and common endeavour.

4. This public space is not culture-less but nor is it merely the
‘majority culture’; all can participate in its synthesis and evolution
and while it has an inescapable historical character, it is always
being remade to include new groups.

5. Quebec, and not merely federal Canada, is such a public space
and so an object immigrants need to identify with and integrate
into; they should therefore seek to maintain Quebec as a nation
and not just a federal province.

The same argument may apply to other multinational states even if
the ‘multinationalisms’ they embody may vary.

The resilience of the multicultural framework

What is remarkable about the typologies that we have reviewed
is that, despite differences in nomenclature, there is considerable
agreement on what the options in relation to diversity are (see Table
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2.4). There seems to be virtually no difference between Modood’s
Plural State, CMEB’s Pluralism, Hartmann and Gerteis’s Interactive
Pluralism and Gagnon and lacovino’s Interculturalism: all represent
different ways of stating a preference for a form of multicultural citi-
zenship (Modood 2007). Specifically, there seems to be no difference
between Interculturalism and Multiculturalism; Interculturalism is
usually framed as a critical alternative to Multiculturalism, but
the only difference is an emphasis on the latter’s emphasis on
multinationalism - significantly, a key feature of Kymlicka’s theory
of liberal multiculturalism (Kymlicka 1995). In Table 2.4, in order
to emphasize the strengths of interculturalism, we have inserted
two more categories, one of minority nationalism and another of
interaction between groups. Interaction is supposed to be one of
the fundamental failings of old-style multiculturalism, reflected in
advancing the term ‘interculturalism’. This, however, is present
in the theoretical conceptualization of multiculturalism we have
been considering (for a discussion of interculturalism in relation to
multiculturalism, see Meer and Modood 2012).

From the political climate in Europe and the practical proposals
that emerge from it, ethno-religious separatism is the most undesir-
able outcome from diversity; for many, assimilation as policy is
also regarded as impractical if not unjust. Anxiety about Muslims
and whether they are ‘integrating’, in the context of expressed dis-
appointment in old-style multicultural arrangements, suggest the
following four recommendations (see Table 2.5). Each takes socio-
economic integration (anti-discrimination and countering of social
disadvantage) and a certain amount of liberalism (individual rights)
as given:

1. National cohesion: civic nationhood and social cohesion are
asserted as goals above the recognition of group ‘difference’.

2. Liberal neutrality: the state is neutral between all conceptions of
good and should administer a uniform set of individual rights and
not promote a particular nation, culture or religion.

3. Multiculture: the state recognizes the multicultural experience
and hybridity at the level of everyday reality (especially in terms
of consumption, entertainment and expressive culture); political
emphasis is on the local; scepticism is expressed about collective
identities, especially the national and the Islamic; but there is
openness to the cosmopolitan.

4. Multicultural citizenship: priority is given to rebalancing the
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politics of accommodation and inclusion focused on ethno-reli-
gious groups, with a greater emphasis on hyphenated and plural
forms of national citizenship, plural identities and individual rights
than some multiculturalists argued for in the 1980s and 1990s.

From the perspective of multiculturalism, the overriding question
becomes whether recommendations 1, 2 or 3 above can fully meet
the challenges Europe faces today, normatively and in terms of
viability. Or will a notion of group recognition prove necessary?

Conclusions

Our theoretical formulations are not offered as pure models that can
seamlessly fit any country; rather, they are a basis for understand-
ing, tabulating and comparing the different perspectives discernible
amongst countries examined in this volume. We have argued that,
despite the turn to a vision of multiculturalism’s retreat amongst many
European leaders and citizens, a normative conception of multicul-
turalism remains a resilient means of addressing the challenge of con-
temporary nation-state citizenship under conditions of diversity. The
new emphasis on ‘old” national identities ignores how particularity is
both pragmatically necessary and justifiable within a variety of idea-
tional and empirical political orientations. Where various political
projects of remaking and updating national identities are carried out
at the expense of the particular, a counterbalancing approach would
be not to empty out the historical-cultural character of nationality
but instead to add to it minority ethnicities. The effort should be to
pluralize, not empty, cultural content.

We maintain that for the dominant ethnicity to demonopolize
the state and its citizenship by not insisting on cultural assimilation
as a condition of full citizenship — and of full social acceptance — is
to demonstrate respect for the varied ethnicities of fellow citizens,
not to blank them out. We have argued that ‘neutrality’ must not be
mistaken for contentlessness because pure universalism is impossible.
So, equality in citizenship is best pursued as (1) anti-discrimination;
(2) recognition of open, mixed and changing ethnicities/identities; (3)
multi-logical plurality; and (4) inclusivity and the fostering of a sense
of belonging. We have detailed a variety of models that remain valid
today for promoting liberal citizenship regimes. They draw from the
European experience of multiculturalism but also recognize the need
for incorporating change reflecting new challenges.
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Appendix: criteria for tables

1. Promotion of equality of opportunity

e Low: where anti-discrimination laws are rarely applied in
practice, little or no data on ethnicity and race are collected
and no public agency is charged with coordination and
enforcement.

e High: where appropriate data are systematically collected,
cases are routinely investigated by employers and other institu-
tions with many reaching the law courts, and they are widely
publicized by the media and by agencies responsible for
policy development and enforcement that are answerable to a
government department or minister.

2. Emphasis on national identity

e Low: where accounts of nationhood do not feature promi-
nently in characterizations of collective identity and/or are
de-emphasized in arenas of public policy and public discourse
in favour of local, regional or other scales of identification,
or competing notions of collective identity. The state does not
promote a vision of common living, of fellow feeling between the
inhabitants of that territory, other than the legal entitlements and
duties that define civic membership.

e High: where political and popular discourse promulgates the
idea of a collective nationhood through concrete and symbolic
means, for instance, educational policy pertaining to the school
curricula, particularly with respect to history, naturalization
and civic orientation and requirements that have a strong
and clear sense of nationhood, as well as public discourse
characterizing the collective identity in national terms.

3. Recognition of ‘difference’

e Low: where minorities are expected or required to privatize
their cultural differences in taking part in pre-organized public
space. This implies that the state will not take into account
more than minimal involuntary identities (such as those per-
taining to disability) in the construction of the public space,
such that policies and practices pertaining to education, dis-
crimination and representation, amongst others, will treat
minority difference as invisible and not as a source of legitimate
contestation.

e High: where minority cultural differences and particularities
are incorporated into and help fashion the public space so that

45



CHALLENGING MULTICULTURALISM

there is both unity and diversity in public life; communities and
identities overlap, are interdependent and develop common fea-
tures. Examples can include the adoption of religious symbols
as part of school or work uniforms, or targeted socio-economic
policies oriented to the specific obstacles disproportionately
experienced by some minorities.

4. Seeking neutrality — yes/no and possible/not possible

Where the state does not promote one or more national cultures,

religions or ways of life. They remain private to individuals in their

voluntary associations with each other. There is a single political
culture in the public sphere.
5. Sphere of rights

e Private: where although there may be substantial diversity
in the private lives of individuals and communities, the state
exists to protect the rights of individuals; the issue of recognizing
new minority groups does not arise, for the state does not pub-
licly recognize or enfranchise any groups to represent citizens.
Individuals therefore relate to the state as individual citizens, not
as members of the group.

e Public: there may be some rights for all individuals but
mediating institutions such as immigrant associations are also
encouraged to be active public players and forums for politi-
cal discussion and may even have a formal representative or
administrative role to play in the state. Thus, the state rec-
ognizes that individuals are partly constituted by the lives of
families and communities as well as shaped by the social order
constituted by citizenship and by the public that amplifies and
qualifies, sustains, critiques and reforms citizenship.

6. Relationship to the state

e Horizontal: where the state engages and formulates public
policy on the understanding that individuals belong to and
are shaped by communities which are the primary agents of
the public sphere. One outcome is that public life can consist
of organized communities relating to each other (which over-
laps with the minority nations in Spain and Belgium and
with the historical minorities in Greece and Poland). Another
outcome is that minority communities would remain intact
but outside the public sphere (as in the case of pre-2000
German federal policies oriented towards the return of migrant
communities).

e Vertical: where the state—citizenship relationship is not medi-

46



DIVERSITY IN EUROPE

ated by groups, communities or third parties, and more
directly seeks the protection of the rights of individuals or the
maximization of the choices open to individuals.

7. Emphasis on minority nation identity

e Low: where the very fact of minority or historically autono-
mous regions does not invite or seek the political capacity to
instil or represent its identity in educational and migration
policy, and civic or other integrationist measures, such as
devolution and regional assemblies in the UK.

e High: where federal bodies devolve power, including integra-
tion policy, to historically autonomous regions and furnish
them with the capacity to promote and sustain minority nation
identities through such means as regional languages. Thus in
some regions, linguistic departments may be established to
enforce laws that give the regional language an equal status to
a national language.

8. Emphasis on interaction between groups

e Low: where the state does not pursue strategies to engender
‘social mixing’ either nationally or locally; this may be because
it leaves civil society to serve this function or perhaps does not
deem it a policy priority.

e High: where notions of ‘segregation’ or other issues of social
division are deemed to require concerted efforts and emphases
upon social interaction at a variety of levels, and particularly
locally. Ideas and emphases upon community cohesion are
often illustrative of these sorts of concern, as is the more
popular complaint that some minorities ‘self-segregate’

Notes

1.

This chapter is a revised version of our ‘Framing multicultural citizen-
ship in Europe’, in A. Triandafyllidou, T. Modood and N. Meer (eds),
European Multiculturalisms: Cultural, Religious and Ethnic Challenges,
Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2012.

. The Commission on Multi-Ethnic Britain was chaired by Bhikhu Parekh

and included, among others, Stuart Hall, Tariq Modood, Yasmin
Alibhai-Brown and Trevor Phillips.

. See European Council press release, 19 November 2004 (http://ue.eu.

int/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/jha/82745.pdf). Other relevant
documents on the issue are the Commission’s first response to the
Basic Common Principles of the Council (COM/2005/0389 final), the
Second Annual Report on Migration and Integration (SEC/2006/892)
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and the European Parliament Resolution on Integration of Immigrants
(P6_TA(2006)0318).

4. Justice and Home Affairs, 2618th Meeting (Council of the EU, 14615/04,
2004, pp. 17-18).

5. See Orgad (2009: 15) for counter examples showing how even if ECHR
verdicts are favourable they are not easily operationalized at the national
level.
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Chapter Three

The Challenge of Multiculturalism: Political
Philosophy and the Question of Diversity

Christian Ferndandez

Introduction

The word ‘challenge’ in the title of this chapter refers to the role
that multiculturalism has played in political philosophy over the
last decades: questioning established norms, criticizing blind spots
and neglected areas and reframing central issues and problems. The
challenge originates in the conditions of uniformity and assimilation
that political membership (often) presupposes. Multiculturalism
framed as a challenge serves as a critique of ethnocentricity, dis-
crimination, national chauvinism, cultural repression and more
generally intolerance of diversity. But most of all, it is a critique of
mainstream political philosophy’s inability to offer a proper theory
of how to accommodate cultural diversity — conceptually as much as
normatively. Hence the name multiculturalism.

Multiculturalism’s challenge has been successful in the sense of
bringing about a greater awareness of problems and injustices related
to diversity. It has also been successful inasmuch as multiculturalism
now is conceived as the diversity-friendly position in politics. As the
name implies, the central multicultural claim is that many cultures
should live together without being merged into one or subsumed
under a superior, overarching culture. It denotes an appreciation of
cultural diversity, which compares favourably to all other supposedly
monoculturalist views that resist or at least lament the diversification
of national cultures.

The case studies comprising this volume focus on the incorpora-
tion and rejection of multicultural ideas and policies in countries
across Europe. This chapter deals with a corresponding incorpo-
ration and rejection in political philosophy. More specifically, I
am interested in how the multicultural challenge has been met by
proponents of another theory that is associated with a strong appre-
ciation of diversity, namely liberalism. The liberal entry point is both
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a delimitation of the subject and a conscious choice. It is motivated
by the fact that liberalism is a dominating theoretical perspective and
key reference point in contemporary philosophy, which means that
mainstream liberal philosophy has been and remains the main target
of the multicultural critique.

To this end, the chapter will compare the multicultural and the
liberal approaches to diversity, and examine how the former has
affected the latter. The main purpose is to examine three attempts to
incorporate the multicultural critique into liberal philosophy, and to
discuss the normative implications thereof. In so doing, the analysis
revolves around one central question: How can differential treatment
on the basis of culture be justified?

The chapter is divided into three sections. In the first I sketch the
main themes of the multicultural challenge. The second describes
and discusses three different liberal arguments relating to differential
treatment on the basis of culture. The third and last section offers
some final reflections on the contributions of multiculturalism and its
possible decline in political philosophy and political practice.

The multicultural challenge

Multiculturalism comes in different packages with diverse labels: ‘the
politics of identity’, ‘the politics of recognition’, ‘the politics of differ-
ence’, ‘the politics of pluralism’, among others. What they all have in
common is an insistence on the accommodation rather than the sup-
pression of cultural diversity. A just society, according to this view,
is a society that recognizes and respects the differences between the
various cultural minorities of society through means of differential
treatment.

The multicultural critique of assimilation targets the ways in
which mainstream societies strive to preserve and disseminate one
culture. It is focused on the various norms, rules and laws that
favour mainstream culture and/or impose it on minorities: state-
subsidized churches, morning prayers in public schools, mandatory
Sunday closing, dress code in public schools, prohibition against the
building of minarets and so on. Multiculturalists resist these overt
forms of assimilation because cultural homogeneity should not be a
precondition for political inclusion.

Most liberals share this view — the liberal insistence on religious
liberty and the separation of state and church is a case in point —
which means that the difference between the multicultural and the
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liberal approach to cultural diversity lies elsewhere. It has less to
do with attitudes towards assimilation and diversity, and more to
do with conceptions of culture and equality. Essentially, the differ-
ence can be reduced to two themes. The first relates to the ‘multi’ of
multiculturalism, namely the protection of diversity through differ-
ential treatment of groups, and the second refers to the ‘culturalism’,
namely the belief that cultural belonging is essential to human flour-
ishing and self-fulfilment. Both clash with the conventional concep-
tion of diversity and equality in liberal thought. In order to clearly
discern the divergence, a brief comparison is presented.

DIFFERENTIALISM

The liberal norm of equal treatment commands the state to treat
all citizens equally regardless of gender, sexual orientation, age,
religion and other personal characteristics and affiliations. It can
be described as a deliberate indifference, commonly referred to as
‘benign neglect’, of all the small and big differences that make people
different from one another despite their being citizens of the same
state. The purpose of such neglect is on the one hand to protect
everyone’s right to be different (private freedom) and on the other
hand to assure that all citizens qua citizens are equal. To these ends,
the norm of equal treatment is guarded by universal individual rights
that protect the private lives of individuals and groups from state
intervention. The norm is also guarded by laws designed to protect
citizens from varying forms of discrimination in education, on the
job market, in politics and so on. Such rights and laws are especially
important for minorities, liberals believe, since they protect them
from the ‘tyranny of the majority’, to borrow John Stuart Mill’s
well-known expression.

The norm of equal treatment is based on several assumptions or
approximations. One is the assumption of a common public inter-
est that supposedly unites all citizens and creates an equal relation
between them and the state. This common public interest is based
on norms and values that are shared by all citizens. In his later
works John Rawls (1987, 1993) refers to this common interest as
an ‘overlapping consensus’, emphasizing its constitution through the
convergence of particular ways of life and beliefs — ‘comprehensive
doctrines’ in Rawlsian terminology — and not from some inherently
free-floating conception of good citizenship. The unifying bond of
liberal citizenship ideally derives from nothing more, and nothing
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less, than this overlapping consensus and, more concretely, the rights
and liberties that confer on citizens the power to negotiate and rene-
gotiate it. (How negotiable the overlapping consensus really is can be
questioned since it is constricted by and derived from various prin-
ciples that specify the fundamental terms of a just, liberal order (cf.
Rawls 1993: 144ff).)

Within the boundaries of the overlapping consensus, citizens
are regarded as an abstract mass of equals, the diversity of which
the state benignly neglects for egalitarian reasons. Outside these
boundaries, however, they are all unique individuals and groups who
should be left alone to pursue, maintain and reproduce the different
comprehensive doctrines that endow their private lives with a sense
of meaning and purpose. According to a common phrase, the state
should be neutral vis-a-vis these doctrines. This means two things:
on the one hand, that the state should refrain from favouring or
disfavouring certain ways of life — say, Catholicism over Calvinism,
or heterosexuality over homosexuality — and, on the other hand,
that the state should disregard and be insusceptible to demands that
derive from comprehensive doctrines and particular conceptions of
the good. The boundaries of the overlapping consensus ideally limit
the authority of the state to actions that can be justified by public
reasons.

The liberal norm of equal treatment through benign neglect and
state neutrality is closely related to a presumption of separateness,
that is, to the view that different spheres of society can and should
be separated and contained from one another. These separations are
defining elements of liberal societies, for example, the separation of
state and church, of civil society and political community, of democ-
racy and the market, and of office and property (cf. Walzer 1984:
315). This idea of separateness is a way of enabling both liberty and
equality. As Michael Walzer explains:

we can say that a [...] society enjoys both freedom and equality when
success in one institutional setting isn’t convertible into success in
another, that is, when the separations hold, when political power doesn’t
shape the church or religious zeal the state. (Walzer 1984: 321, cf. Walzer
1983: 6-17)

The realization of the common public interest and state neutrality
presuppose this separation of spheres, then, as it protects the ‘purity’
and autonomy of each sphere from the distorting influences of other
spheres. In culturally diverse societies, it supposedly ensures both the
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common bond of citizenship and a flourishing diversity of ethnic and
religious identities.

The multicultural critique departs from these liberal assumptions.
Just as socialists and feminists have done before, multiculturalists
question the liberal separation of spheres although in slightly dif-
ferent ways and with different consequences. A number of objec-
tions are raised that allegedly disqualify the liberal notion of the
neutral state and the viability of equal treatment. One of them is that
personal identities cannot be switched on and off as citizens enter
and exit the public sphere in the way that liberals assume or hope.
Identities are deeply rooted and pervasive social affiliations. They
define for people who they are, configure their interests and aspira-
tions and inform the choices people make and why they make them.
Therefore it is misleading, multiculturalists argue, to assume that
one’s identity as a woman, homosexual, devout Christian or parent
can be separated or ‘bracketed off’ from the role of the citizen. Such
identities influence citizenship, not just with respect to how individu-
als exercise their rights, for example how they vote, but with respect
to the very institution of citizenship itself and how that institution
is shaped by the experiences and interests of people. It is therefore
inevitable, multiculturalists claim, that the institution of citizenship
and the common public interests more generally come to reflect the
needs and interests of the majority rather than the minorities. The
fictitious neutral liberal state functions as a cover-up for a main-
stream culture that systematically benefits the majority (Taylor 1994;
Galeotti 2002; Parekh 2000).

The liberal state is an assimilationist state in yet another sense,
according to multiculturalists. Despite its purported neutrality, lib-
eralism and liberal societies consistently favour some ways of life
over others, namely the ones that reflect the liberal ideal of personal
autonomy (Galston 1995; Macedo 1995 and 2000). The public
culture and its institutions are based on this ideal, which implies
a preference for some values over others: individualism and self-
fulfilment over collective loyalty and solidarity, secularism and moral
relativism over religious devotion and deep faith, social mobility and
self-sufficiency over familial ties and obedience. A society based on
the ideal of autonomy, multiculturalists insist, is from the very outset
a society that encourages and sponsors a certain way of life at the
expense of others.

Multiculturalism is not a denunciation of the liberal aims of equal-
ity and freedom but a differing view on how these aims should be
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pursued in diverse societies — a view that proposes differential treat-
ment of groups as a complement and sometimes replacement of equal
treatment of individuals. Justifications of differential treatment come
in various guises (as we see in the following sections); the general
aim is to dissolve the connection between equality and assimilation
so that the latter ceases to be a precondition for the former. The
ethos of differential treatment is equal respect for and recognition of
all members of society, not just as individual members of the state
(citizens) but as members of groups within the state. The recognition
of group membership, multiculturalists claim, is an affirmation of
the differences that make people into what they are. It enables them
to maintain their way of life and collective identity without being
marginalized, and to be equal without being assimilated.

CULTURALISM

Differential treatment is a means by which groups are singled out
and granted rights, freedoms and resources not offered to other
citizens. This is not a new idea in political theory and practice: the
redistribution of material resources through progressive taxation
and social welfare programmes is a well-established system of dif-
ferential treatment, whereby low-income groups are given prefer-
ence over high-income groups. Preferential treatment of women
(sometimes) at the expense of men is also a form of differential
treatment, whereby women are compensated for gender discrimina-
tion in society. Egalitarian liberals tend to support both forms, but
especially the first.

Differential treatment on the basis of culture is a more difficult
and controversial matter, however. While money and sex are fairly
straightforward categories, cultures are notoriously subjective and
amorphous. There is no simple way of delineating cultures, no simple
way of deciding how culture and identity inform and constrain indi-
vidual choice and, most importantly, no simple way of deciding who
belongs to which culture — as opposed to income group and sex.
Because of these difficulties, most modern political philosophers (not
just liberals) have been reluctant to defend culture as a reason for
differential treatment.

The typically liberal approach to cultures is to conceive of them as
voluntary associations, which means emphasizing the subjective and
self-ascriptive nature of cultural identity. This is how John Locke
(2003: 219f) once described congregations and this is how liberals
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have tended to think of all other groups that mediate the relation
between state and citizen. The reasons are obvious. If cultures are
voluntary associations between individuals, they are no business of
the state. And, if cultures are analogous to voluntary associations,
they are compatible with the liberal insistence on personal autonomy
and can be assessed accordingly. Indeed, the existence of a rich diver-
sity of such cultures facilitates social mobility and free choice since
it offers a large variety of lifestyles to choose and (perhaps) combine
(Raz 1986: 369ff).

While this may be a valid approximation of some lifestyle cultures
- veganism, goth, Falun Gong, and so on — it misrepresents the deeper
cultural diversity that also characterizes plural societies. We do not
choose in the proper meaning of the term to be raised as Muslims,
Turkish-Germans or Basques. It is a choice that is made for us, not by
us. Such cultures are better conceived as involuntary organizations
that we enter by birth, not choice, and that to varying degrees shape
and mould us into what we grow up to be (Walzer 2004: 44{f; Jones
2006). A more serious attempt to unpack the black box of culture
is noticeable from the 1980s. This ‘cultural turn’ was initiated by
the so-called communitarians in the late 1970s and 1980s, many of
whom became influential multiculturalists in the 1990s and after.
Simplified, the communitarian thesis emphasizes the social and cul-
tural contingency of personal identity, and the ontological (and
normative) priority of the community over the individual (cf. Taylor
1985; Sandel 1982). Communitarians rarely concretized what the
term community refers to, but it was mostly assumed to be a national
community with a fairly homogeneous culture.

The multicultural challenge echoes and builds on the communitar-
ian conception of culture and its implications for personal identity
and politics, although from a much more pluralist viewpoint. While
the communitarian critique targeted a liberal ignorance of the impor-
tance of community and cultural homogeneity, the multicultural cri-
tique uses similar ontological premises for very different normative
purposes — diversification, pluralism and protection of minorities.
Differential treatment is an empirical recognition of the importance
of culture and the diversity of cultures in modern societies, and it is
a normative prescription in favour of state-sanctioned protection of
such diversity. If the wearing of religious symbols is vital to cultural
identity, then exemptions should be made to secular dress codes. If
official bilingualism is fundamental to the cultural preservation of a
minority nation, then public education should be provided in two
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languages. If group representation is crucial to cater to the special
needs of minorities, then preferential treatment should be applied to
marginalized, powerless groups. Such recommendations presuppose
a replacement of equal treatment for differential treatment.

Questions remain, however: What is a culture? Which fundamen-
tal human values are contingent on cultural belonging? And how
should individuals be matched with cultures? The following section
examines three attempts to answer these questions.

The justification of culture

The early debate on multiculturalism was a more or less direct con-
frontation between communitarian insights on culture and identity
on the one hand, and liberal principles of individual autonomy and
state neutrality on the other. Initially, the multicultural challenge
took the shape of an external critique of liberalism. Gradually,
however, the focus shifted from the question ‘what’s wrong with
liberalism?’ to ‘how and why should liberalism accommodate cul-
tural diversity?’ The shift of focus marks a steady convergence of
multicultural and liberal agendas, but also a relative relocation of
the debate from the boundaries to the heart of liberal theory (cf.
Kymlicka 2002: 336ff).

This section examines liberalism’s internal struggle with the mul-
ticultural challenge. On the one hand liberals have come to recognize
that cultures constitute part of the framework of ideals and norms
that help define people’s conception of the good, of what it means
to lead a meaningful and prosperous life. On the other hand liberals
worry that protection of cultures works as a collectivist restraint on
individual freedom that imposes limits on social mobility and free
choice. The following three arguments represent different attempts
to alleviate this tension.

IN DEFENCE OF AUTONOMY

The first argument in support of incorporating culture into the liberal
equation of freedom and equality is filtered through the traditional
liberal emphasis on personal autonomy. Cultural embeddedness
is a precondition for autonomy, according to this thesis, because
it confers meaning to the choices people make. The development
and practice of autonomy is endogenous to cultures and anyone
who values the former must also be concerned with the latter (see
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Kymlicka 1989 and 1995; Miller 1995; Raz 1994 and 1998; Tamir
1993).

Among the best-known proponents of this position is Will
Kymlicka (1989, 1995) who has sought to reconcile mainstream lib-
eralism with a theory of cultural rights. Kymlicka departs from the
conception of ‘societal culture’, by which he means a ‘vocabulary’ of
traditions and conventions as well as the language that perpetuates
them. These vocabularies make up the context within which passions
and interests, convictions and goals, develop and become worth-
while pursuing (cf. Dworkin 1985: 228ff). They include common
memories, values, institutions and customs that permeate most areas
of human interaction, for instance schools, the media, the economy
and public administration. Due to the comprehensive character of
these cultures it is virtually impossible for anyone to fully take part
in public and social life without sharing the key tenets of the culture
(Kymlicka 1995: 84ff).

Kymlicka’s justification of societal cultures is based on their
instrumental value for autonomy. It is not the culture as such that
should be protected and preserved but the functions it fulfils for the
realization of autonomy. He describes societal cultures as ‘contexts
of choice’ that enable autonomous lives. It follows that the state
should protect societal cultures from decay. In the case of national
majority cultures, no special means are required and the principle of
state neutrality should prevail. But in the case of minority cultures
preservation often requires specific, group-based cultural (that is,
differential) rights. Just like social rights serve to compensate for
economic inequality and keep the latter from engendering politi-
cal inequality, cultural rights serve to compensate for inequalities
between majority and minorities by assuring the latter some degree
of protection through specific cultural resources.

This means that the ultimate purpose of differential rights is to
achieve greater equality between cultures which supposedly leads to
greater equality of opportunities for individuals of different cultures;
the purpose is not to preserve any particular culture for the sake of
its uniqueness and inherent value. In Kymlicka’s opinion, there is no
contradiction between the protection of endangered societal cultures
and the endorsement of liberal rights because most minorities seek
empowerment and liberal emancipation through their culture, not
seclusion from mainstream society. He contends that it is important
to ensure that the external protection of cultures through differen-
tial rights does not entail internal restrictions of individual rights.
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Accordingly, internal unity and homogeneity must not be achieved
at the expense of basic liberal rights such as freedom of belief and
expression (Kymlicka 1995: Ch. 3). Again, the value of societal
cultures is contingent on their significance for personal autonomy
and free choice, not the other way around. This means that rights
protecting internal dissent must trump those protecting the integrity
of the culture.

Because of its entrenchment in the concept of societal culture,
Kymlicka’s theory of cultural rights provides a strong defence for
some groups and virtually no defence for others. It applies prima-
rily to minority nations, such as Quebec, Scotland, Catalonia and
the Basque Country, and to indigenous populations, such as the
Indians and Inuits of North America, the Maori of New Zealand, the
Aborigines of Australia and the Sami of Scandinavia. Both types of
minorities have (rightful) claims to a particular territory and tend to
be geographically concentrated, which of course facilitates cultural
reproduction. The existence and widespread use of a minority lan-
guage is an especially salient and persuasive manifestation of cultural
distinctness.

Conversely, Kymlicka’s theory offers few if any cultural rights to
immigrated (ethnic) minorities. His justification for this combines
normative and empirical reasons. Unlike minority nations and indig-
enous groups, the position of immigrant minorities is not the result of
colonization and forced annihilation but of voluntary choice — more
or less — which makes any claim to self-determination or cultural
protection weaker. Furthermore, and more importantly, since ethnic
minorities do not have and are unlikely to establish societal cultures,
their members’ safest way to personal autonomy goes via access to
(assimilation into) the mainstream national culture. Such assimila-
tion is not to be lamented as long as ethnic minorities are allowed
and able to maintain bits and pieces of their original culture in the
form of hyphenated, hybrid identities (Kymlicka 1995: 96ff).

An additional and possibly more profound restriction derives
from the emphasis placed on autonomy as a justifying condition for
cultural protection. This emphasis implies that only minorities that
embrace personal autonomy and its associated values — individual-
ism, self-sufficiency, independence — are eligible for differential group
rights. Only minorities that are internally liberal in a way similar
to mainstream society deserve external protection. On this view,
several indigenous groups may be ruled out since cultural protec-
tion would imply preservation of traditional ways of life in which

61



CHALLENGING MULTICULTURALISM

patriarchy, monotheism and subordination to authoritarian leaders
are key elements. For the same reason it may rule out deeply reli-
gious minorities that live in seclusion from mainstream society, for
instance Hasidic Jews, Amish and Mennonite Christians, and Salafist
Muslims (Kymlicka 1995: Ch. 8).

Given these caveats, Kymlicka’s theory of cultural rights offers
significantly less protection for minorities than he claims. His cul-
tural rights are premised on conditions that seem to have a much
more assimilating influence on minorities than he is willing to admit
(cf. Patten 1999). The equality between societal cultures, which is the
ultimate aim of differential treatment in Kymlicka’s theory, presup-
poses internal liberalization/modernization of conservative and tra-
ditional groups. What are preserved, then, are the boundaries of the
group, not its distinctiveness and authenticity. Put differently, while
the group maintains a considerable degree of autonomys, it is likely to
wind up losing its defining cultural traits.

IN DEFENCE OF DIGNITY

The second argument for the protection of minority cultures is
based on the connection between culture and dignity. It stresses the
comprehensive nature of societal cultures and their importance for
personal identity. Public recognition of such cultures is essential for
people’s dignity and self-esteem, according to this thesis, because it
is an affirmation of the beliefs, values, customs and traditions that
define people for themselves and others. Cultural protection, then, is
both a question of preserving cultures through differential rights and
of affirming their equal value through public visibility and recogni-
tion (Galeotti 2002; Margalit and Halbertal 1994; Margalit and Raz
1990; Taylor 1994; Tully 1995; Young 1990).

My reconstruction of this position focuses mainly on two articles
(Taylor 1994; Margalit and Halbertal 1994). Both depart from a
conception of culture which is more explicitly communitarian than
Kymlicka’s. The right to culture, Margalit and Halbertal argue, is not
a right to just any culture that can release the individual’s potential
for autonomous action. It is the right to one’s own culture; a culture
which is intertwined with self-perception, personal identity, self-
esteem and dignity. The philosophical underpinnings of this posi-
tion can be traced to Herder and Hegel, and have in contemporary
philosophy been applied to multiculturalism by Charles Taylor and
Axel Honneth. Taylor’s influential essay “The politics of recognition’
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(1994) examined the connection between personal identity and
culture. It conceived of culture as an expression of authenticity
and originality that reflects the unique experiences and history of a
group of people. The culture is a source of identification that helps
members define who they are in relation to one another and the
world. Cultures develop dialogically in a complex interplay with
‘significant others’, by which distinct notions of difference emerge
and are maintained. Such dialogue is a constantly ongoing although
historically contingent process. It presupposes interaction with other
cultures because without it there can be no contrast and distinction,
no reflection of originality and authenticity, indeed no sense of a We
(Taylor 1994: 31ff).

Taylor’s main concern is not the preservation of cultures but
the recognition of personal identities. Unlike Kymlicka, however,
Taylor’s theory builds on a holistic approach that does not lend itself
to instrumentalism. Culture is inextricably linked to personal iden-
tity, which means that recognition of the person requires recognition
of his or her culture. Conversely, the withholding of recognition
amounts to a form of oppression because it constitutes a denial or
rejection of the defining traits that make people into who they are — a
deprivation of their authenticity (Taylor 1994: 36). In a similar way,
Margalit and Raz (1990: 447ff) declare that cultural belonging is
important because it has a ‘high social profile’. It affects how people
perceive and treat one another, and as such it plays an important role
in how personal identities are shaped. This signifies that a people’s
self-respect is contingent on how their culture is esteemed by others.
Therefore, ‘the right to culture’ is synonymous with ‘the right to
secure one’s own personal identity’ (Margalit and Raz 1990: 502).

Securing the cultural survival of minorities requires a non-neutral
state that actively supports vulnerable cultures. The purpose of such
support, however, is not just to provide minorities with secure access
to a culture but to secure the survival of minority cultures ‘as they
are’. Unlike Kymlicka, proponents of this position are not indiffer-
ent to the internal transformation (liberalization) of such cultures
because survival implies preservation of authentic cultural traits
rather than just the cohesion of its adherents. Arguably this enhances
the state’s responsibility for restoring and conserving endangered
cultures, approximating what might somewhat provocatively be
described as the role of the curator. It is a role that markedly super-
sedes that of merely protecting groups from the external forces of
assimilation.
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Does this mean that recognition of cultural authenticity is a con-
servative enterprise? Not necessarily. Conservation or progression
is of secondary importance to the recognition of cultural identities.
Taylor’s defence of recognition is couched in emancipatory terms.
His main focus is public visibility and the inclusion of marginal-
ized, discriminated or ostracized groups — say, homosexuals and
the Roma. But the argument lends itself just as easily to the claims
of conservative minorities which seek isolation from mainstream
society in order to be able to preserve their traditional customs and
beliefs. For instance, Margalit and Halbertal defend public protec-
tion through seclusion of Ultra-Orthodox Jews in Israel because
of the need to preserve personal identities. Their way of life is not
sustainable in mainstream Israeli society and everything they do is
dictated by a stern religious doctrine that derives from the Torah.
The state’s recognition of this way of life means assisting the group
in its self-inflicted isolation (Margalit and Halbertal 1994).

Justifying culture in the interests of securing personal identity
and dignity constitutes a challenge to the liberal emphasis on
the primacy of the individual before the collective. In Kymlicka’s
theory of cultural rights, the collective serves individual ends, or at
least collective ends compatible with individual ends. In the com-
munitarian approach of Taylor and others, the order of priorities is
less clear cut since individual and collective ends are entangled in a
way that makes them indistinguishable from one another. This has
problematic normative implications for a liberal theory of cultural
rights. Is every practice that contributes to the preservation of an
authentic cultural identity legitimate? If not, where should the line
between tolerable and intolerable practices be drawn? And how
should such a line be justified if the criterion of personal autonomy
is ruled out?

Neither Taylor nor Margalit and Halbertal offer answers to
such questions, although the latter makes a passing reference to the
Millian harm principle (Margalit and Halbertal 1994: 498). Other
liberals have suggested a softer conception of personal autonomy: if
a particular way of life is endorsed by members of the group, it does
not constitute a violation of individual rights even if it presupposes
gender inequality, strict obedience of internal authorities and other
illiberal norms (Spinner 1994; Spinner-Halev 2000). The criterion of
voluntary endorsement seems insufficient in enclosed and secluded
communities where contact with the outside world is limited and
the social costs of dissent may be unbearable or insurmountable,
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especially for women and children (cf. Arneson and Shapiro 1996;
Okin 20035; Fernandez 2010).

The recognition argument for cultural rights supports a wide
array of potential claims. From a liberal viewpoint the most compel-
ling are ones subsuming the discriminated and marginalized minori-
ties where recognition means inclusion and empowerment without
assimilation. The most difficult cases, on the other hand, are ones
implicating the deeply conservative groups which overtly reject
basic liberal values. At the same time, it is precisely to the latter that
Taylor’s and Margalit and Halbertal’s communitarian conception
of culture is most applicable. Not many people in modern societies
are as reliant on a comprehensive culture for personal identification
as Ultra-Orthodox Jews. In most cases, to be properly recognized as
an authentic subject involves a more individualized process in which
minorities and majorities alike combine and revise their cultural
attachments rather than compete to maintain just one of them. In
such cases, recognition of groups employing Taylor’s conception — to
dig out and affirm the cultural identity that makes people into what
they really are — is an inadequate strategy. It applies an implicitly
monolithic, essentialist notion of culture to individuals who have
several cultural attachments and multiple identities (cf. Appiah 1994:
155f; Benhabib 2002: 61-4).

IN DEFENCE OF VOLUNTARISM

The third argument for the protection of cultural minorities is lib-
ertarian and probably the most permissive of cultural diversity. Its
point of departure is a minimalist conception of the state, whose role
is to intervene as little as possible in the private lives of citizens, and to
impose as few conditions as possible on people’s ways of organizing
themselves. It defends cultural diversity on the basis of voluntarism
and anti-paternalism, not of an assumed right to culture (Kukhatas
1992; cf. Galston 1995 and 2002; Gray 2000; Stolzenberg 1993).
My account of the voluntarist position relies primarily on an influ-
ential article by Chandran Kukhatas (1992). It does not advocate
group rights or state-sanctioned protection of endangered or mar-
ginalized cultures but instead is grounded on a neutral conception
of the state. In this sense, Kukhatas is not a multicultural theorist.
Nonetheless, his minimalist state and laissez-faire liberal society offer
more leeway for deep-seated cultural diversity than any of the previ-
ous positions we have reviewed. This is not a mere side-effect of his

65



CHALLENGING MULTICULTURALISM

libertarian agenda but a principled defence of toleration in the widest
possible sense. Although Kukhatas repudiates the need for group
rights, his primary concern is the ability of cultural minorities to
preserve their ways of life to the best of their abilities. In this respect
he is a multicultural theorist, or at least a liberal with far-reaching
multicultural concerns.

Kukhatas emphasizes the fluid and contingent character of cul-
tural groups. ‘Groups are constantly forming and dissolving in
response to political and institutional circumstances,” he argues,
which means that they ‘do not exist prior to or independently of
legal and political institutions but are themselves given shape by
those institutions’ (Kukhatas 1992: 110). This makes for a less rigid
and essentialist understanding of culture than Taylor or Margalit
and Halbertal. Kukhatas stresses the fundamental importance of
external incentives and constraints that influence which particular
group traits become salient and defining in particular contexts, as
well as internal heterogeneity that often creates tensions within the
group. This does not mean that cultures are unimportant but that
they cannot be treated as given, homogeneous entities with coherent,
uniform interests. The problem with cultural rights, then, is that they
help construct and reconstruct what they are supposed to preserve;
they forge homogeneity where there is heterogeneity.

Kukhatas’ conception of the relation between individuals, cultures
and legal-political contexts leads to a defence of the classical liberal
view of cultures as voluntary associations. The protection of cultures
is best achieved through a strong right to freedom of association.
Kukhatas avoids making primordialist assumptions about cultures
and group identities — for him, cultures are whatever their adherents
want them to be. This position appears to offer little protection to
minorities since the preservation of cultures becomes a private enter-
prise without support from public authorities. In Kukhatas’ view,
however, this privatization is a form of protection because it liberates
the group from the assimilating conditions that accompany public
support and differential treatment. Thus conceived, the individual
right to free association ‘gives a great deal of authority to cultural
communities’ because it ‘does not require them to be communities
of any particular kind” (Kukhatas 1992: 117). It confers on members
of the group the right to protect whatever practices and beliefs they
deem necessary for the preservation of their way of life and identity,
regardless of whether they are compatible with the liberal values of
mainstream society.
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Viewing cultural groups as private and voluntary associations
implies a default understanding of membership as freely consented
by individual members. While this allows for a less deterministic con-
ception of culture, it implies other problems for liberal theory. The
voluntariness of cultural membership is best interpreted as a meta-
phor, according to Kukhatas, because it is rarely freely chosen and
rarely granted to outsiders. It is voluntary, however, in so far as every
member is free to leave the group — to terminate membership; as long
as members do not leave they are presumed to be content with their
membership (Kukhatas 1992: 116). This is the default understanding
upon which Kukhatas” accommodation of cultural diversity rests. It
is not difficult to see how this private freedom of cultural groups may
lead to grave limitations on the rights of members, limitations that
the state would have to interpret as freely consented and therefore it
would be obliged to tolerate. It may command the state to tolerate
deeply illiberal practices such as clitoridectomy and denial of basic
education to children, or just girls. In the case of children, individual
protection seems non-existent; in Kukhatas’ society of ‘voluntary
associations’ their fate is entirely in the hands of parents. This paren-
tal right is only restricted by a (vaguely formulated) prohibition
against direct physical harm.

Kukhatas’ vision of the liberal society is a society of semi-
autonomous cultural communities. What is legally recognized in
such a society is the individual right to free association (Kukhatas
1992: 126), although this right amounts to a de facto recognition
of groups. The only thing that guards individual liberty in this
society and protects individuals against the cultural community’s
potential abuse of power and repression is the exit option (cf.
Kukhatas 1992: 133). Kukhatas recognizes the importance of the
right to exit, but he devotes little attention to what the necessary
conditions for exit should be. The formal right and actual ability
to exit may be very different in the secluded, non-transparent com-
munities that his tolerant libertarian state must permit. According
to him, the ‘most important condition which makes possible a
substantive freedom to exit from a community is the existence of
a wider society that is open to individuals wishing to leave their
local groups’ (Kukhatas 1992: 134). But if the existence of an open
yet passive mainstream society is the only barrier standing in the
way of cultural communities turning into radical sects, there seem
to be good reasons for liberals to be sceptical of Kukhatas’ theory.
In sum, it offers much freedom of manoeuvre to elites and political
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leaders of illiberal minorities, but little to the ordinary people who

for one reason or another might wish to exit (see Barry 2002;
Fernandez 2010; Okin 2005; Spinner-Halev 2000).

Conclusion

Is there a place in liberal societies for extending differential treatment
on the basis of culture? It depends on who you ask. In this chapter I
have focused on two affirmative answers and one negative, although
all three of them share a concern for cultural minorities and the value
of group identities. It should be noted that not all liberals share this
concern. The three positions I have reviewed are noteworthy in that
each struggles with the tensions between recognition of the individual
and the group, between individual liberty and collective autonomy,
and between social mobility and the preservation of different ways
of life. These are tensions that characterize a typically liberal take on
differential treatment.

Kymlicka’s solution builds on the belief that the tensions are exag-
gerated, that the two sides can be reconciled and that most claims
for differential treatment are claims for personal autonomy. Taylor’s
solution has a more communitarian bent and builds on the belief that
the tensions themselves are deceptive since all values — even personal
autonomy - reflect and reproduce a certain conception of culture and
community. Kukhatas’ solution, finally, recognizes the tensions but
rejects the idea that liberal societies have to consist of people who
cherish individual liberty and other basic liberal values.

My assessment of the three positions has dealt with the norma-
tive implications of differential treatment on the basis of culture.
My focus on liberal philosophy is motivated by liberalism’s central
place in contemporary political philosophy. But this centrality is
not limited to philosophy; it applies to politics and society as well.
People across the West live in capitalist, liberal-democratic, post-
industrial, diverse, hybrid and highly individualized societies that
are imbued with liberal values and liberal culture. To a large extent
people throughout the West lead ‘liberal lives” which revolve around
the pursuit of personal autonomy, self-realization, voluntary affilia-
tions and relations, and upward social mobility. Liberalism, then, is
as much a reflection of an existing society as it is a normative theory
about how that society should be organized and governed (cf. Taylor
1985; Walzer 1990). To reject liberalism implies much more than
merely voting for a socialist or conservative party; it means rejecting
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a standard and mainstream way of life altogether. Multiculturalism’s
most valuable contributions to political philosophy, I believe, have to
do with this realization.

The multicultural challenge has successfully exposed the conflation
of mainstream culture with liberal culture, of state neutrality with
liberal values and of diversity with individualism. It has revealed the
pervasive and assimilating effects of liberal culture. It has also made
political theorists aware of the costs associated with denouncing or
resisting liberalism for the sake of alternative, non-liberal ways of
life. It is obvious that the principle of equal treatment can sometimes
disadvantage minorities in deeply divided societies and, conversely,
that measures of differential treatment can protect such minorities
from being acculturated, assimilated or marginalized. But the extent
to which such measures can be justified on liberal grounds remains
contested. Is a society that permits arranged marriages and religious
indoctrination through home schooling still a liberal society? Is a
society that defends the individual liberties of most but not all of its
citizens still a liberal society? Such questions have no simple answers.
We may have to accept that the room for genuine cultural diversity
is bound to be limited in the liberal society — just like in any other
society — and that some ways of life are bound to be favoured over
others, notwithstanding the intended neutrality of the state.

The ‘easy’ cases of diversity, on the other hand, are ones in which
differential rights are a temporary means to overcome discrimination
or past injustices. That is, they represent cases where the end goal is
integration into mainstream, liberal society rather than protection
from it. The challenge of multiculturalism in such cases is not how to
establish a modus vivendi among alternative ways of life, but how to
combat discrimination against minorities which want to lead liberal
lives, participate in mainstream society and want to belong. These
cases are ‘easy’ inasmuch as they do not contest the idea of liberal
society as such, ‘only’ its imperfect political realization. Does this
distinction between difficult and easy cases tell us anything about the
alleged demise of multiculturalism? To answer this question I wish to
propose a somewhat provocative and tentative thesis.

The early European multicultural policies of the 1970s and 1980s
— which were not multicultural in any elaborated sense — were mod-
elled on the easy cases of diversity. They departed from the benign
and slightly naive assumption that most if not all minorities want
integration, and from the implicit assumption that cultural dif-
ferences represent minor, private differences. Whatever problems
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arose from increasing (immigrant) diversity, such as discrimination,
marginalization and social inequality, could be solved through more
effective means of integration and tolerance.

From the 1990s on conceptions of diversity have drastically
changed. Policies on cultural diversity are increasingly modelled
on the difficult cases, as evidenced by debates on parallel societies,
enclavization and ghettoization. These debates, which focus on
minorities that allegedly do not want to be a part of society, have
changed the conceptual frame of policy as well as understandings of
multiculturalism. Even though most minorities continue to be ‘easy’
cases, they tend now to be perceived as ‘difficult’ ones, especially
Muslims and immigrants from the Middle East. This is noticeable in
political philosophy as the focus has shifted to the relation between
individual liberty and cultural diversity, the necessary limits of liberal
toleration and the distinctions between liberal and illiberal values. It
is also discernible in political practice, evidenced in the conflation of
liberal with Western society.

This shift is partly a consequence of the multicultural challenge,
I suggest, because the challenge has brought about a greater aware-
ness of the importance of cultural identity, the pervasiveness of such
identities, and the religious and ethnic undertones of Western liberal-
ism. Indirectly it has pointed out the difficulties of integration and the
fallacy of assuming that people are more or less ‘all the same’. The
success of multiculturalism has been to show that what is normally
called integration really means assimilation, and that assimilation
is an unjust demand that causes real harm. This is also one of the
reasons for the disenchantment with multiculturalism in Europe, I
believe: it has led decision-makers and opinion-makers to think of
cultural diversity as a threat to public unity and the liberal way of
life. Although liberalism was always based on the accommodation
of religious and other forms of diversity, it is nowadays conceived
as incompatible with the beliefs and practices of many minorities. In
this sense — but only in this sense — the fwilight of multiculturalism
derives from the success of multiculturalism.
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Chapter Four

The ‘Civic Re-balancing’ of British
Multiculturalism, and Beyond . . .

Nasar Meer and Tarig Modood

I used to believe that multiculturalism was bound sooner or later to sink
under the weight of its intellectual weaknesses . . . There is no sign of any
collapses so far. (Barry 2001: 6)

To be quite honest, living through this period of organized mendacity has
been one of the least agreeable ordeals that we conservatives have had to
undergo. (Scruton 2010: 50)

Like all family quarrels the tone of some interested commentators is
predictably angry and self-righteous. (Parekh 2006: 169)

Introduction

In an earlier study of citizenship and multiculturalism in Britain,
we came to the conclusion that contemporary revisions of British
multiculturalism were evidence of a ‘civic re-balancing’ (Meer and
Modood 2009; and described below). In retrospect, it may have
been more appropriate to term what we were describing as a ‘civic
thickening’, given the steady incorporation of diversity into British
practices and institutional life. The argument over the change in
the character of British multiculturalism was subsequently taken up
by Banting and Kymlicka (2010); Faas (2011); Rodriguez-Garcia
(2010); Mansouri and Pietsch (2011) and Kivisto (2012), among
others.

Our reading stood in marked contrast to an emerging thesis
proposed by some commentators pointing to a ‘post-multicultural’
era, or at least to a ‘retreat’ from multiculturalism (Joppke 2004).
While we agree that the term has become politically damaged, we
also recognize that the policies and discourses that make up the
strands of British multiculturalism remain in place (see also Meer and
Modood, in process). A number of intellectual and political develop-
ments (sometimes competing, sometimes complementary) have been
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shaping British multiculturalism over the medium to long term, in
which current changes need to be located and interpreted.

As a result, we believe that it is a mistake to view British multi-
culturalism as a completed or closed project, not least because the
identities it seeks to take account of are dynamic even when they
are coherent. So a political multiculturalism will always need to be
open to renewal, though not of course without contestation amongst
advocates, as much as between them and opponents. Re-balancing is
one way to renewal though, as we caution in this chapter, it can be a
double-edged sword.

Our argument is that it is short-sighted to view the new emphasis
on previously underemphasized features such as civic engagement
and national identity as an abandonment of British multiculturalism.
Such developments need no more lead to the abandonment of British
multiculturalism than such features would lead to the abandonment
of other public policy approaches concerned with promoting equality
of access, participation and public recognition, for example gender
mainstreaming and the disability rights agenda. On the contrary, in
the case of a multiculturalism sensitivity to ethnic, racial and reli-
gious differences, a degree of ‘civic thickening’ and the promotion of
an inclusive national identity have appeared to reconcile themselves
to what had earlier been promoted (perhaps to the disappointment
and frustration of its critics) (Modood 2012).

Our 2009 article, entitled ‘The multicultural states we are in’,
covered the period from the mid-1960s on, with particular atten-
tion to the period between 2000 and Prime Minister Tony Blair’s
departure in 2007. British multiculturalism in the period of Prime
Minister Gordon Brown has been studied by McGhee (2009), but as
yet little scholarly attention has focused on the Conservative-Liberal
Democrat coalition’s approach, a government that was formed in
May 2010. In this chapter we first review the core features of British
multiculturalism before turning to the present government’s strategy,
deemed by some to be forging a new path (Goodman 2012). This is
a strategy that is allied — indeed twinned — with changes taking place
both in immigration and settlement policies: these are widely touted
as being more restrictive and perhaps even leading to something like
a British guest worker model (Travis 2012). The new strategy is also
interpreted as an anti-terrorism approach that identifies ‘integration’
as one of the primary objectives of counter-radicalism.

One note of caution is that we cannot account for the potential
significance of centrifugal tendencies in Britain for questions of
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‘integration’. These tendencies include the galvanized movement
for the ‘break up of Britain’ evident in the proposed referendum for
Scottish independence (timetabled for 2014); the potential fracturing
of the European project and the prospect of splintering states therein
(or formal tiering of membership); and the rise of popular English
nationalisms in the form of either relatively benign, though ultra con-
servative, forms (for example, the English democrats) or, more men-
acingly, far right articulations (such as the English Defence League)
which explicitly trade on an anti-Muslim instead of anti-minority
platform (Allen 2011).

Contextualizing the terrain’

It may be said that multiculturalism in Britain has for some time been
perceived to have been creaking under the Muslim weight of allegedly
‘culturally unreasonable or theologically alien demands’ (Modood
2006: 34). Governmental and other non-right-wing criticism of
multiculturalism took off after riots in some cities in the north of
England in 2001. By 2004 a swathe of civil society institutions and
fora comprising the centre left and the liberal produced reports
with titles such as ‘Is multiculturalism dead?’, ‘Is multiculturalism
over?’ and ‘Beyond multiculturalism’. These views could be found in
Prospect magazine, The Observer, The Guardian, the Commission
for Racial Equality (CRE), Open Democracy, Channel 4 and the
British Council.

A chorus of commentators has declared that multiculturalism
was killed off by the London bombings of 7/7. Examples include
William Pfaff ’s (2005) certainty that ‘these British bombers are a
consequence of a misguided and catastrophic pursuit of multicul-
turalism’; Gilles Kepel’s (2005) observation that the bombers ‘were
the children of Britain’s own multicultural society’ and that the
bombings have ‘smashed’ the implicit social consensus that produced
multiculturalism ‘to smithereens’; Martin Wolf ’s (2005) conclusion
that multiculturalism’s departure from the core political values that
must underpin Britain’s community ‘is dangerous because it destroys
political community . . . [and] demeaning because it devalues citizen-
ship. In this sense, at least, multiculturalism must be discarded as
nonsense’. These views have also been elaborated in Anthony (2007),
Cohen (2007), Gove (2006) and Phillips (2006), suggesting a large
degree of convergence between ‘left’ and ‘right’ commentators on the
topic of multiculturalism.
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It is not surprising, then, to encounter the view that British multi-
culturalism is in ‘retreat’ (Appleyard 2006; Joppke 2004; Kepel 2005;
Liddle 2004). To assess the validity of multiculturalism’s retreat, it
is important to distinguish between those pointing to a normative or
factual tendency and others who have political motives in rejecting
Britain’s multiculturalism. The latter camp includes the influential
centre-left commentator David Goodhart (2004), who sympathizes
with the position of those he perhaps unfairly calls ‘Burkeans’. They
assert that ‘we feel more comfortable with, and are readier to share
with and sacrifice for, those with whom we have shared histories and
similar values. To put it bluntly — most of us prefer our own kind’.
In this group is also Trevor Phillips, former Chair of the CRE and
subsequently head of the Equality and Human Rights Commission
(EHRC). He stated that Britain should ‘kill off multiculturalism’
because it ‘suggests separateness’ (quoted in Baldwin 2004).

While in opposition David Cameron (2007) characterized British
multiculturalism as a ‘barrier’ that divides British society. Once
in office, he argued that ‘the doctrine of “state multiculturalism”
has encouraged culturally different people to live apart from one
another and apart from the mainstream’ (Cameron 5 February
2011). Perhaps seeking to stake out a British Leitkultur, Cameron
complained that multiculturalism has led to the minimization of
Christianity as a guiding public ethos, and has ‘allowed segregated
communities to behave in ways that run completely counter to our
values and has not contained that extremism but allowed it to grow
and prosper’ (quoted in Butt 16 December 2011).

While vitriolic critique is not unusual from a centre right in
Britain that has historically lamented governmental interventions
that endorse the diversity of minority populations, opposition to the
recognition of minority cultural practices has been strengthened by
the addition of a new actor — ‘the pluralistic centre-left [and] articu-
lated by people who previously rejected polar models of race and
class and were sympathetic to the “rainbow”, coalitional politics of
identity’ (Modood 2005a).

The impact has been that the British approach to the inclusion
of ethnic minorities is now increasingly premised upon their having
higher qualifications. This is epitomized by the introduction of
citizenship tests, the swearing of oaths during citizenship ceremonies
and language proficiency requirements for new migrants, as well
as repeated calls for an unambiguous disavowal of ‘radicalism’ or
‘extremism’ from Muslims in particular.
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Joppke (2004: 253) interpreted these changes as evidence of a
‘retreat’ from multiculturalism and a ‘turn to civic integration’ that
is ‘most visible in Britain and the Netherlands, the two societies in
Europe ... that had so far been most committed to official mul-
ticulturalism’. But we contend that Joppke incorrectly assumes a
dichotomy between ‘civic integration’ and ‘multiculturalism’, or at
least places them in a zero-sum equation. In fact they could just as
plausibly be synthesized in a potential outgrowth of one another.

If it is the case that Britain has been engaged in a ‘retreat’
from multiculturalism, thereby signalling a victory for liberal or
Republican universalism, would it not follow that Britain should
‘also have rejected the claims of substate national groups and indig-
enous peoples as well as immigrants? After all, the claims of national
groups and indigenous peoples typically involve a much more dra-
matic insertion of ethnocultural diversity into the public sphere,
and more dramatic degrees of differentiated citizenship (Banting
and Kymlicka 2007: 7). This does not appear to be the case in
Britain — indeed, with the scheduling of a referendum on Scotland’s
independence the opposite seems to be true.

One explanation of the ‘widely divergent assessments of the
short history and potential future of multiculturalism’ (Kivisto and
Faist 2007: 35) pertains to the meaning and usage of the term itself.
This ‘highly contested and chameleon-like neologism whose colours
change to suit the complexion of local conditions’ (Pearson, quoted
in Kivisto and Faist 2007: 35) seems to have a ‘chameleon’ quality
(Smith 2010) that is adopted to support different projects. In rela-
tion to post-immigration multiculturalism, the critiques advanced by
intellectuals, commentators and politicians have revealed the diverg-
ing ways in which multiculturalism has been conceived. We believe
that there are at least three distinct positions:

1. an integration and social cohesion perspective that seeks to
include minorities through a process of greater assimilation to
majority norms and customs;

2. an alternative, explicitly secular ‘multiculture’ or ‘conviviality’
approach (see Chapter 2 of this book) that welcomes the ‘fact’ of
difference, and stresses anti-essentialist, lifestyle- and consumption-
based behavioural identities which invalidate ‘group’ identities;

3. a political multiculturalism that incorporates the goals of either
or both of these positions while accommodating ‘groupings’,
including subjectively conceived ethno-religious minority ones.
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Since the early 1990s it is political multiculturalism that has increas-
ingly taken institutional forms, mainly by elaborating racial equality
discourses and policies in response to minority ethnic and religious
assertiveness (Modood 2005b). This has taken legal form in the out-
lawing of religious discrimination and incitement to religious hatred
(Meer 2008), and an educational form in the inclusion of some
non-Christian, non-Jewish faith schools within the state-maintained
sector (Meer 2009).

It is this multiculturalism that has been the principal target of
recent critiques. But rather than having been defeated, the fate of this
peculiarly British multiculturalism remains undecided. It may equally
be characterized as subject to ‘re-balancing’ rather than ‘retreat’. One
way to explore this possibility is to focus on the most robust and
coherent public policy advocacy of multiculturalism that Britain has
experienced.

Has the multicultural moment passed?

In the course of ushering in an era ‘after multiculturalism’, journal-
ist and intellectual Yasmin Alibhai-Brown (2001: 47) proposed that
‘all societies and communities need to take stock periodically to
assess whether existing cultural and political edifices are keeping up
with the people and the evolving habitat’. Such an exercise was con-
ducted by the much maligned report produced by the Commission
on the Future of Multi-Ethnic Britain (CMEB) (2000), sponsored by
the Runnymede Trust and chaired by political philosopher Bhikhu
Parekh.? This report made over 140 policy recommendations to
assist ‘a confident and vibrant multicultural society’ to take advan-
tage of ‘its rich diversity’ in order that Britain should realize its full
potential (CMEB 2000: viii). Entitled The Future of Multi-Ethnic
Britain, it strongly endorsed both the possibility and desirability of
forging a meta-membership of ‘Britishness’ under which diversity
could be sustained.

To this end its recommendations sought not only to prevent
discrimination and to eradicate its effects, but also simultaneously
championed an approach that could move beyond conceptions of
formal equality by recognizing the ‘real differences of experience,
background and perception’ (ibid. 296). For example, the CMEB
acknowledged that while high-profile statements of ideals by senior
politicians and civil servants are important, ‘they remain mere
paper commitments or rhetoric’. It therefore advocated an ethnic
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monitoring that would ‘go beyond racism and culture blind strate-
gies’ (ibid. 297), and enable public institutions to promote an aware-
ness of cultural diversity in general, and unwitting discrimination in
particular (ibid. 296-7).

The report represented a ‘multicultural moment’ after the inquiry
into the racist-motivated murder in 1993 of Stephen Lawrence,
a black teenager in south London. The New Labour government
declared its commitment to creating a country where ‘every colour is
a good colour’, where ‘everyone is treated according to their needs
and rights’ and where ‘racial diversity is celebrated’” (Home Office
2000: 1). Individual politicians boasted that ‘Britain’s pluralism
is not a burden we must reluctantly accept. It is an immense asset
that contributes to the cultural and economic vitality of our nation’
(Cook 2001). As Prime Minister Blair insisted:

This nation has been formed by a particularly rich complex of experiences
... How can we separate out the Celtic, the Roman, the Saxon, the
Norman, the Huguenot, the Jewish, the Asian and the Caribbean and all
the other nations [sic] that have come and settled here? Why should we
want to? It is precisely this rich mix that has made all of us what we are
today. (Blair 2000)

In a similar vein, but rather uncharacteristically, Tory leader William
Hague was moved to assert that ‘Britain is a nation of immigrants’
while attending the Caribbean-influenced Notting Hill Carnival
(Daily Telegraph 13 October 2000, quoted in Fortier 2005: 560).
This ‘time of reflection’ upon Britain’s ethnic diversity coincided with
policy recognition of the country’s historical multinational diversity,
exemplified by devolution in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland.
It was logical, then, that post-migrant ethnic minorities too were
seeking recognition of particularities arising from their previously
disregarded identities, not in the form of self-governance but through
an endorsement of the pluralizing of the mainstream which their
own distinctive differences, derived from ethnic, religious or cultural
diversity, could be a part of.

This high-water mark of multiculturalism was the cumulative
product of a political movement subsuming the migrations of parents
and grandparents of many of Britain’s post-immigrant ethnic minori-
ties. They had exercised their Commonwealth citizenship to move to
its metropole from South Asia, the Caribbean and elsewhere. This
is why the CMEB recommended that central government take steps
to formally declare Britain ‘a multicultural society’; it was hoped
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that such an approach would more effectively address the social
and political inequalities derived from minority cultural differences
(CMEB 2000: 296).

The report was subject to an unrelenting critique by the right
(McLaughlin and Neal 2004). But it also incurred the wrath of some
prominent liberals who considered its approach a grave contraven-
tion of universalistic principles, not least those recommendations
that promoted diversity as a means to facilitate equality (cf. Barry
2001). Indeed, even Lord Anthony Lester, one of the founders of the
Runnymede Trust and a key architect of Britain’s race equality legis-
lation, said of the report that ‘much of the more theoretical sections
is written entirely from the perspective of victims, with little to chal-
lenge attitudes and practices prevalent among some minorities and
their leaders that are difficult to reconcile with the ideals of a liberal
democratic society based upon the rule of law’ (Lester 2003).

In his assessment of the CMEB recommendations Kenan Malik
(2007) underscored the principles that should be promoted:

Political equality only becomes possible with the creation of a ring-fenced
public sphere, which everyone can enter as political equals, whatever their
cultural, economic or ethnic backgrounds. [...] Only by establishing a
distinction between the public and the private can we forge a relationship
between diversity and equality, allowing citizens to have full freedom to
pursue their different values or practices in private, while ensuring that in
the public sphere all citizens are treated as political equals whatever the
differences in their private lives.

What this view underestimates, however, is the influence of negative
or demeaned differences that serve as an obstacle to political equal-
ity in the public sphere, a key problematic for the CMEB, as well as
the substantive elements of a British approach that historically, if
inconsistently, has intertwined equality and diversity agendas.

Equality and diversity in British multiculturalism

Multiculturalism in Britain originates in the group of post-war
migrants who arrived as Citizens of the United Kingdom and
Commonwealth (CUKC). Together with subsequent British-born
generations, they have been recognized as ethnic and racial minori-
ties who merit state support and differential treatment in order to
overcome distinctive barriers in their exercise of citizenship. The
1948 British Nationality Act had granted freedom of movement to
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people living in British Commonwealth territories — irrespective of
whether their passports were issued by colonial or independent states
— by creating this category of CUKC. Until they acquired national
citizenships in their post-colonial countries, these former British sub-
jects continued to retain their British status. This is one of the reasons
why Kymlicka’s distinction between national minority rights and
ethno-cultural minority rights is not easily transposed onto Britain
(Modood 2005b, 2007).

Under the remit of several Race Relations Acts (RRAs), the state
has sought to integrate minorities into the labour market and other
key arenas of British society through an approach that promotes
equal access, in effect, equality of opportunity. The passage of the
1976 Race Relations Act (RRA 1976) cemented state sponsorship
of race equality by consolidating two earlier, weaker legislative
instruments. The Act spanned public and private institutions, rec-
ognized indirect discrimination and imposed a statutory public duty
to promote good ‘race relations’. It also created the CRE to assist
individual complainants and monitor the implementation of the Act
(Dhami et al. 2006: 19-25).

The Equality Act of 2006 extended the prohibition on religious
forms of discrimination to the provision of goods, services and
facilities and to the public functions of public bodies. It amalgamated
various monitoring bodies into one: the EHRC. The Equality Act of
2010 extended the duty on public bodies to tackle discrimination on
all grounds: age; race and ethnicity; gender; disability; sexuality; and
religion and belief. The latter sphere now received the same protec-
tion as racial discrimination (see Meer 2010). This Act came with the
additional provision that the government ‘initiate specific projects
to work with communities to identify solutions’ (Department for
Communities and Local Government (DCLG) 2010: 13). The
current DCLG strategy (2012: 3) for integration complements ‘the
wider Government commitments to equalities and social mobil-
ity, including the Equality Act 2010, Equality Strategy, and Social
Mobility Strategy’. In Joppke’s (1999: 642) terms, this is an example
of a citizenship that strikes a ‘precarious balance between citizen-
ship universalism and racial group particularism [that] stops short
of giving special group rights to immigrants’. We recall that the
Race Relations Acts do not allow positive discrimination or affirma-
tive action favouring a particular racial group; this would represent
discrimination on racial grounds and would therefore be unlawful
(Karim 2004/5).
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These Acts represent a defining characteristic in the British
approach to integrating minorities: the institutionalization of redress
against racially structured barriers to participation. But does this
amount to multiculturalism? It can be argued that it does add up
to a British multiculturalism which, although lacking an official
‘Multicultural Act’ or ‘Charter’ in the way of Australia or Canada
(CMEB 2000), has rejected the idea of integration based upon unity
achieved through uncompromising cultural ‘assimilation’. This view
was supported by Labour Home Secretary Roy Jenkins (1966),
who defined integration as ‘not a flattening process of assimila-
tion but equal opportunity accompanied by cultural diversity in an
atmosphere of mutual tolerance’.

Alongside this state-centred and national focus, there is also a
tradition of what we might characterize as ‘municipal drift’ where
multicultural discourses and policies have been pursued through
local councils and municipal authorities, making up a patchwork of
British multicultural public policies (Singh 2005: 170). To be sure,
the high point of local authority multicultural innovation has passed.
In 1986 the cornerstone of multiculturalist municipal authorities,
the Greater London Council (GLC), was abolished because Prime
Minister Margaret Thatcher found it too left-wing. But this did not
prevent the subsequent development of a multiculturalist London.
Moreover, the New Labour government’s response to the threat both
of ‘ghettos’ and of terrorism was to seek local solutions.

The Cameron government’s Localism Act (2011) has also
devolved significant powers to local authorities. While this should
be seen as an ‘anti-statist’ instrument conceived as a means of
helping different groups to run local services, the Act’s goal to
establish what the government calls a ‘community right to chal-
lenge’ allows minorities — especially faith groups and social
enterprises — to compete for the delivery of service provision (DCLG
2011). Nonetheless, this comprises a different activity from earlier
examples of local multiculturalism reflected in programmes of anti-
racist education (Mullard 1985; Troyna 1987) and multicultural
education (Swann 19835).

Policies promoting social cohesion and anti-radicalization have
strengthened the ‘race relations’ practice of seeking local solutions
based on partnerships between local authorities and communities. To
be sure, local education authorities (LEA) — a source of anti-racism
and multiculturalism in an earlier period — have lost considerable
power to the national government. A national education curriculum
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and semi-independent ‘academies’ have also chipped away at LEA
influence. Nevertheless, English schools remain one of the principal
sites of multiculturalist sensibility today.

Multicultural sensibility is a notion central to Banting and
Kymlicka’s (2007: 6) conclusion that ‘multiculturalism has become
deeply embedded in the legislation, jurisprudence, and institutions of
many Western countries and indeed their very self image’. It is not
difficult to find evidence of the continuing presence of this Swann
sensibility, even from a Home Secretary not known for his sympa-
thy toward the promotion of ethnic minority cultural differences. In
summer 2001 civil unrest and ‘rioting’ took place in some northern
towns with sizeable Muslim communities. Home Secretary David
Blunkett (2001: 3) announced that ‘one of this government’s central
aims is to achieve a society that celebrates its ethnic diversity and cul-
tural richness; where there is respect for all, regardless of race, colour
or creed’. In the same statement he gave notice of Home Office-
funded teams which would review all relevant community issues. But
such multicultural sensibility was lacking in a contemporaneous local
report from Bradford which set the pattern for official questioning of
multiculturalism. It emphasized that particular communities, widely
understood as Muslim ones, were self-segregating (Ouseley Report
2001). This purported tendency was also noted in another report as
the phenomenon of leading ‘parallel lives’ (Cantle 2001).

In our earlier article (Meer and Modood 2009) we concluded
that such developments could not accurately be called a ‘retreat’ of
multiculturalism. The revised multiculturalism of the 1990s that was
attempting to accommodate Muslim communities was critiqued in
two ways, each a reaction against emergent ethno-religious commu-
nitarianism. One emphasized the importance of commonality, cohe-
sion and integration. The other was alive to fluidity, multiplicity and
hybridity, especially in relation to expressive culture, entertainment
and consumption. We suggested that ‘it is better to see these newly
asserted emphases and the interaction between these three positions,
as a re-balancing of multiculturalism rather than its erasure’ (Meer
and Modood 2009: 490).

Immigration, integration and security

A key piece of legislation in the Blair period was the 2002
Nationality, Immigration and Asylum Act, which mandated tests
for applicants seeking British citizenship requiring them to show ‘a
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sufficient knowledge of English, Welsh or Scottish Gaelic’ and also
‘a sufficient knowledge about life in the United Kingdom’ (Jacobs
and Rea 2007). Immigrants seeking to settle in the UK (applying for
an ‘indefinite leave to remain’) were also required to pass the test. If
they did not have sufficient knowledge of English, applicants were
required to attend English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL)
and citizenship classes. In explanatory documents, the Home Office
has stressed that the tests aim at ‘integration’, but without this term
meaning ‘complete assimilation’ (Home Office 2004: 14).

The Immigration, Asylum and Nationality Act 2006 provided
the springboard to a post-Blair migration and integration strategy
adopted by Prime Minister Brown and Home Secretary Jacqui Smith
in 2008. For the Labour leader (Brown 2008), becoming a British
citizen should not just be a matter of the applicant’s choice but ought
to reflect their entry into a contract whereby they accept the respon-
sibilities of becoming British and thus ‘earn’ the right to citizenship.
Accordingly, a status of ‘probationary citizenship’ was created as a
pathway from temporary immigration status to either naturalization
or the right to abode. The length of probation was elastic:

Crucially, the length of this period could be reduced by two years in cases
where a person demonstrated that they were contributing to the commu-
nity through ‘active citizenship’. This could be achieved through ‘formal
volunteering’ or ‘civic activism’. The idea of taking this further and
developing a points based system of citizenship was put forward in 2009.
This included the prospect of ‘deducting points or applying penalties for
not integrating into the British way of life, for criminal or anti-social
behaviour, or in circumstances where an active disregard for UK values is
demonstrated’. (Choudury 2011: 124)

A study of the new selectivity under the managed migration points
system (McGhee 2009: 52) reduced more than eighty possible work
and study routes to obtaining permission to remain into five main
‘tiers’:

e tier 1: highly skilled, e.g. scientists or entrepreneurs;

e tier 2: skilled workers with a job offer, e.g. nurses, teachers,
engineers;

e tier 3: low-skilled workers filling specific temporary labour
shortages, e.g. construction workers for a particular project;

e tier 4: students;

e tier 5: youth mobility and temporary workers, e.g. working
holidaymakers or musicians coming to perform.
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The Cameron-led coalition government announced its intention to
narrow these tiers further, mainly by eliminating tier 3 (Green 2012).
More significantly, however, and perhaps as evidence of an emerging
guest worker approach for new non-European Economic Area (EEA)
migrants, the Home Secretary indicated her intention to break the
link for the first time between migration and settlement, by taking
away the right to remain in Britain for more than five years from any
migrant worker earning less than £35,000 a year (Home Office 2012;
Travis 2012).

In addition, compared to earlier periods when slippage between
initially implicit integration and security agendas was discernible,
these agendas now are more explicitly coupled. Indeed, a striking
development — one that could not have been anticipated by propo-
nents of multiculturalism in the 1990s — has been how the assem-
blage of citizenship strategies has been reorganized to give a central
role to counterterrorism strategies.

Multiculturalism and securitization: ‘Preventing Extremism
Together’

The Labour governments (1997-2010) responded to the London
transport attacks and to several aborted bombings blamed on a ‘lead-
erless Jihad’ (Sageman 2008) by devising a strategy under the banner
‘Preventing Extremism Together’ (PET). Seven working groups were
convened that comprised representatives of Muslim communities: (1)
engaging with young people; (2) providing a full range of educational
services that met the needs of the Muslim community; (3) engaging
with Muslim women; (4) supporting regional and local initiatives
and community actions; (5) facilitating Imam training and accredita-
tion and enhancing the role of Mosques as a resource for the whole
community; (6) ensuring security and combating Islamophobia by
protecting Muslims from extremism and building community confi-
dence in policing; and (7) tackling extremism and radicalization.

Initiated by the Home Office, this PET strategy was subse-
quently transferred to the Department for Communities and Local
Government. The seven working groups devised a series of proposals
to develop ‘practical means’ of tackling violent extremism. Sixty-
four recommendations were put forward in a report published in
November 2005; particular emphasis was given to three recommen-
dations that would serve as central planks in government strategies
on preventing violent extremism.
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The first was to be the development of a ‘Scholars Roadshow’
coordinated by British Muslim organizations to facilitate ‘influential
mainstream’ Muslim thinkers to address audiences of young British
Muslims. The rationale was that these speakers would undermine
extremists’ justification for terrorism by denouncing it as un-Islamic.
This would ‘counter the ideological and theological underpinnings of
the terrorist narrative’ (Foreign and Commonwealth Office).

A second proposed plank focused on the creation of Muslim
forums against extremism and Islamophobia. These were to be led by
key individuals and would bring together members of local Muslim
communities, law enforcement and public service agencies to discuss
how to tackle extremism and Islamophobia in their area.

The third and perhaps most substantive recommendation in terms
of structural capacity building within British Muslim communities
was the formation of a Mosques and Imams National Advisory
Board (MINAB). To this end, a steering group of Muslim leaders
undertook extensive national consultation on matters such as the
accreditation of imams, better governance of mosques and interfaith
activity. Alongside this professional development programme or
‘upskilling’” of imams and mosque officials, recommendations were
also made for a national campaign and coalition to increase the vis-
ibility of Muslim women, and to empower and equip them in the
course of becoming ‘active citizens’.

Preventing Extremism Together inevitably included security-
related work. It was criticized for a variety of reasons ‘ranging from
targeting the wrong people to stigmatizing Muslim communities
by treating them all as potential terrorists’ (Bartlett and Birdwell
2010: 8). Two recurring issues were that, first, intelligence agencies
were using the softer cohesion aspects of PET ‘to spy and illicitly
collect intelligence, which has dramatically harmed the programme
as a whole’ (ibid.: 8). Second, PET was oriented to address wider
social policy within Muslim communities, implying that this policy
was only valuable because it contributed to counter-terrorism. This
criticism was substantiated by the fact that PET funding was directly
linked to the size of the Muslim population in a local authority, not
on the basis of known risk.

It is not surprising that a strategy premised upon entering, and
to some extent reformulating, the life worlds of British Muslim
communities has been the subject of critical debate in the study of
ethnic relations generally (Spalek and Imoual 2007; Lambert 2008;
McGhee 2009). This is not a fortuitous development: after the
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London bombings the Home Office signalled that it would estab-
lish a Commission on Integration and Cohesion (COIC 2007) ‘to
advise on how, consistent with their own religion and culture, there
is better integration of those parts of the community inadequately
integrated’.’?

The incorporation of faith-based groups into the practices and
models of representation, stakeholders and advocacy is a relatively
novel approach (DeHanas et al. 2010). It may be part of the emer-
gence of a multicultural ‘municipal drift’ described earlier (Meer and
Modood 2009). In constituting part of the broad counter-terrorism
strategy, PET appears to be simultaneously subject to two broader
dynamics comprising:

[first] the implementation of anti-terrorist laws that can be used dispro-
portionately against Muslims leading to the potential for their increased
surveillance and control and thereby serving to reduce Muslims’ trust of
state institutions, while [second] at the same time pursuing approaches
that acknowledge, and stress the importance of, the involvement of
British . . . Muslim communities in helping to combat extremism. (Spalek
and Imoual 2007: 191)

Indeed, Spalek and Imoual frame these dynamics relationally in terms
of ‘harder’ and ‘softer’ strategies of engagement; the former may be
understood as consisting of various means of surveillance, policing
and intelligence gathering, the latter as including dialogue, participa-
tion and community feedback between Muslim communities, state
agencies and voluntary organizations in a way that increases trust
in ‘the battle for hearts and minds’. The PET strategy also sought to
extend to Muslims long-established equality traditions historically
orientated towards ethnic and racial minorities:

we must make the most of the links with wider community work to reduce
inequalities, tackle racism and other forms of extremism (e.g. extreme far
right), build cohesion and empower communities |[. . .] Likewise, it is rec-
ognised that the arguments of violent extremists, which rely on creating a
‘them’ and an ‘us’, are less likely to find traction in cohesive communities.

(DCLG 2008: 6-7)

This was an extension of a recognition within government policies
and legislation of Muslim religious difference that has been mani-
fested in other ways, including measures against religious discrimina-
tion set out in the Equality Act 2006 and 2010. The tensions centre,
then, on the extent to which the prevailing British citizenship being
extended to Muslims — through social and community cohesion
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agendas — are twinned with or placed within the same register as
anti-/counter-terrorism strategies that import or rely upon certain
securitized ‘hard’ aspects of state—Muslim engagement.

The securitization and citizenship dyad of Muslims

The risk has always been that ‘active citizenship’ for Muslims will be
framed in terms of demonstrable counter-terrorism activities on their
part. The unstated assumption is that Muslim communities remain
the ‘locus of the issue of extremism’ (Spalek and Imoual 2007: 194).
While it may not be the case, as Fekete (2004: 25) has suggested, that
public policy engaging with Muslims amounts to being ‘tough on
mosques, tough on the causes of mosques’, it certainly is common to
find statements such as that made by former Communities Secretary
Ruth Kelly that it is a requirement for Muslim organizations to take
‘a proactive leadership role in tackling extremism and defending our
shared values’ (11 October 2006).

This role is now a stated policy ambition of the new PET strategy.
One finds in it the concern that insufficient attention has been paid
to whether organizations comprehensively subscribe to what are con-
sidered to be mainstream British values. As Home Secretary Theresa
May stated in her Foreword to the renewed Prevent strategy:

[W]e will respond to the ideological challenge of terrorism and the threat
from those who promote it. In doing so, we must be clear: the ideology
of extremism and terrorism is the problem; legitimate religious belief
emphatically is not. But we will not work with extremist organisations
that oppose our values of universal human rights, equality before the law,
democracy and full participation in our society. If organisations do not
accept these fundamental values, we will not work with them and we will
not fund them. (Home Office 2011: 1)

The new Prevent strategy takes a much more interventionist line on
the constellation of British Muslim politics, openly insisting that the
government will not fund organizations ‘that hold extremist views or
support terrorist-related activity of any kind’ (ibid. 35). The current
DCLG integration strategy explicitly asserts what was implicit
before, that ‘Prevent remains distinct from but linked to integration,
tackling non-violent extremism where it creates an environment
conducive to terrorism and popularizes ideas which are espoused by
terrorist groups’ (DCLG 2012: 16-17).

Few British Muslim organizations support violent activity in
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Britain, though many are committed to armed self-defence against
Israeli occupation of Palestine in ways that supporters of Israel inter-
pret as ‘terrorism’. Having British Muslims in mind, the Coalition
government has launched a ‘Near Neighbours’ strategy, a three-year
project that seeks to ‘bring people together in diverse communities,
helping them build relationships and collaborate to improve the
local community they live in’. The Prevent agenda, a policy that New
Labour pursued for a while but distanced itself from, remains the
Cameron government’s most significant investment in Muslim civil
society organizations. It is a policy that divides mainstream Muslim
organizations and, counterproductively, makes credible partners
unavailable to the government. This is clearly not without risks in
relation to effective community cooperation against terrorism, but
also in relation to the aspiration for a plausible integration.

Notes

1. The following sections revise and update Meer and Modood (2009). We
gratefully acknowledge Political Studies and Blackwell Publishers.

2. Interest disclosure: Modood too was involved in the CMEB report.

3. Outlined by Tony Blair himself; see the Prime Minister’s press con-
ference, 5 August 2005. Available at http://www.pm.gov.uk/output/
Page8041.asp
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Chapter Five
The Dutch Multicultural Myth

Peter Scholten

Introduction

The Dutch case has been widely considered an almost ideal-typical
example of multiculturalist policies. This applies both to national
and international literature as well as in public discourse in the
Netherlands. The so-called Dutch multicultural model has been
widely used as an example of how to develop immigrant integra-
tion policies in other European countries. The basic premise of
this national multicultural model is that the recognition and insti-
tutionalization of cultural pluralism is an important condition for
the emancipation and integration of immigrant groups into Dutch
society. Moreover, the multicultural model would match the very
specific Dutch history of pillarism (Lijphart 1976) that extended into
the 1950s and 1960s, when many facets of everyday social life in the
Netherlands were institutionalized in distinct Protestant, Catholic,
Socialist and Liberal pillars. In this respect, immigration meant that
the Dutch social structure of pillars for national minorities was
simply extended to incorporate ethnic minorities too.

Today this Dutch multicultural model is broadly disowned as
a failure in public as well as in political debate. Public intellectual
Paul Scheffer (2000) even refers to the Dutch multicultural ‘tragedy’.
Critics claim that, under the banner of benevolent multicultural-
ism, many integration problems have been ignored, such as urban
segregation, criminality, radicalization and alienation of significant
groups within Dutch society. Populist politicians who have risen
on the Dutch political stage since 2002 blame the multicultural-
ist beliefs of the past for the failure of immigrant integration in
the Netherlands. In the realm of social scientific research, too, the
Dutch multicultural model has become contested. Sociologists like
Koopmans and Statham, and Sniderman and Hagendoorn have
drawn attention to the discontents of Dutch multiculturalist policies
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(Sniderman and Hagendoorn 2007; Koopmans et al. 2005). In par-
ticular, the critique points to how the recognition of cultural groups
has reified ethno-cultural cleavages in society and contributed to the
alienation of these groups.

Others have contended that there has never really been a multi-
cultural model in the Netherlands, or at least that the role of multi-
culturalism in Dutch policies has been very limited (Duyvendak and
Scholten 2011). The era in which Dutch policies resembled the ideal-
typical multicultural model was confined largely to the 1980s; since
then, the Dutch have framed immigrant integration policies in very
different ways (see Scholten 2011). However, in spite of the assimi-
lationist turn in national policies, on the local level there are more
resilient practices in accommodating cultural differences, such as
coopting and cooperating with migrant organizations (Uitermark et
al. 2005). Rather than being driven by multiculturalist policy beliefs,
these local practices are derived more from policy routines and prag-
matic ways of coping with problems (see Poppelaars and Scholten
2008). Furthermore, the Dutch multicultural model remains vivid in
Dutch political and media discourse (Roggeband and Vliegenthart
2007), revealing it may serve as a counter-discourse against which
current policy developments are juxtaposed.

This chapter critically examines the Dutch multicultural model
that has become nationally and internationally famous — and infa-
mous. First of all, I locate the multicultural model in Dutch policies
as well as in public and academic discourse. Resisting the tendency
to construct Dutch policies ex-post as multiculturalist, the key objec-
tive is to pin down the specific elements of Dutch policies that are or
at least have been multiculturalist. Second, I deconstruct the Dutch
multicultural model by studying shifts in policy discourse, media
discourse and public attitudes. Finally, I assess the implications that
the rise and fall of multiculturalism has had, both for policies and for
actual integration trajectories.

The rise and fall of multiculturalism in the Netherlands

Let me begin by defining multiculturalism in the Netherlands. It
is important to distinguish between what can be labelled as multi-
culturalist based on an ideal type of multiculturalism derived from
the literature, and what is identified as multiculturalist in societal
discourses. Analyzing the latter is important for pinning down
multiculturalism as a mode of discourse in the Netherlands, but it
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does not resolve the extent to which there has actually been a Dutch
multicultural model. Therefore, I adopt an ideal type of multicul-
turalism deduced from the social scientific literature, focusing in
particular on: (1) how ideal-type multiculturalism names and frames
immigrant integration; (2) how it socially constructs the involved
target groups; (3) what causal theory it assumes or communicates
to explain integration problems; and (4) what normative perspective
it employs for interpreting the implications of migration for society
at large (Scholten 2011). Subsequently, I confront this ideal type
with evidence from Dutch policy discourses over the past decades
to establish what elements of Dutch policies have actually been
multiculturalist.

As an ideal type, multiculturalism is generally posited as the oppo-
site of assimilationism, as it stresses cultural pluralism and a more
culturally neutral, open form of citizenship (Koopmans and Statham
2000). However, an important point of convergence between assimi-
lationism and multiculturalism lies in their focus on the nation state.
In multiculturalist theory, the nation state is redefined in terms of
the recognition of being a multiculturalist state (Vertovec 2001).
Multiculturalism describes immigrant integration in terms of cul-
tural diversity and the need for emancipation of groups of varying
cultural backgrounds. Where adaptation involves finding common-
alities between individuals in society, multiculturalism searches for
compatibilities between groups and for tolerance of those facets of
social life that groups do not have in common. Groups are socially
constructed based on their cultural, ethnic, religious or racial traits,
to name a few.

Political theorists Kymlicka (1995) and Parekh (2002) have
argued that accommodation of cultural differences between groups
may even require the diversification of social and political rights for
distinct groups. The causal theory underlying multiculturalist think-
ing is that the only way to accommodate cultural pluralism is to
recognize cultural diversity and to differentiate policies for particular
cultural groups (Taylor and Guttman 1992). As an example, group-
specific policies have to be developed in various spheres, including
general policy spheres such as education and labour. Finally, multi-
culturalism contains a normative perspective that cultural diversity
is a value in itself — a facet of the ongoing process of modernization
— and that government interference with cultures should be limited
(that is, tolerance should be the rule) as it will determine the identities
of members of cultural groups.
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The rise of multiculturalism in the 1970s and 1980s

Until well into the 1970s, a firm belief that the Netherlands was not
and should not be a country of immigration voided the need for an
immigrant integration policy.! The migration that had taken place
in the 1960s and 1970s was seen as an inadvertent consequence of
economic and political developments, and most immigrants were
expected to eventually return to their home countries. Policies devel-
oped in this period rarely corresponded to what has been described
as a differentialist model (Koopmans and Statham 2005). So-called
‘two-track’ policies were developed: they implied that although
migrants were to be active in the socio-economic sphere, in other
respects they were to be differentiated from Dutch society. This
approach was manifest in policy and political discourse, summarized
in the slogan ‘integration with retention of identity’ (integratie met
behoud van eigen identiteit).

Initially, this slogan referred only to the social and economic inte-
gration of migrants during their stay in the Netherlands. Migrant
groups were not ‘named and framed’ as a single category but
described in terms of their different foreign origins — Surinamese,
Antilleans, Moluccans, foreign workers. Emphasis was placed on
the fact that they were not from the Netherlands. A key premise of
this policy was that policies aimed at permanent integration could
hamper return to the home countries: to facilitate return migration,
migrants would have to be able to preserve as well as possible their
cultural identities and internal group structures.

This differentialist image of migrants’ position in Dutch society
started to change in the late 1970s. A series of developments had
occurred that challenged the prevailing policy beliefs: the oil crises
of the 1970s that brought labour recruitment to a halt; the decolo-
nization of Surinam in 1975 that caused large immigration flows;
ethnic riots in Rotterdam and Schiedeman in 1972 and 1976; and
a series of terrorist acts carried out during the 1970s by Moluccan
migrants. Simultaneously, the emergence of several anti-immigrant
parties in city councils in the early 1970s caused great concern. In
response to these developments, various actors claimed a growing
‘tension between norm and fact’, of being or not being a country of
immigration (Entzinger 1975). These developments revealed what
can happen if government does not actively support the integration
of immigrants who intend to settle permanently.

The first official immigrant integration policy in the Netherlands
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was developed in the early 1980s with the draft Minorities
Memorandum in 1981 and its final version in 1983. This new policy
was based on the ‘assumption that ethnic minorities will remain
permanently in the Netherlands [. . .] thereby distancing itself from
the idea that their presence would have been of temporary order’. ?
Migrants were also ‘named and framed’ as permanent settlers, or as
‘cultural’ or ‘ethnic minorities’ within Dutch society.

Assimilationism and differentialism as policies to manage diver-
sity were explicitly rejected.® Assimilationism would be at odds
with the freedom of minorities to experience their own cultures,
and differentialism would have served as an excuse for government
not to create a policy on integration. This Ethnic Minorities Policy
was a mixture of elements that match the multiculturalist ideal-type,
together with elements from a more liberal-egalitarianist (or ‘univer-
salist’) approach. On the one hand, policy discourse stressed ‘mutual
adaptation’ in the context of the Netherlands as a ‘multi-ethnic’
or ‘multicultural’ society.* On the other, this mutual adaptation
not only involved social-cultural emancipation of minorities and
measures to combat discrimination, but also enhanced the socio-
economic participation of members of minorities. The mixture also
reflected combining group and individualistic features in the official
policy aim: ‘to achieve a society in which the members of minority
groups that reside in the Netherlands can, each individually as well
as group-wise, enjoy an equal position and full opportunities for
development’.’

The strong focus on ‘ethnic minorities’ in all policy documents
since 1979 represents a more multiculturalist trait of the Ethnic
Minorities Policy. Migrant groups were no longer categorized
according to foreign origin but as permanent populations within
Dutch society. The notion of ethnic minorities also introduced a
common frame of reference for the migrant groups that had thus
far been treated separately. Government, however, did not provide
a definition of ‘ethnic minorities’ but instead selected a number
of ‘minorities’ for which it felt a special and historic responsibil-
ity: Moluccans, Surinamese, Antilleans, foreign workers, gypsies,
caravan dwellers and refugees.

A central premise of the Ethnic Minorities Policy was that social-
cultural emancipation of minority groups would also favour socio-
economic participation of individual members of these groups.
For instance, it was believed that by maintaining group-specific
facilities for Immigrant Minority Language and Culture classes, the
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social-cultural emancipation of these groups could be furthered,
expanding individual participation. Mother-tongue learning, accord-
ing to this logic, would support identity development amongst
minorities and would as such contribute to multicultural richness. In
addition, the democratic voice of migrants would be strengthened by
developing consultative structures between the national government
and immigrant self-organizations. Thus, liberal-egalitarian features
emerge in this emphasis on the accessibility of institutions and on
proportionality governing socio-economic participation.

Finally, the Ethnic Minorities Policy expressed the vision that
Dutch society at large had become a multi-ethnic or multicultural
society, even though the word ‘multicultural’ is only used a few times
in the 1983 Minorities Memorandum. This did not, however, involve
strong cultural relativism; the slogan ‘integration with retention of
identity’ was now abandoned, at least in official policy discourse, in
favour of a more dynamic conception of immigrant cultures. This
shift was also manifest in the stress on mutual adaptation. Because of
the asymmetrical relationship between minorities and the majority,
the integration of minorities would inevitably require some degree
of adaptation to Dutch society. This followed ‘When the values
and norms that minorities embrace in their culture of origin clash
with the established norms of our own plural society, considered
fundamental to Dutch society’.®

The liberal turn in Dutch immigrant integration policies

Rarely recognized by contemporary Dutch politicians is the fact that
the Ethnic Minorities Policy of the 1980s changed substantively long
before 2001. Already in the late 1980s, the Dutch government began
to express concerns about progress in integration, especially in mate-
rial domains such as housing, education and labour.” A government-
commissioned report by the Scientific Council for Government Policy
(WRR 1989) called for a more socially, economically and individu-
ally focused policy approach. It argued that ‘the institutionalization
of ethnic pluralism must not be regarded as an independent policy
objective’ (ibid.: 61), and that labelling migrant groups in terms of
an accumulation of socio-economic deprivation and social-cultural
differences would have made minorities too dependent on the state
(ibid.: 9).

Furthermore, in 1991-2 the climate changed significantly when
the issue of immigrant integration emerged on the political agenda.
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The leader of the main opposition party in this period, Frits
Bolkestein of the Liberal Party, triggered a first broad national debate
in politics and the media when he called for a stricter and more ‘cou-
rageous’ approach toward immigrant integration that would have
to be founded on the basic principles of a liberal society, such as
the separation of church and state, freedom of expression, tolerance
and non-discrimination.? It is here, according to Bolkestein, that ‘the
multicultural society meets its limits, that is, when above-mentioned
political principles come into play’.’

An important policy shift took place in the years following
the 1989 WRR report and the 1991 National Minorities Debate.
This involved an important change in policy discourse from the
‘Minorities Policy’ to the ‘Integration Policy’, and the emergence
of the ‘citizenship’ concept. The focus on integration instead of
emancipation (Fermin 1997: 211) had put immigrant integration
into the framework of participation in central societal institutions
(education, labour, welfare state, politics). Instead of group eman-
cipation, individual immigrants now became the unit of integration
into Dutch society. This more liberal-egalitarianist (or universal-
ist) character of the Integration Policy is best illustrated by the
social categorization of migrants as ‘citizens’. The ‘primary goal’
was formulated as ‘real active citizenship of persons from ethnic
minorities’.!® This means that the rights as well as the duties of
members of minorities became more central as they were reframed
as citizens.

The view of the Netherlands as a multi-ethnic or multicultural
society now moved into the background. Government no longer
regarded the active promotion of such a society as integral to
public policy. This perspective was articulated in terms of ‘the
changing role of the government’, and recognition that ‘more
parties than just government are responsible for the dilemmas
of the multicultural society’.!" Instead, government policy was to
be restricted to the sphere of socio-economic participation, also
because of rising concerns about the viability of the welfare state
given the scale of immigration. ‘A deteriorated economic climate
and the permanent immigration of new immigrants and too little
attention for the problems of native citizens in a position of
socio-economic deprivation has made mutual adaptation and the

support for an integration policy less obvious’.!?
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The assimilationist turn in Dutch policies

The focus of government policy shifted significantly once more with
the turn of the millennium. In 2000, a second national minorities
debate emerged — the so-called Scheffer debate — which focused
attention on an alleged ‘multicultural tragedy’. A series of events
widely discussed in Dutch politics and the media drew further atten-
tion to the supposed ‘clash of civilizations’. This included violence
that involved immigrants, as well as moral events that focused atten-
tion on the dilemmas of cultural and religious diversity: imams made
radical statements about homosexuals, or refused to cooperate with
the female Minister for Integration. Especially path-breaking was
‘the long year of 2002’ when the populist politician Pim Fortuyn
made immigrant integration the centre of public and political atten-
tion. He called for ‘zero-immigration’ as the Netherlands was “full’,
and called for a ‘cold war against Islam’, dismissing Islam as ‘an
idiotic culture’.!® While campaigning in the 2002 parliamentary elec-
tions, Fortuyn was assassinated by an animal rights activist on the
very day that polls indicated his party would come out first in the
elections.

The ‘long year of 2002’ set the stage for a third turning point in
Dutch immigrant integration policies. In 2003 a parliamentary inves-
tigative committee was established to examine why the integration
policy had been so unsuccessful.!* In addition, the centre-right gov-
ernments from 2002 on carried through strong political leadership
in the domain of immigrant integration. In particular the Minister of
Immigration and Integration from 2002 to 2007, Rita Verdonk, was
a key policy entrepreneur for a more assimilationist policy approach.
In one of her first policy memoranda, Minister Verdonk described
the contours of a so-called ‘Integration Policy New Style’.!> Whereas
the Integration Policy had focused primarily on socio-economic par-
ticipation, the emphasis now shifted towards the social and cultural
distance between migrants and Dutch society.!®

In order to support ‘the continuity of society’, concern was
directed at bridging differences rather than ‘the cultivation of their
own cultural identities’. Cultural differences were now framed as
problematic cultural distances.!” It was argued that ‘too large a pro-
portion of minority groups live at too great a distance from Dutch
society’. In this context, the goal became to ‘diminish the distance
between minorities and the native population in social, cultural and
economic respects’.
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Under this new policy, all newcomers as well as long-term resi-
dent migrants — so-called ‘oldcomers’ — were to be target groups of
the integration policy. All newcomers were obliged to follow ‘civic
integration programmes’ after their arrival in the Netherlands.
Citizenship remained the primary means for categorizing minori-
ties, but the focus shifted from ‘active’ citizenship to ‘common’ or
‘shared’ citizenship, with a more assimilationist meaning. Common
citizenship involves a sort of citizenship based on common values
and norms; it involves ‘speaking Dutch and complying with basic
Dutch norms, [such as] doing your best to support yourself and
observing laws and regulations’. It brings with it a willingness to
‘take care of the social environment, respect the physical integrity
of others, including within marriage, accept everyone’s right to
express their opinion, accept the sexual preferences of others and
the equality of man and woman’. Also, it retains some of its liberal-
egalitarian premises that citizens are individually responsible for
their participation in society.

Rather than social-cultural emancipation being a condition for
socio-economic participation (as in the Minorities Policy) or socio-
economic participation being a condition for social-cultural emanci-
pation (as in the Integration Policy), the new causal story was that
social-cultural differences could form an obstacle to socio-economic
participation. Diminishing the social and cultural distance between
migrants and natives would support the participation of migrants in
society and would eliminate problems such as criminality and rising
social tensions in neighbourhoods with high concentrations of immi-
grants. Just as with the Integration Policy, the individual migrant
remained the main unit of analysis. Much would depend on the
efforts made by immigrants themselves.!®

This ‘assimilationist turn’ in Dutch integration policies seemed
to be on its way back with the new government coming to power in
2006. Rather than ‘Integration Policy New Style’, immigrant integra-
tion now became connected to Urban Policy and Neighbourhood
Policies, that is, removed from the more symbolic facets of national
integration policies and issues of national identity. However, the
centre-right coalition led by Prime Minister Rutte that came to power
in 2010 returned discursively to the ideas of assimilation, national
unity and ‘Dutchness’. It did not actually pursue corresponding poli-
cies in these areas, predictably given the political composition of this
coalition (with key support for it extended by the anti-immigrant
Freedom Party).
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Indeed, this government seemed reticent to pursue integration
policies and preferred to focus on limiting immigration. For instance,
pre- and post-admission integration tests now create a nexus between
migration and integration, and integration into society is primarily
considered the individual responsibility of migrants. In short, gov-
ernment policies seem to have drifted further away from a multicul-
tural ‘model” with which Dutch policies have been and sometimes
continue to be associated.

Accordingly, this analysis of Dutch policy discourse reveals that
rather than there being one Dutch multicultural model, Dutch
integration policies have been characterized by the rise and fall of
various ‘models’. They are characterized by strong discontinuity over
the past four decades (see the summary in Figure 5.1); at least once
every decade or so, a new policy ‘model’ has emerged while another
one is declared a ‘failure.” Furthermore, this discontinuity also seems
to involve strong inconsistencies in policies conducted in various
periods, especially on the social-cultural dimension (see Figure 5.1;
also Duyvendak and Scholten 2011). Whereas the Ethnic Minorities
Policy of the 1980s clearly assumed a positive relationship between
socio-cultural emancipation and integration, this relationship is now-
adays framed more negatively. Under Integration Policy New Style,
socio-cultural distinctiveness is assumed to be primarily an obstacle
to integration.

Deconstructing the Dutch multicultural model

Policy is not the only sphere in which multiculturalism can be situ-
ated. This section looks at multiculturalism in several other spheres,
including political and media discourses (which are distinguishable
from formal policy discourses), academic discourses and actual
everyday policy practices in which formal policies are often not only
implemented but also tend to be translated to a ‘street-bureaucrat’
level.

THE MULTICULTURAL MODEL AS A COUNTER-DISCOURSE IN MEDIA
AND POLITICS

The image of a Dutch multicultural model appears to have been
most persistent in political and media discourses. Though the Ethnic
Minorities Policy of the 1980s contained many elements that resem-
bled the multiculturalist ideal type as deduced from the migration
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literature, in formal policy documents little reference was made to
‘multiculturalism’. In contrast, political and media discourses used
the concept of ‘multiculturalism’ more frequently. It seems that the
image of Dutch multiculturalism originates more from these broader
public discourses than from actual policy discourses.

Why did this image remain so powerful even after multicultural-
ism was largely removed from formal policies? An important factor
was the role of the Dutch multicultural model as a counter-discourse.
Counter-discourses can play an important role in the formation of
discursive coalitions by articulating a new mode of discourse. Such
counter-discourse then involves a definition (often ex-post) of a spe-
cific problem area, or a specific policy approach, that must convince
actors not to adopt that definition or approach.

Focusing on the early 1990s, Dutch social scientist Baukje Prins
(1997) observed how the multiculturalist elements of Dutch poli-
cies were over-emphasized in order to signal the need for a different
approach (and tone) toward immigrant integration. In that period,
a different ‘tone’ was set in discourses on immigrant integration,
not just with studies like the 1989 WRR report but also in political
discourse making up the first National Minorities Debate in 1991
and 1992. It was triggered by public statements from opposition
leader Frederik Bolkestein who was sceptical about the relationship
between Islam and integration. He described the rise of a new mode
of discourse, which he defined as ‘new realism’. New realist dis-
courses sought to address immigrant integration problems ‘head on’,
and called upon immigrants to live up to their civic responsibilities.

This new realist discourse established multiculturalism as a
counter-discourse, for instance by associating multiculturalism with
political correctness, taboos and being ‘too soft’ on migrants. This
discourse played an important role in the policy shift from the Ethnic
Minorities Policy to the (more liberal-egalitarian) Integration Policy
of the 1990s. However, the discourse of a Dutch multicultural model
persisted well beyond the early 1990s. Indeed, a defining moment
ushering in more recent policy changes was the second national
minorities debate triggered in 2000 by Paul Scheffer’s article enti-
tled “The Multicultural Tragedy’. In this article, the author referred
to Dutch multicultural policies as being responsible for the failure
to address pressing integration problems, such as weakening cohe-
sion, an eroding sense of national belonging and criminality. He
constructed an image of a ‘multicultural house of cards’ that would
now be collapsing. Populist politicians like Fortuyn and Wilders also
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depicted Dutch policies as being too multiculturalist. Wilders coined
the term ‘multiculti-nonsense’, and sought to pin the multicultural
label on his opponents.

A key argument used by the critics of multiculturalism has been
that under its banner the ‘voice on the street’ has been ignored.
Immigrant integration became a powerful issue for populist politi-
cians to use against the established political elite: it came to symbol-
ize the technocratic and elitist character of the consensual Dutch type
of policymaking.

In response to the steady rise in support for these populist parties
in national elections since 2002, the incumbent government’s immi-
grant integration policies became more responsive to public opinion.
Duyvendak et al. (2004: 201) cited an emergent ‘articulation logic’ in
Dutch politics: politics was engaged in naming the problems and feel-
ings of society and articulating them so as to ensure that the ‘voice
on the street’ was taken seriously. Prins described this process as a
‘hyperrealism’ in which politics aims to eradicate taboos and speak
freely about problems of integration, but ‘in which the courage of
speaking freely about specific problems and solutions became simply
the courage to speak freely in itself’ (Prins 2002: 252). Hyperrealism
wished to replace the old ‘political correctness’ with a new political
correctness where ‘saying something positive about the integra-
tion of immigrants would be naive and would mean ignoring the
problems’.?

Political and media discourses on immigrant integration have,
therefore, been characterized by multiplicity. Beyond the dominant
discourse or ‘model’ of the 1980s, there are now various discourses
competing for political and media attention. Dutch mass com-
munications scholar Rens Vliegenthart has delved deeper into this
multiplicity of frames, in the spheres of both media and politics
(Vliegenthart 2007; see also Roggeband and Vliegenthart 2007). His
analysis shows that already in the 1990s, the multicultural frame was
just one among several, including one that stressed emancipation of
migrants (in particular migrant women); another that underscored
the need for limiting migration; a frame that viewed migrants as
victims; and one that focused primarily on Islam as a threat to Dutch
society (ibid.: 13).

It is noteworthy that in media debates, the ‘Islam as a threat’
frame came into use much earlier than it did in parliamentary debate
(ibid.: 21). Roggeband and Vliegenthart explained this delayed effect
by pointing to the formation of more centre-right governments after
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2002 (though one was briefly in coalition with the Labour party,
which maintained a silence on issues relating to immigrant integra-
tion) (ibid.: 14). Also remarkable is that the multiculturalist frame
today appears more frequently in both parliamentary and media
debates than it did a decade ago. This lends support to the thesis that
the multicultural ‘model‘ of integration is becoming more important
as a counter-discourse against which new policy developments are to
be juxtaposed.

THE MULTICULTURAL MODEL IN ACADEMIC DISCOURSE

The idea of a Dutch multicultural model has also persisted in aca-
demic discourse. Especially in the 1970s and 1980s, social scien-
tists played a key role in formulating the Ethnic Minorities Policy.
Rath (2001) described the strong technocratic symbiosis on the
national level between researchers and policymakers. When minor-
ity policy was challenged in the late 1980s and early 1990s, estab-
lished researchers, particularly from the strategically positioned
Advisory Committee on Minorities Research (ACOM), denounced
such challenges as unscientific and potentially damaging to migrants.

However, as with political discourses, the idea of a Dutch mul-
ticultural model persisted well beyond this period. For example, a
study by Sniderman and Hagendoorn (2007), When Ways of Life
Collide: Multiculturalism and its Discontents in the Netherlands, still
described the Dutch approach in terms of a multiculturalist model.
The authors argued that the labelling of collective identities inad-
vertently deepened social-cultural cleavages in society. In addition,
they rooted the Dutch approach in the history of pillarization: “The
Netherlands has always been a country of minorities thanks to the
power of religion to divide as well as unite’ (2007: 13). This pillarist
legacy was tenacious because the ‘collective trauma of World War
IT where the Dutch failed to resist the massive deportation of Jews
would have contributed to the fact that immigrant minorities have
been seen in the light of the Holocaust [. . .] or that critical views of
immigrants are labelled racist and xenophobic’. Accordingly, well
after the demise of multiculturalism in formal policy discourses,
academics still invoked it, often to blame multiculturalist policies
for the alleged failure of immigrant integration in the Netherlands.
Dutch sociologist Ruud Koopmans (2006: 5) also drew attention
to the discontents of multiculturalism in the Netherlands. He too
directly linked Dutch multiculturalism to pillarism and argued
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that pillarist policies were unsuitable for application to immigrant
integration.

These scholars assumed a direct link between pillarism, Ethnic
Minorities Policies and integration policies. However, Maussen
(2009) and Duyvendak and Scholten (2011) inter alia have called
into question the assumed direct link between minorities policies
and the history of pillarization. First of all, Dutch society had been
de-pillarizing in many sectors as early as the 1960s and particularly
in the 1970s. Pillarization was considered as belonging to the past.
Yet Dutch governments responded to the arrival of newcomers with
what Vink (2007) has called a ‘pillarization reflex’: Dutch policy
makers resorted to the traditional frame of pillarization for providing
meaning to the new issue of immigrant integration.

Others have contended that it was not so much integration policy
itself that was inspired by pillarization (Maussen 2009). Rather, it
was the influence of more generic institutions that were still to some
extent pillarized, such as the Dutch tradition of state-sponsored
special (religious) education, a pillarized broadcasting system and
a health service. Integration policy itself has never explicitly con-
structed minority groups as pillars. Minorities never achieved the
level of organization (and separation) that national minorities had
achieved in the early twentieth century. According to Rath et al.
(1999: 59): “in terms of institutional arrangements, there is no ques-
tion of an Islamic pillar in the Netherlands, or at least one that is in
any way comparable to the Roman Catholic or Protestant pillars in
the past’. Indeed, Duyvendak and Scholten (2009) have emphasized
how neither pillarization nor multiculturalism were ever embraced as
normative ideals; multiculturalist assertions refer only in a descriptive
way to an increase of diversity in society.

MULTICULTURAL PATH-DEPENDENCY IN POLICY PRACTICES

A final key argument found in Dutch debates on multiculturalism
today is that even though multiculturalism has been abandoned in
formal policies, it has survived in policy practices, especially at the
local level. Beyond the Dutch case, a thesis has emerged in migration
studies that local policies are generally more accommodative towards
ethnic differences and group-specific measures than national policies.
Local opportunity structures are more open for migrant groups than
national opportunity structures, for example, because policymak-
ing takes place primarily ‘behind closed doors’ (Guiraudon 1997),
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relatively insulated from broader (national) public and political
debates. It is also in greater proximity to local governments and local
migrant organizations.

Given the rise of assimilationist or citizenship-oriented (‘colour-
blind’) policies throughout Europe, De Zwart (2005) drew atten-
tion to replacement strategies on the local level. Traditional target
group constructions and group-specific policies that characterized
earlier (multiculturalist) policies are formally abandoned, but they
re-emerge in actual policy practices where the selection of formal
target groups is carried out through other means with the same result
— the same groups are targeted without being mentioned explicitly.
For instance, the shift in Dutch policies from integration policies to
urban or neighbourhood policies are interpreted as such replacement
policies since the selected neighbourhoods are generally populated
by the same target groups as before. Furthermore, various schol-
ars (Poppelaars and Scholten 2008; Vermeulen and Stotijn 2010;
Uitermark 2010) found that many local governments, in spite of their
formal colour-blind discourses, still tend to cooperate with migrant
organizations, often for pragmatic reasons.

Koopmans, therefore, referred to the strong tendency to path-
dependency in Dutch integration policies at the local level, as well
as to many change-resistant policy measures on the national level.
Although formal policy as well as public discourse appear to have
changed, Koopmans argued that in their actual way of dealing with
ethno-cultural diversity the Dutch have remained accommodative:
‘Outside the limited world of op-eds in highbrow newspapers, the
relation between Dutch society and its immigrants is still firmly
rooted in its tradition of pillarization’ (2007: 4). Indeed, there seem
to be many instances of pragmatic accommodation on the local
level in cities such as Amsterdam and Rotterdam. De Zwart and
Poppelaars (2007) found that Amsterdam’s city government as well
as many district governments continued to cooperate with migrant
organizations or to accommodate ethno-cultural differences for
various pragmatic reasons. For street-level bureaucrats, coopera-
tion with these groups was a primary way of staying in touch with
policy target groups, gaining information about them and eliciting
their assistance. Similarly, Vermeulen and Stotijn (2010) found that
local policies aimed at reducing unemployment amongst immigrant
youth still took the ethno-cultural factor into account in street-level
bureaucratic processes.

For Uitermark and his co-authors (2005), accordingly, whereas
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Amsterdam’s diversity policy was post-multiculturalist in seeking to
negate ethnic differences, paradoxically the ethnic factor continued
to play a central role in local political discourse. Social problems
such as criminality, radicalization, social isolation, lack of respect
for women’s rights and school dropout rates, are often directly
associated with specific migrant groups. Amsterdam alderman Rob
Oudkerk was unwittingly caught by a TV camera in 2002 com-
plaining he was fed up with the problems of kut-marokkaanen (a
difficult-to-translate insult to Moroccans along the lines of ‘damned
Moroccans’). Or, in response to migrant delinquency and ‘street-
terror’ linked to Moroccan youth, a Moroccan neighbourhood
fathers’ project was conceived under which Moroccan fathers would
patrol the streets to enforce control of Moroccan youngsters. The
city of Rotterdam has adopted more assimilationist policies which
are not directed at specific groups, but it does associate social prob-
lems with specific groups: ‘the colour is not the problem, but the
problem has a colour’ (Uitermark and Duyvendak 2008).

Such policies should not be mistaken for normatively driven mul-
ticulturalist policies. Instead, Poppelaars and Scholten (2008) argue,
based primarily on the Rotterdam case, that these measures are
meant to address concrete integration problems that local govern-
ments face. They are forms of coping with problems pragmatically,
especially by street-level bureaucrats, rather than instances of group
accommodation. In such pragmatic problem-coping practices, the
need to acquire information as well as cooperation from members of
immigrant groups played an important role, and adopting bureau-
cratic routines from past policies provide elaborate networks of
contacts with migrant organizations.

Conclusions: implications of the rise and fall of the Dutch
cultural model

This chapter has exposed the myth of the famous, or infamous,
Dutch multicultural model, in at least two different ways. First, it
has shown that Dutch policies have been dynamic and fluid over the
past four decades. Rather than being characterized by a singular,
consistent and coherent national multicultural model, a new policy
discourse has emerged about once in every decade. Some scholars
even question whether there has been a multicultural model at all.
Besides this national-level pattern, some experts have pointed at
resilient multiculturalist practices existing on the local level. Indeed,
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path-dependency seems to involve policy routines that, in spite of
formal policy changes on the national level, still persist in local
policy practices, in particular through the pragmatic accommodation
of ethnic differences and cooperation with migrant organizations.
These practices cannot simply be regarded as consequences of mul-
ticulturalist policy beliefs: instead of being normatively driven, they
are shaped more by routines and pragmatic concerns produced by
reaching out to relevant target groups.

The second mythic aspect of Dutch multiculturalism is exposed
by distinguishing multiculturalist discourse that has persisted over
the past decades (though increasingly the term ‘multiculturalism’
has become politically incorrect) from the multiculturalist counter-
discourse that is mobilized primarily by the critics and opponents
of multiculturalism. This counter-discourse is employed to juxta-
pose the new, more assimilationist policy discourse with the so-
called Dutch multicultural past or, as Scheffer put it, ‘multicultural
tragedy’. This multiculturalist counter-discourse seems primarily an
ex-post construction of Dutch policies. Perhaps more importantly,
counter-discourse may explain why the image of a single Dutch
multicultural model persists.

What are the implications of the rise and fall of multiculturalism
in the Netherlands, both for immigrant integration and for Dutch
politics and society? First, various scholars (Prins 2002: Entzinger
2010) have drawn attention to the performative effects of the
tougher tone on immigrant integration and of rejection of multi-
culturalism on the integration trajectories of individual migrants.
On the one hand, public attitudes toward the presence of migrants
in Dutch society have worsened since the turn of the millennium
(Gijsberts and Lubbers 2009: 284). Natives have become more nega-
tive towards the presence of migrants, in particular in social-cultural
and religious terms, and they feel more threatened by their presence.
On the other hand, migrants feel less accepted (ibid.: 285), and their
subjective perception of their degree of integration has also declined
(Entzinger 2010). The tough tone on immigrant integration seems to
have contributed to self-perceptions of less integration.

This performative effect has contributed to what has been
described as ‘the integration paradox’ (Entzinger 2010). The sub-
jective self-perception of degree of integration has been declining
even as, at the same time, integration has deepened on a number
of ‘objective’ indicators. Thus, Duyvendak et al. (2004) concluded
that the position of migrants improved significantly in the sphere
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of education, which is considered a strong predictor of successful
integration for this and subsequent generations. In terms of labour
market participation, language proficiency and housing, signs of
progress can be found. However, the culturalization of discourses on
immigrant integration, in terms of both multiculturalism and assimi-
lationism, has diverted attention away from indicators of integration
successes.

A second consequence of the changed status of Dutch multicul-
turalism lies in the important consequences it has had for develop-
ments in Dutch society and politics at large, especially after 9/11 and
major events in the Netherlands. The rise of the populist parties of
Pim Fortuyn and Geert Wilders reflected how immigrant integra-
tion had become one of the most salient political topics of the time.
Populists turned immigrant integration into a key symbol to evoke
not just anti-immigrant sentiments but also broader public resent-
ment against the technocratic and elitist policymaking style of Dutch
national politics. Immigrant integration policies became a symbol for
how the voice on the street had been ignored.

In response to the populist challenge, Dutch politicians have
developed an exceptionally broad consensus that a new approach
to immigrant integration is required. It reflects Duyvendak et al.’s
(2004) notion of the ‘articulation function’ of Dutch politics in which
the articulation of public sentiments concerning multiculturalism and
immigration plays a central role in government policymaking. Some
writers believe that the logic of immigrant integration policymaking
became increasingly divorced from the actual concerns and objec-
tive indicators of integration (Scholten 2011), or that immigrant
integration was increasingly transformed into an issue of symbolic
politics (Entzinger 2003). These arguments may explain the paradox
regarding why integration policies are broadly discarded as a failure
at the same time as many indicators are showing that integration is
progressing slowly but steadily.
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Chapter Six

Immigrant Integration and Multiculturalism
in Belgium

Marco Martiniello

Belgium’s immigration policy, together with the integration policies
of the units of the federal state, have been the subject of extensive aca-
demic research (Martiniello 1996). But the link between the process
of federalization and immigration/integration policy change has been
largely understudied. This chapter seeks to fill this gap. In contrast to
other cases examined in this book, Belgium’s federal structure was
itself a response to centrifugal forces that claimed subnational auton-
omy or even independence. It is therefore a federalism of disunion
and, to make matters more complex, Belgium is both a multinational
and a polyethnic state in Kymlicka’s (1995) terms. My focus will
be on the interconnection between new phases in the federalization
process and immigrant integration policies. I examine policies in three
key areas: immigration admission; their socio-economic, cultural,
political and civic integration; and access to citizenship.

The federal context

Théo Lefevre, a former Prime Minister, used to say that ‘Belgium is
a happy country composed of three oppressed minorities’ (Covell
1985). Since its creation in 1830, it has always been a divided
country in which national unity has been problematic. The opposi-
tion between the Flemings and the Walloons has been the principal
source of disunity. But there was also an implicit consensus between
the major political forces in the country to keep the Belgian unitary
state functioning. Institutional devices were constructed to control
centrifugal forces and even to produce what is usually called un
pacte a la belge. In summary, Belgium was ‘sufficiently concerned
with its potentiality for internal conflicts and with its intrinsic risk of
self-demolition to establish and maintain permanent pacts between
the various actors about social issues considered to be critical’
(Martiniello 1993: 251).
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Claims for autonomy have existed for a long time in both Flanders
and Wallonia. These led to the ‘linguistic laws’ of 1962 which
divided the country into two monolingual areas: a Flemish-speaking
zone in the north and a French-speaking counterpart in the south.
In the late 1960s other threats to the unitary state linked to the
Fleming-Walloon divide emerged, leading to constitutional amend-
ments in 1970 that initiated the protracted process of federalization
(Witte and Craeybeckx 1990). This ‘top-down’ acknowledgment
of regional and communitarian autonomies took more than twenty
years to be converted into further constitutional amendments.
Coincidentally, the federalization process began at the time that
the Belgian government decided to stop the recruitment of migrant
workers from abroad. In the early 1970s, consensus had developed
to apply a zero-immigration doctrine.

Belgium has been a federation since the adoption of the 1993 revi-
sion of the constitution. Article 1 states that Belgium is a federal state
composed of communities and regions. The federal state, the regions
and the communities are placed on the same footing. The federal
level is responsible for policy concerning all Belgian citizens inde-
pendently of any linguistic, cultural or territorial considerations. The
list of federal competences includes European Union policy, external
relations, defence, justice, finances, home affairs, social security and
parts of public health. The three regions — Wallonia, Flanders and the
Brussels-Capital Region — are socio-economic entities. In contrast,
the three communities — French-speaking, Flemish and German-
speaking — are linguistic and cultural entities. In Flanders, the region
and the community overlap perfectly and the distinction between the
Flemish region and the Flemish-speaking community is consequently
merely notional. Such isomorphism of region and community does
not exist in the south. At a local level, Belgium also comprises ten
provinces (five French-speaking and five Flemish-speaking) and 589
communes (cities and towns).

Four levels of power share responsibilities for immigration and
integration matters: the EU level (for immigration, asylum and anti-
discrimination policies); the federal, community and regional level;
the provinces; and the communes. Multi-level governance is not
always organized efficiently and recurring conflicts of competences
result from this complex structure.

Furthermore, nobody in Belgium believes that the federalization
process is complete. In Flanders, the process of nation-building is
well under way. For Flemish radical nationalists, the aim is to end
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the Belgian experience as soon as possible and attain independence
for Flanders. For moderate, or patient, Flemish nationalists, whilst
independence is the final goal, they favour a multiple-steps strategy
and advocate a reform of the state to ensure greater efficiency for all
the federated entities. On the francophone side, the refusal to engage
in further reform of the state was the dominant approach until 2010.
Since then, there has been a recognition of the need to delegate more
competences to the federated entities and consequently to reduce
the powers of the federal state. In Brussels, in turn, many citizens
feel treated like hostages by both the Flemings and the Walloons.
Immigration and the integration of migrants are discussed, therefore,
in the context of the formation of a new Belgian state or of new post-
Belgium states.

Belgium’s immigrant-origin population

Some time back it became clear that Belgium found itself in both a
migration and post-migration situation. On the one hand, the official
halt to new labour immigration decided by the Belgian government
in 1974 in response to growing unemployment in the wake of the
first oil crisis was in name only. In practice, various types of migra-
tion flows — labour migration, freedom of circulation of European
citizens, asylum seekers, family reunification, foreign students, and
so on — continued after that and have become increasingly diversi-
fied. Therefore, Belgium is an immigrant-receiving society even
though there is no proactive federal immigration policy. On the
other hand, the migration waves of the past have led to the settle-
ment of migrants and their descendants. For them, the migration
cycle is complete.

How can we characterize the migration patterns to Belgium over
the past decade? Contrary to what is often assumed, contemporary
immigration remains largely European. In 2007 62 per cent of new
immigrants came from EU member states (CECLCR and GéDap
2008: 25). France and the Netherlands are the top source countries
for migrants to Belgium. Poland and Romania have also become sig-
nificant source countries. Even though Morocco and Turkey remain
the most important countries of origin for new migrants to Belgium
through family reunification, diversification of origins is highlighted
by migrant flows from China and India (Martiniello et al. 2010:
41-91).

Historically, Wallonia represented the main region of immigration.
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Table 6.1 Number of work permits issued in the three Belgian
regions, 2000-6

Regions
Year Brussels Wallonia Flanders
2000 3,811 2,006 15,662
2001 3,956 2,092 16,313
2002 3,784 1,935 12,742
2003 11,765 6,308 17,450
2004 13,165 7,352 18,784
2005 12,044 7,416 20,337
2006 12,381 7,703 27,522

Source: GERME-ULB, in Martiniello et al. (2010), p. 89.

But contemporary migration flows affect primarily Flanders, then
Brussels and only then Wallonia (CECLCR 2010). The main reason
is that the economic situation of Flanders is better than that of
Wallonia. A secondary reason is that many highly qualified EU citi-
zens who work in Brussels choose to live in the green belt around
Brussels, which is largely part of the Flemish region. Striking differ-
ences appear in the regional profiles of immigration. For example,
Polish and Romanian immigration settlement is high in the Brussels
region, while Chinese and Indian immigration to Flanders occurs
on a larger scale (Mariniello et al. 2010). But even the economically
depressed parts of the Walloon region attract new, mostly non-
European migrants.

Generally, new migrants possess a higher level of formal education
compared to previous migrants: more than 30 per cent are educated
to university level. Some evidence also supports in part the thesis of
the feminization of migration. This is particularly true for migration
from Eastern European countries such as Ukraine or Russia and for
migration from certain Asian countries such as Thailand and the
Philippines (CECLCR and GéDap 2008: 50, 54).

Motives for immigrating to Belgium are complex. EU citizens
come mainly for well-paid work demanding highly qualified people.
Migrants who need a visa to enter Belgium are motivated by reasons
relating to family reunion and family formation. Table 6.1 provides
data on the total number of work permits delivered in the three
regions between 2000 and 2006. The difference between Flanders
and the other two regions is striking: the number of permits issued
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Table 6.2 Belgian and foreign populations by region, 2008

EU non-EU  Total Belgians  Total pop. % of
citizens  citizens  foreign foreigners
pop.
Belgium 658,589 312,859 971,448 9,695,418 10,666,866 9.1
Flanders 225,242 129,128 354,370 5,807,230 6,161,600 5.8

Wallonia 251,692 70,343 322,035 3,134,740 3,456,775 9.3
Brussels-Cap. 181,655 113,388 295,043 753,448 1,048,491 28.1

Source: Adapted from Registre National Calculus (2009), Direction Générale Statistique et
Information Economique (DG SIE), 2009, data compiled by Nathalie Perrin and Marco
Martiniello.

almost doubled over this short period, with Flanders consistently
accounting for as many as the greater Brussels Region and Wallonia
combined and, by 2006, considerably more than the other two
regions.

If the number of applications for work permits has steadily
increased since the beginning of the century, that of applications
for asylum has declined. The total number of applications for 2009
was 17,186, which represented 22,785 people (one application can
include several family members). This marked a dramatic fall of
more than 50 per cent from the peak year of 2000, when 42,691
applications subsuming 54,220 people were made (Fedasil 2010).
The pattern in Belgium is consistent with overall EU trends: asylum
seeking as a way of obtaining residence in Europe has become
less commonplace as EU rules and directives have become more
restrictive.

In 2008 the total foreign population in Belgium represented 9.1
per cent of the country’s total (see Table 6.2). In Flanders, the total
was nearly 6 per cent, although it reached 28 per cent in Brussels.
These data do not take into account people with a migrant back-
ground who have acquired Belgian citizenship. If we included the
latter, the percentage of the population with a migration background
would approach 40 per cent in Brussels. Europeans are better rep-
resented in Wallonia than in Flanders, whilst non-Europeans live in
greater numbers in Flanders than Wallonia. The regions of Belgium
have, in fact, rapidly become multicultural. Have they developed dif-
ferent ‘philosophies of integration’, to employ Adrian Favell’s (2001)
term?
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‘Philosophies’ of immigration integration in a
fragmented state

Two long-standing assumptions on immigration and integration
require re-evaluation (see Martiniello 1993). The first is that the
terms of debate on immigration and integration in each federal entity
of Belgium have been shaped by the dominant form of nationalist
discourse in it, which posits an ideal national society. The second is
that the politicization of immigration and multiculturalism has devel-
oped into an important dimension of the domestic conflict between
Flemish-speaking and French-speaking Belgians.

Already in the 1990s in Flanders, public discourse on a Flemish
Kulturnation in political life became dominant. It opposed multi-
culturalism and its defenders to monoculturalism and its partisans.
Other approaches became socially and politically marginalized. In
contrast, the predominance of a public discourse on a Staatnation
in Wallonia facilitated the imposition of a Walloon version of
assimilation and rendered other approaches irrelevant.

A definition of integration proposed in 1991 that still has currency
today was intentionally broad and general enough to accommodate
divergent approaches in the three regions. The Commissariat Royal
a la Politique des Immigrés (CRPI), later to become the Centre for
Equal Opportunities and Opposition to Racism, understood integra-
tion as a form of ‘insertion’. The main criteria are: (1) assimilation
where it is required; (2) acceptance of the fundamental social princi-
ples (‘modernity’, ‘emancipation’ and ‘pluralism’) of the host society;
and (3) unequivocal respect for cultural diversity as an opportunity
for reciprocal enrichment. The CRPI report concluded that “The host
society must offer opportunities for this integration, by promoting
the structural conditions for the participation of the migrants in the
goals and activities of society’ (Vranken and Martiniello 1992: 247).

According to Blommaert and Verschueren (1993: 49-63), two
Flemish researchers whose work was contested in Flanders in the
early 1990s and unknown in Wallonia, there was in Flanders ‘a col-
lective psyche profoundly troubled by the very idea of diversity in
society (linguistic or otherwise)’ (Blommaert and Verschueren 1991:
503). Thus, ethnic and cultural diversity was regarded as a problem.
Two major sides emerged to analyze and solve this problem of diver-
sity. Defenders of the cultural homogeneity of Flanders sought either
repatriation of immigrants or their total assimilation into Flemish
society. By contrast, a relatively ‘progressive’ side wished to promote
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a kind of multicultural society based on the rhetoric of tolerance
(Blommaert and Verschueren 1993). Assimilationist tendencies were
not completely absent from these ‘multicultural’ approaches, but
they nevertheless constituted an attempt to manage cultural diversity
and make it compatible with the collective psyche of homogeneism.
At the policy level, the Dutch approach to ethnic minorities was
seen as a model which, if applied to Belgium, could reduce the risks
of social and political disruptions posed by cultural diversity while
simultaneously supporting human rights and democracy.

In Wallonia, conditions were different. Consciousness of a history
of immigration and assimilation was more deeply ingrained. Since
the end of the nineteenth century, poor, low-skilled Flemish workers
had been recruited to work in the coalmines of rich Wallonia and,
later, in metallurgy. These Flemish immigrants were forced to assimi-
late (Quairiaux 1990). As a result, politicians ‘of Flemish descent” are
recognizable in the contemporary Walloon socialist movement which
still plays an important political role. These two features — a subjec-
tive history of assimilation and the salience of socialist rhetoric — help
explain the relative lack of attention paid to the cultural and ethnic
dimensions of immigration in Wallonia. As the Minister-President of
the Walloon Region put it in 1993:

There are far more foreigners here than in Flanders, and this situation
has never created any major problem: there is no discrimination, either
towards those who come from Italy, Portugal and from more distant
countries or towards those who come from Flanders. (Spitaels 1993)

Put bluntly, racism and ethnic problems were seen in official Walloon
rhetoric as Flemish problems. Such a perspective could only be
understood in the framework of the Belgian domestic ethnic conflict
between the Flemings and the Walloons. This also explains why the
emphasis was placed on social and economic issues in academic and
political circles. In academic discussions, an approach centred on
ethnicity was almost automatically rejected because it was seen to
be linked to racial theories of the nineteenth century. The very use
of ‘ethnic’ vocabulary was often condemned as politically dangerous
and scientifically invalid (Rea 1993).

Politically, any singling out of immigration and ethnic issues was
rejected — and with it specific policies for immigrants. Integration
policies were generally included in broader social policies aimed at
constructing equilibrium in the employment, housing and health
sectors, in this way following the French Republican model.
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The two contrasting ‘philosophies’ of integration developed in
a social context characterized by the wide acceptance of the zero-
immigration option. After the end of the 1990s, and particularly
after September 11th, anti-multiculturalist discourse became more
commonplace in Belgium as elsewhere in Europe. Greater attention
was paid to security issues, the struggle against irregular migration
and the presence of Muslims in the cities. Diversity was increasingly
problematized but a new version of an old discourse also started to
emerge: interculturalism.

Until the financial crash of 2008, Flanders was more open to new
labour migration on a temporary basis for economic reasons. Many
jobs were not filled in different sectors of the Flemish economy. Some
politicians called for the introduction of an autonomous Flemish
immigration policy. By contrast the Walloon economy suffered from
high levels of unemployment and the wisdom of recruiting migrant
workers from abroad was challenged.

In terms of ‘philosophies’ of integration, Flanders, like the
Netherlands at the end of the 1980s, made an assimilationist U-turn
and endorsed cultural homogeneity over deep cultural diversity.
Wallonia, like France, gradually opened up to limited cultural
diversity but often discussed it as ‘transitional interculturalism’: the
ultimate objective was that migrants would conform to the majority
culture and identity. In Brussels, diversity, not just superficial but
deep, was regarded as a structural component of the region; few here
defend a vision of a monocultural capital region. Indeed, it is increas-
ingly difficult to identify a majority to which newcomers should
conform. The urban region has become a multicultural, multiethnic,
multiracial and multifaith society in a more profound way than the
other regions of the country. How to combine this structural diver-
sity with enough unity is the question at the core of debates in the
city. In other words, the challenge is not to plan effective assimilation
while allowing for superficial diversity as in the other regions. It is
more about building a new multicultural Brussels citizenship based
on a shared local identification.

After the 2010 elections

How does this federally structured politics of difference affect immi-
gration and integration policies in an increasingly disunited state?
The 2010 legislative elections underlined the complexity of policy-
making of any kind in Belgium, and especially in an area as divisive
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as immigration. The results in Flanders were favourable to the
nationalist and independentist party (NVA), which led the field with
about 30 per cent of the vote. In Wallonia, the elections confirmed
the historical leadership of the francophone socialist party (PS). How
could a federal government be formed out of these disparate pieces?

Coalition building has always been a daunting exercise in a frag-
mented society such as Belgium. This time, the challenge was how
to form a coalition in which the key parties were so far apart. The
nationalist NVA’s political objective is the independence of Flanders.
In turn the PS acknowledged the importance of deep reforms to the
federal state but, until recently, its aim was to ensure the continu-
ity of the Belgian state. On social and economic issues the NVA’s
agenda was conservative whereas the PS had a social democratic
programme. The issue of the end of Belgium also formed part of dis-
cussions on a coalition government. It was prompted by the Flemish
nationalists’ call for complete autonomy in the making of immigra-
tion and integration policies. The very idea of negotiating on these
allegedly non-negotiable issues at the federal level was abhorrent to
many Flemish nationalists. Perhaps without knowing it, parties disa-
greeing on these policies were, in effect, negotiating the dissolution
of Belgium and were on the road to creating new states in the heart
of the European Union.

Formally, as I have pointed out, competences in the areas of
immigration and integration are shared by different levels of govern-
ment according to complex formulas. In practice, Flanders claims
exclusive powers in these domains. Given the decisive character of
these topics, let us examine three sets of issues shaping diversity in
Belgium.

1. ADMISSIONS OF IMMIGRANTS

In contrast to countries like Canada and Australia, the federal gov-
ernment in Belgium has no coherent proactive labour immigration
policy, whether for the short, medium or long term. However becom-
ing fortress Belgium is an impossibility and the country is de facto a
country of immigration, emigration and transit. The 1980 Admission
Law, which has been revised several times, outlines five grounds for
being admitted to and allowed to reside in Belgium: freedom of cir-
culation for EU citizens; asylum; family unification; course of studies;
and employment. Each category requires a specific residence permit.
The law was passed six years after the government announced an
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end to new unskilled labour migration in 1974. The 1980 Admission
Law appeared to contradict the earlier decision in that it explicitly
recognizes employment as a reason to come to Belgium. In effect,
this law revealed how the official halt to immigration was a symbolic
measure aimed at convincing the population that migration was
under control in a period of severe economic crisis.

The Belgian federal law is consistent with EU immigration poli-
cies. In that respect double governance (EU-Belgium) is not prob-
lematic. The main difficulty is the lack of cooperation between the
Belgian regions in terms of the delivery of work permits. Admission
authorization and residence permits are delivered at the federal
level but work permits are issued at the regional level. The separate
regions follow different directives and contrasting administrative
practices, and most importantly they do not work with each other.
Because of their different economic structures and labour needs, they
have different lists of ‘critical functions’, that is the list of economic
sectors and functions in which there are job openings and needs.

To complicate the process further, most working permits deliv-
ered by each region are also valid in the other regions of the
country. Critically, therefore, the policy of work permits issued by
one region has an impact on the arrival of ‘unwanted’ migrants
in the other regions. Organizational cultures differ across Belgium
too. In Flanders the administrative process is highly standardized
and quick: it can take as few as five days to obtain a work permit
there, especially for the most wanted, highly skilled workers. By
contrast, in Brussels and even more so in Wallonia, the same pro-
cedure often takes more than six weeks (Martiniello et al. 2010:
85-115). In the case of Flanders, then, the call for a devolution of
admission policies and residence permits grows louder as the region
sees itself and acts in this sphere more like a nation state in the
making than a partner in a federation. The Brussels region, which
would like to develop its own distinct solutions to the challenge of
large-scale immigration and integration, for example in the area of
public education, is held hostage to the policies of Flanders and the
French community.

2. SOCIO-ECONOMIC AND CIVIL-CULTURAL INTEGRATION

A second contested area subsumes policies on the socio-economic
and civil-cultural integration of immigrants, which are crucial to
determining the multicultural status of Belgium. Except for political
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rights on access to nationality, all other dimensions of immigrant
and integration policies were devolved to the communities and the
regions in two steps, in 1980 and in 1994 (Martiniello and Perrin
2009). Formally, socio-economic issues affecting immigrant integra-
tion should be managed by the regions, and education and cultural
dimensions by the communities. This separation of competences has
no practical relevance to Flanders since, as mentioned earlier, the
Flemish region and community overlap. But it is highly relevant in
the Walloon and Brussels cases. As an example, immigrant children
living in Brussels have in theory the choice between complying with
Flemish integration policy or the French community immigration
policy in the area of education; immigrant children living in Flanders
or Wallonia must follow their respective region’s policies.

As in many other fields, little cooperation occurs in immigration
integration between the communities and the regions. This is not
due to any institutional deficiencies but rather is caused by a lack
of political willingness. Flanders’ vision of immigrant integration is
shaped by a nation-building project and it does see the added value of
collaboration with Wallonia. Wallonia does not have a clear vision
of immigration integration but neither does it see what it could gain
from cooperation with Flanders, at least in official discourse. As
for Brussels, it resists what it perceives is internal colonialism from
Flanders and Wallonia through non-cooperation.

The federal government tried several times early in the new
century to organize a debate on integration and multiculturalism in
order to reconcile the various philosophies of diversity management
in the country. In 2004 it launched the Commission for Intercultural
Dialogue, whose aim was to redefine integration and citizenship poli-
cies through an expansive consultative process subsuming experts
and civil society. The final report, published in 2005, presented an
assessment of the key issues linked to cultural diversity, equality and
citizenship in the country. It offered specific policy recommenda-
tions to the regions and communities on managing diversity and
adopting anti-discrimination measures. However, none of the main
recommendations were implemented.

A few years later, in 2009, a different federal government initi-
ated a process to revive the conclusions of the Commission. The
Interculturality Sessions (Assises de [I'Interculturalité in French,
Rondetafels van de Interculturaliteit in Flemish) were launched
under the auspices of the Francophone federal Minister of Equal
Opportunities and Social Integration. The regions and communities
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were not represented in the steering committee which had been
appointed by the Minister and represented various groups in civil
society. To make matters worse, the federal government collapsed
during the process and it became unclear who would ever make use
of the conclusions of these sessions, the final report of which was
published in November 2010. These two institutionalized attempts
to debate diversity in Belgium proved ineffective and revealed how
potentially irreconcilable differences exist not only in the philoso-
phies of integration but also in the policy priorities and budgetary
make-up of integration programmes.

In Flanders, socio-economic and civic-cultural immigrant integra-
tion policies are mainly contained in two laws. The first, on civic
integration for newcomers and for first-generation immigrants,
envisages a process of ‘citizenization’ (the approximate meaning of
the Flemish term inburgering which is difficult to translate succinctly)
under which a non-Flemish newcomer (or ‘primo-migrant’) would
be turned into a Flemish citizen. The second law on ethnocultural
minorities targets succeeding generations of immigrants, often called
allochtones in Flanders. The original meaning of the term refers to
species of fauna and flora that are not native to the regions in which
they are found. It is surprising, therefore, that the term allochtone has
come to be used in public policies to distinguish between populations
of immigrant and non-immigrant origin, first in the Netherlands and
then in Flanders.

These laws propose integration courses that cover both socio-
economic and civic-cultural dimensions. These courses are obligatory
for newcomers and only encouraged for the established first gen-
eration. The introductory stage consists of Dutch-language classes:
Flanders and the Netherlands share the same official and standard-
ized Dutch language, though in daily life they reflect a variety of
local accents and dialects.

This stage also includes a social orientation class in which
newcomers are taught the basics about the functioning of society,
its norms and values. These integration courses also contain a
vocational element. Newcomers who successfully complete the
introductory integration programme receive a certificate that allows
them to move to the second stage. Here they receive career training
and attend classes in advanced Dutch. At the end of this stage, the
newcomer is considered to have become a good active Flemish citizen
- not so much a Belgian one.

The 1998 law on ethnocultural minorities concerns the
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descendants of immigrants. Revised in 2009, the legislation was
inspired by the multiculturalist discourse of the Dutch ethnic
minority policies of the 1980s which focused on residents who
were disadvantaged because of their ethnic origin and needed to be
emancipated in order to integrate into Flemish society. The anti-
multiculturalist U-turn across much of Europe in the first decade of
the new century was reflected in terminological changes introduced
by 2009 modifications to the legislation. The law was renamed the
‘Flemish integration policy’; the term ‘ethnocultural minorities’ dis-
appeared and the word ‘integration’ survives as the main objective
of the revised law.

A very different trajectory of diversity management was fol-
lowed in Wallonia. The 1996 law on integration of foreigners
and persons of foreign origin referred to ‘positive discrimination’
though it was not defined. Regional integration courses were not
proposed and migrants have no obligation to attend integration
programmes. Certainly, French-language classes are available, as are
ones on labour-market integration and social orientation. The law
leaves considerable autonomy to sub-regional integration centres: for
example, the one in Namur stresses culture while its Liege counter-
part highlights socio-economic issues. The law was revised in 2009
and replaced the concept of positive discrimination with that of
positive action. It also introduced the idea of an intercultural society,
though the meaning of this was not developed.

In the Brussels region, the integration of immigrants is the respon-
sibility of both the French-speaking and Flemish part of the Brussels
government. The former passed legislation on social cohesion in
2006 which described the integration of newcomers in different
areas: social assistance, housing, health and French-language acqui-
sition by immigrant children. Not surprisingly, the Flemish part
of the Brussels government has organized immigrant integration
courses along the lines found in Flanders. One crucial difference,
however, is that there is no obligation for newcomers in Brussels to
register for them. The nineteen city councils representing the nine-
teen communes of the Brussels region are also key actors in formu-
lating immigrant and ethnic communities’ integration. In some of the
central communes of Brussels (Molenbeek, Schaerbeek, Saint-Josse,
Brussels-City) the immigrant-origin population now represents the
majority of the total population and its electoral power has led to
‘softer’ integration policies that have no counterpart elsewhere in
Belgium.
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3. POLITICAL INTEGRATION AND ACCESS TO NATIONALITY

The Belgian Nationality Law — a federal competence — identifies three
principal ways of becoming a Belgian citizen: regular naturaliza-
tion, jus soli (birth on Belgian territory) and marriage to a Belgian
citizen. After three years of legal residence (two years for recognized
refugees) in the country, the foreigner can apply for naturalization.
The law sets no requirement in terms of integration of the migrant
during this relatively short period of residence. No language or civic
knowledge test is required by law.

Naturalization applications are submitted to the Naturalization
Service of the Chamber of Representatives. After review, the Service
submits applications to the Commission of Naturalization of the
Chamber of Representatives, which makes the official decision
whether to grant Belgian citizenship to the applicant. Since natu-
ralization is seen as a favour granted by Belgium to the foreigner,
Parliament can and does reject applications. Between 48 per cent
and 65 per cent of applications have been rejected every year since at
least as far back as 1997. Data on the total number of people who
acquired Belgian nationality between 1997 and 2007 are presented
in Table 6.3.

The Nationality Law allows dual citizenship. It also converts
naturalization into an entitlement after seven years of residence,
unless the person has a criminal record. Again no language or civic
knowledge test is required. Jus soli applies to third-generation immi-
grant children who were registered by parents living in Belgium
for a minimum of five of the ten years preceding the birth of the
child. Finally, acquisition of Belgian citizenship through marriage
requires a minimum of six months’ marriage and three years of legal
residence, which are not onerous requirements.

Table 6.3 presents data on the total number of foreigners who
acquired Belgian citizenship between 1997 and 2007. For a small
country like Belgium, the figures are quite significant: more than
430,000 foreigners acquired Belgian citizenship over the ten-year
period. Furthermore, most of them were previously citizens of a
non-EU state.

This liberal law has been contested, especially in Flanders. The
main argument against it is that it conflicts with the obligatory
integration courses. In 2010 a new, more restrictive draft law was
adopted by the government: the minimum length of residence in
Belgium before one could apply for citizenship was raised to five
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years. A second change was that the applicant is now required to
demonstrate knowledge of the language of the part of the country in
which he or she is established. Finally, the bill introduced the condi-
tion of willingness to integrate that the application would be required
to prove. The absence of a functioning government for 541 days
(from April 2010 to December 2011) meant that Parliament could
not vote the bill into law. The downgrading of Belgium’s credit rating
triggered the formation of a new coalition government, led by Elio
Di Rupo, both the first Socialist and the first French-speaking Prime
Minister since the 1970s.

Conclusion

What can we conclude from this overview of immigrant integra-
tion policies in the Belgian federation? Belgium is generally seen as
a unique federal system because it consists of an attempt to counter
centrifugal forces more than an attempt to assemble separate units
into a new federal system. My argument goes beyond that statement.
I have claimed that there is virtually no dialogue, let alone coopera-
tion, on immigration and integration issues between the federated
entities. I have also shown that the perspectives, the visions and the
‘philosophies’ of integration remain very different in the north, the
south and Brussels, even though differences have tended to diminish
over time, especially between Flanders and Wallonia. The policies
and programmes also differ, such as the obligatory integration course
that exists in Flanders but not in the other two regions. This policy
variation has become a political issue: Flemish authorities would
like the other regions to have their own obligatory programmes, but
Wallonia and Brussels resist in the name of regional autonomy.

The Belgian federal government is often considered to be either a
constraint on the development of specific policies at the level of the
federated entities or an irrelevant level of policymaking and govern-
ance. Especially in Flanders, federal ‘interference’ is seen as highly
problematic and unacceptable given the commitment to regional
autonomy. The enormous complexity of institutional arrangements
appears to be an excuse for rather than a cause of the lack of coop-
eration and for efforts to keep the federal government from taking a
more active role in managing diversity.

Even though Belgium is still formally a federation, it is moving
away from a federal structure, mainly because Flanders is engaged in
a concerted nation-building process that is forcing the other entities
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to adopt a defensive strategy. Is there a way to really reconstruct
a federal Belgium in which autonomous federated entities would
cooperate on, among other issues, immigration and integration
issues? It is difficult to be optimistic given the political developments
of the past two decades. The left—centre-right national coalition
government formed in December 2011 and led by Walloon social-
ist Elio Di Rupo faces enormous challenges, above all addressing
Belgium’s economic and social crisis and implementing the reform of
state structures and institutions that was agreed as one of the main
prerequisites for forming a government.

In addition, local elections, in which many foreign-born residents
can vote, are highly politicized and polarized in many towns and
cities. Flemish nationalist and independentist parties in opposition
at the federal level have strong electoral support; the NVA alone
accounts for close to 40 per cent of Flemish voting intentions. In
these conditions, meaningful dialogue and cooperation between
federal entities is improbable. This is especially the case on the
issues closely linked to national sovereignty, such as the integra-
tion of immigrants and the multiculturalism of Belgian society. The
2012 local elections furnish an assessment, therefore, of ‘the state
of the Belgian federation’ as well as the state of public opinion on
immigration, integration and multiculturalism.

In the specific area of access to citizenship, political agreement
exists at the federal level to make Belgian nationality more difficult
to get. To be granted naturalization after five or ten years’ residency
in the country, a condition of integration may soon have to be met;
successfully taking integration courses, for example, could become
a requirement. In Wallonia, a new regional law is expected in 2013
which may introduce regional integration courses. A new-found
resolve to address immigration and integration issues has emerged.
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Chapter Seven

The Political Dynamics of Multiculturalism
in Sweden

Karin Borevi

Introduction

There seems to be a broad consensus across Europe today that mul-
ticulturalism is on the retreat. Political leaders in various countries
seek to outdo each other in declaring that multiculturalism has con-
stituted a misguided approach which should not be allowed to shape
future policies. In the academic debate, multiculturalism has been
subject to a massive attack; it is depicted as an ideology rooted in a
relativist rejection of liberalism where the maintenance of collective
group identities is prioritized over the protection of individual civil
rights (Barry 2001; Okin 1999; cf. Phillips 2007; Kymlicka 2007:
108). Given this widespread critique it appears difficult to under-
stand how countries up until quite recently celebrated and supported
the multicultural approach. How could a political project the subject
of a devastating critique today ever have been introduced? Indeed,
the adoption of multicultural policies is often treated as a mystery
by its current critics — ‘as if gremlins snuck into national parlia-
ments and drafted multicultural policies while no one was watching’
(Kymlicka 2007: 103).

Sweden is internationally renowned as one of the most prominent
representatives of an officially declared multicultural policy. It was
often mentioned, together with the UK and the Netherlands, as one
of the European countries that in the post-war period most explicitly
adopted a multicultural policy approach (Castles and Miller 1993;
Freeman 2004; Koopmans et al. 2005). But what were the political
dynamics that made it possible for this approach to be established
in Sweden in the mid-1970s? And what changes has Swedish multi-
culturalism undergone since then? These are the questions that are
addressed in this chapter.

One important feature of the current debate on multicultural-
ism is the considerable confusion surrounding the meaning of the
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concept. More often than not the critique lacks specificity about
what is actually implied by the concept. Or it takes as its point of
departure a biased perception — even a caricature — of what specific
political norms and strategies constitute the multicultural approach
(for example Kymlicka 2010: 35). The traditional understanding
whereby multiculturalism means that collective cultures take prior-
ity over individual rights is commonly (explicitly or implicitly) the
natural point of departure. Contrary to this, Will Kymlicka main-
tains that multiculturalism should be regarded as one specific phase
(starting from the 1960s across Western countries) in a series of
political movements which together form part of a wider process
involving the spread of civil rights liberalism. The claim that multi-
culturalism is rooted in liberalism does not itself explain, however,
why it received considerable support across Western democracies.
Instead, Kymlicka argues that there is a need to ‘bring politics back
in’ to identify the framework of power relations in various national
and historical contexts, and to consider what the perceived costs and
benefits were of accepting various multicultural demands (Kymlicka
2007).

Given these considerations, we should not expect multicultural-
ism to be able to attract the active and wholehearted support of the
majority. The hypothesis should be instead that multiculturalism may
receive ‘the passive acquiescence’ of the majority as long as it is not
associated with considerable costs and risks. Kymlicka argues that a
gradual process of ‘desecuritization’ of ethnic relations, together with
the emergence of a consensus concerning human rights, helped to
reduce the risk to dominant groups of accepting multicultural claims.
This also helps to explain the decline in salience and legitimacy that
multiculturalism is currently experiencing:

[T]he fact that liberal multiculturalism receives the passive acquiescence
rather than active support of most members of dominant groups means
that it is vulnerable to backlash and retreat, particularly if critics are able
to raise fears that it may after all be a threat to human rights or to state
security. (Kymlicka 2007: 121)

Inspired by Kymlicka’s reasoning, my aim is to examine what the
normative principles and political coalitions were that underpinned
the multicultural approach in Sweden, and how they have subse-
quently come to change. First, attention will be paid to the question
of who (i.e. what political actors) have been pushing for multicultur-
alism and who have been opposed to or sceptical of it. Second, what
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has been the content of the multicultural approach in the Swedish
context, and how has this changed over time?

The emergence of multiculturalism in Sweden

Multicultural ideas were brought to the fore for the first time in
Sweden in the mid-1960s, in the context of labour immigration. At
that point in time Sweden had already received large groups of post-
war immigrants. The end of World War II marked an important
change in Swedish attitude towards immigration. The previous strict
immigration regulations introduced in the 1930s were liberalized.
This meant that assumptions that had informed former policies —
that the Swedish labour market had to be protected from foreign
competition and that there was a need to preserve the purity of ‘the
Swedish race’ — were also abandoned (for example Svanberg and
Tydén 1992).

Likewise, there were relaxations in wartime regulations that had
limited foreign citizens’ rights to influence Swedish politics, moti-
vated by the interest to protect security and law and order (Hammar
1964). Industrial expansion led to a huge demand for foreign labour
and Sweden removed previous barriers so as to make it easy for
immigrants to enter the country. Additionally, Sweden actively
recruited foreign labour via a system of organized recruitment from
other European countries (Lundh and Ohlsson 1994).

In the early 1960s the situation of practically free immigration
started to be questioned. The Swedish Trade Union Confederation
(Landsorganisationen — LO) in particular demanded that the gov-
ernment introduce immigration regulations. The demands were
not made because immigration had suddenly become unprofitable;
instead they reflected a growing concern that unregulated immigra-
tion could lead to a socially stratified society where foreign workers
suffered from socio-economic marginalization. Simultaneously rep-
resentatives of employers’ associations argued for a continuation of
the liberal immigration rules (Johansson 2005). It was, however,
the opinion of the LO that had an impact on the Social Democratic
government. In 1968 it officially declared the principle of equal-
ity: ‘immigrants shall have the opportunity to live under the same
conditions as the rest of the population, i.e. have the same standard
of living’. It also emphasized how this goal presupposed a regula-
tion of immigration: ‘guarantees for the demand that equal stand-
ards must be able to be maintained cannot be created without a
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relatively in-depth examination of immigration’ (Government Bill
1968).

Adopting Kymlicka’s reasoning, by the 1960s the immigrant issue
— and more generally issues concerning national minorities — had
long ago been taken out of the ‘security box” where it had belonged
before and during the war. It was now put in the ‘democratic politics
box’ (cf. Kymlicka 2007: 120). Hence the goal — officially declared
in 1968 — was to enable immigrants to achieve a situation of equal
political and socio-economic standing in relation to the native popu-
lation. The question was how this goal should be reached. From the
perspective of the prevailing Social Democratic welfare state ideol-
ogy, the default answer had been that any efforts to achieve equality
presupposed a certain level of cultural homogeneity (Borevi 2012).
The fundamental idea behind the welfare state project was that a
feeling of solidarity or integration would be achieved by reducing the
gaps between various strata in society, and the goal was therefore to
eliminate differences between various social classes.

Indeed, assimilation had been the progressive answer to the ques-
tion of how the process of democratic ‘citizenization’ (to borrow
Kymlicka’s expression) of various marginalized groups should be
brought about. This logic was particularly evident in relation to
the Roma minority whose ‘unsuitable’ way of life was regarded as
an obstacle to its becoming emancipated and integrated into main-
stream society and achieving living conditions equal to the rest of the
population. The official goal of Sweden’s ‘Gypsy policies’ (applied
from 1954 to 1969) was therefore to help the Roma abandon their
cultural practices and distinct way of life, so that they could integrate
into the Swedish welfare state (Roth 2001: 219; Roman 1993).

From the mid-1960s some voices began to challenge this assimila-
tionist logic of the welfare state project. It was now argued that state
authorities should make active efforts to integrate immigrants into
the Swedish welfare state system, but that they could not demand
of immigrants that they abandon their original cultural identities or
practices. Importantly, some political actors now argued that this
had the implication that Swedish authorities must not only tolerate
cultural pluralism but also actively promote immigrants’ preserva-
tion of their distinct cultural identities in Swedish society. Who
were formulating these new ideas and demands, and what was the
response they received?

Among the most active lobbyists for the new ideas of cultural
pluralism were activists with immigrant backgrounds who could be
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said to represent an ‘ethnic elite’ (Wickstrom 2012; Roman 1994;
Schwarz 1971). In 1964 the most prominent of these activists, the
sociology student and concentration camp survivor David Schwarz,
published an article in Sweden’s largest daily newspaper, Dagens
Nybeter, in which he criticized the Swedish attitude of neglect and
assimilation involving the social and cultural situation of immi-
grants. Instead he urged adoption of an active policy of cultural
pluralism. A wider debate followed revolving around the crucial
question: should the state encourage cultural assimilation or cultural
pluralism?

Advocates of cultural pluralism demanded that the government
establish a new ‘minority policy’” where immigrants’ and national
minorities’ distinctive collective identities were clearly recognized
and actively promoted. The opposite standpoint was represented
by those who saw ‘assimilation’ as the only possible solution if
immigrants were to become full members of society (Roman 1994).

It is noteworthy that in Sweden it was the Conservative party
(Hogerpartiet) that most clearly and enthusiastically embraced cul-
tural pluralism. In the minority and immigrant programme launched
in 1968 (the first of its kind in Sweden), the party declared as its aim
freedom for every member of a minority group ‘to choose the degree
of assimilation into the native population’ (Hogerpartiet 1968). In a
number of Conservative parliamentary motions the party advanced
various efforts to promote immigrants’ rights to maintain their dis-
tinct cultures, while criticizing the Social Democratic government for
its ‘assimilationism’ (Schwarz 1971).

The Social Democrats, on the other hand, were initially negative
about expanded minority rights for immigrants. A statement adopted
by its party congress in 1968 declared that ‘a pluralist society should
not be the object of our efforts. Immigrants should not be seen as
minority groups but rather as interest groups’. Moreover efforts were
to be made ‘to foster a natural sense of belonging to the Swedish
community and the Swedish people’ and to ensure that immigrant
groups must not be allowed to form isolated islands in Swedish
society (Socialdemokratiska arbetarpartiet 1968: 300). Some indi-
vidual Social Democratic party members, however, embraced the
demands for cultural pluralism (Schwarz 1971).

In 1967 the LO took the side of the cultural pluralists, launch-
ing a ‘minority programme’ and demanding that the Social
Democratic government take action consistent with this pro-
gramme and recognize the cultural aspirations of minority groups
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(Landsorganisationen 1967; Ahlvarsson 1967). Arguably, this
helped explain why the Social Democratic government, despite
its sceptical approach to cultural pluralism, in the 1968 Bill on
immigration highlighted the need to make special efforts ‘to cater
for the wish of immigrants to maintain contact with their original
country’s language and culture’ (Government Bill 1968). The task
was given to the parliamentary Commission on Immigration which
worked for six years to formulate a new comprehensive immigrant
and minority policy.

Unlike the situation today, but similar to what used to be the
case in other Western European countries, immigration was not a
salient political issue in Sweden during the 1960s and 1970s. The
result was that other actors got the opportunity to shape immigrant
policy. As argued by Tomas Hammar, ‘the major determinants of
the immigrant policy were not the political parties, but rather the
bureaucracy and interest groups’ (Hammar 1985: 45). Political activ-
ists representing an ethnic elite, academics engaged in the emerging
field of immigrant and minority studies, and the leadership of the
Immigration Board (personified by Kjell Oberg who was general
director from 1969 to 1980) among others could therefore influence
the policymaking process. One illustration of this is given in a study
by Bengt Jacobsson; he argued that reform of mother tongue instruc-
tion in public schools was profoundly influenced by a collection of
minority legal experts, immigrant teachers, parents, psychologists
and researchers:

as late as six weeks prior to the commission’s final meeting, active sup-
porters were brought together with the members of Parliament in the
commission. It was at this point that the MPs became convinced that sup-
porting mother tongue instruction made good sense, after which the main
paragraphs were formulated. (Jacobsson 1984: 78)

In addition, it should be mentioned that the Finnish govern-
ment exerted direct pressure on the Swedish government to enable
Finnish-speaking children in Swedish schools to receive mother
tongue instruction in Finnish, and also to have Finnish as a teaching
language (Jacobsson 1984: 75).

In 1975 the Swedish Parliament unanimously supported the new
immigrant and minority policy. Paraphrasing the French revolu-
tion’s liberté, égalité et fraternité, the goals were formulated as
‘equality, freedom of choice and partnership’. The aim of equality
was to ensure that immigrants were provided with conditions equal
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to those of the native population. The freedom of choice objective
meant

that members of linguistic minorities living in Sweden must, via efforts
taken by society, be given the opportunity to choose for themselves the
extent to which they are to retain and develop their original cultural and
linguistic identity, and the extent to which they are to become part of a
Swedish cultural identity. (SOU 1974: 69, 95)

Additionally, the cultural rights of immigrants were protected in
a new formulation in the constitution (SFS 1974: 152). The third
policy goal of partnership implied that immigrant and minority
groups should work together as partners in the development of
society, which presupposed that immigrants received public support
to build and maintain their own associations (Government Bill 1975;
Hammar 1985: 35).

To summarize, when first formulated in the mid-1960s multicul-
tural demands were met with scepticism by the Social Democrats but
embraced by the Conservatives. This revealed a distinctive feature
of the Swedish variant of multiculturalism. The immigrant policy
launched in 1975 had been carefully adapted to the ideology of the
Social Democratic welfare state, which was embraced by the vast
political majority. This meant that the positive approach to cultural
pluralism had to be combined with a strong commitment to the
integrative logics of the Swedish welfare state, advocating standard-
ized institutional arrangements and rules that applied equally to all
recipients. Hence Swedish multiculturalism did #ot imply the promo-
tion of special institutions designed for ethnic groups, and it should
therefore be distinguished from, for example, multicultural policies
in the Netherlands where such institutions comprised an important
feature (for example Entzinger 2003). In contrast to the Dutch case,
there was widespread Swedish opposition particularly against minor-
ity schools, since they challenged the idea that pupils with different
backgrounds should get the chance to meet in a public school system
common to all.

In this light, the introduction of mother tongue instruction in
public schools was an effort to combine recognition of cultural
pluralism with the conviction about the importance of institutional
integration. To the Conservatives — the only party at the time favour-
ing private schools — this approach was insufficient. Consequently,
Conservative MP Ingrid Diesen declared in a parliamentary debate
that the ‘freedom of choice’ objective was little more than ‘simply
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paying lip service’ so long as immigrants and minorities were denied
the right to run separate pre-schools, homes for the elderly and
minority schools (Parliamentary records 1975: 80, 21).

Finally, another factor helping to explain why Sweden decided
to embrace the cultural pluralistic approach in the 1970s is that it
fitted in well with the national self-image developed in the post-war
period of Sweden as a pioneer in human rights issues (cf. Demker
and Malmstrom 1999; Johansson 2008). In the era of decoloniza-
tion Sweden had acted as a champion of the rights of minorities
internationally. However, as long as the country was unable to
improve the situation for its own minorities, it was difficult ‘to boast
about its international commitment’ (Hansen 2001). The minority
political goals of the new immigrant and minority policy therefore
constituted an effort to dissociate from the history of assimilatory
and ‘Swedifying’ policies directed, for example, at the Sdimi minority
in the northern part of the country (Morkenstam 1999). Hence, in
line with what Kymlicka holds to be the general frame of multicul-
turalism, Sweden’s introduction of a multicultural approach in the
1970s was considered to be part of a general endeavour to spread
human rights, which in turn reinforced the Swedish conception of
itself as a moral superpower (Johansson 2008). In the 1975 par-
liamentary debate the Social Democratic Minister of the Interior,
Anna-Greta Leijon, noted with satisfaction that a political consensus
had emerged on the new immigrant policy approach, stating that
‘this bodes well for our efforts to turn Sweden step by step into
something of a pioneer country within the field of immigrant policy’
(Government Bill 1975).

The Swedish retreat from multiculturalism in the mid-1980s

Despite the restrictive immigration regulations introduced in the
late 1960s, immigration to Sweden continued. From the mid-1970s
the main change was that former labour migration was replaced by
asylum seekers and family members of earlier immigrants. The com-
position of immigrants also changed: if previously they had consisted
largely of people from the Nordic countries (above all Finland) and
from countries in southern and Eastern Europe, now they were made
up of people arriving from Latin America, Asia and the Middle East.
In this context, questions arose concerning the multicultural direc-
tion of the policy. What did the goal of ‘cultural freedom of choice’,
formulated in 1975, actually mean? Did it imply that immigrants
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were not obliged to follow laws and norms that applied to the rest
of the population? And what responsibility did the state have for the
long-term preservation of minority groups? In the early 1980s the
Social Democratic government empanelled a number of commissions
to take on these questions.

These commissions undertook a critical assessment of the mul-
ticultural approach that bears strong similarities to the arguments
put forward today across Europe commonly characterized in terms
of a ‘retreat from multiculturalism’ (Joppke 2004). Thus the critical
discussion on multiculturalism in Sweden had started in the mid-
1980s — at least a decade before corresponding debates occurred in
other countries, for example in the Netherlands in the mid-1990s
(Entzinger 2003). In the Swedish debate it was argued that the mul-
ticultural goal introduced in 1975 to support the safeguarding of
minority identities was unrealistic, and that it might even compete
with the goal of promoting social integration. The Commission on
Discrimination, for example, argued that there was a risk that ‘meas-
ures of a minority-supportive character compete in terms of time and
money with measures to promote a long-term cautious and natural
adaptation’ (SOU 1984: 55, 263). Moreover, it was pointed out that
the multicultural approach tended to misdiagnose the problems that
immigrants were facing, so that economic marginalization or ethnic
discrimination was narrowly understood in terms of ‘multicultural
questions’, which therefore hindered an effective solution to the
problem (SOU 1984: 58, 55).

As when multiculturalism had been established in the 1970s,
the commissions of the 1980s were highly influenced by research-
ers and experts on immigration and ethnic relations. The research,
however, now represented a more ‘problematizing’ attitude towards
the minority-politics approach. For example, cultural anthropolo-
gist Ulf Hannerz pointed out that multiculturalism ran the risk of
reinforcing an essentialist view of culture, arguing that ‘a static view
of culture is, at worst, not much better than racism - it could also
be used to legitimize various kinds of apartheid systems’ (Hannerz
1981: 41).

Only ten years after it had been introduced, in 1986 the mul-
ticultural approach was abandoned. Reiterating arguments put
forward in commission reports (referred to above), the government
now declared that ethnic groups consisting of immigrants who had
arrived after World War II should #ot be considered to constitute
linguistic or national minorities. The government emphasized that
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the goal was to meet the needs of individuals and not to promote
the existence of ‘immigrants as collective entities’ (Government Bill
1985/6: 98).

Consequently, the policy area was renamed from ‘immigrant and
minority policy’ to simply ‘immigrant policy’. Most policy measures,
however, remained more or less intact; the fundamental change was
in how they were justified (Borevi 20025 2012; cf. Dahlstrom 2004).
The 1986 decision put an end to the former process of equalizing
immigrants and national minorities. For example, mother tongue
instruction in public schools was no longer seen as part of a long-
term endeavour to protect immigrant languages. In practice this
meant stricter conditions for immigrant children to be eligible for
mother tongue instruction when compared to those belonging to one
of Sweden’s officially recognized national minorities (Hyltenstam
and Tuomela 1996).

The 1986 change fundamentally dismantled the multicultural
approach adopted in 1975. Interestingly, the government down-
played the depth of this ideological change, arguing that it only
represented a ‘clarification’ of what had been the actual intentions
back in the 1970s (Government Bill 1985/6: 98). In Parliament,
the Left Party and the Centre Party independently expressed res-
ervations against the proposal and insisted that the previous label
‘immigrant and minority policy’ should be retained since ‘it is
important to emphasize that the immigrants are national minorities’
(Parliamentary Committee on Social Insurance 1985/6: 20, 8). The
other parties, however, supported the new direction.

A decade later, in 1997, the Social Democratic government
presented a new ‘integration policy’ in which the former minority-
political ambitions were again criticized, this time for having
hindered integration: they stigmatized immigrants as being ‘different’
from the rest of the population (Government Bill 1997/8). The 1997
integration policy Bill can be regarded as confirmation of the 1986
multicultural retreat rather than as a new policy shift (see Borevi
2002; 2012). One interesting difference is, however, the manner in
which it was presented. While the retreat from multiculturalism in
1986 had been said to merely constitute a ‘clarification’ of existing
policy goals, the government in 1997 explicitly rejected previous
policies for having done more damage than good:

Immigrant policy, along with the particular administration that has
been established to implement it, has unfortunately come to reinforce a
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division of the population into ‘us’ and ‘them’ and thus reinforced the
emergence of the ‘outsider feeling’ [utanforskap] that many immigrants
and their children experience in Swedish society. (Government Bill
1997/8: 16, 17)

Moreover, the new integration policy proposed in 1997 was held to
be a paradigm shift suggested by the very title of the bill: ‘From immi-
grant policy to integration policy’. Previous targeting of immigrants
as a group was restructured so that measures now selectively targeted
at ‘immigrants’ would only be justified during the initial period (of
approximately two years) after their arrival in Sweden; after that
point they would be eligible for the same social programmes as the
population at large. Neither idea was really new. The principle that
migrants should, as far as possible, be included in the same social
programmes as the population at large had been a principal element
in Swedish immigration policy since the 1960s (see Borevi 2002;
2012; cf. Dahlstrom 2004).

To review our account, the particular variant of multicultural-
ism that had been adopted in the 1970s was abandoned twice: first
substantively but discreetly in 1986, then more vocally but with less
substantive change in 1997. How should this difference in refor-
mulating multiculturalism be understood? One answer is to point
to the changing political context between the two decisions. Even
though unemployment among immigrants had started to become a
problem in the 1980s, it had not reached the alarming situation that
prevailed in the 1990s, which was caused by Sweden’s most serious
budgetary crisis since the 1930s. This crisis coincided with mass
immigration from the former Yugoslavia. Thus, a search for effec-
tive political solutions became urgent. The 1997 framing of integra-
tion policy in terms of a paradigmatic policy shift was therefore a
logical result.

Furthermore, immigration issues in general had become signifi-
cantly more politicized in the 1990s than they had been in the mid-
1980s. This also helps explain the government’s self-critical rejection
of earlier immigrant policy efforts. Interestingly, the apolitical nature
of the immigrant policy area in the 1980s had been highlighted as a
problem in itself. Thus, in its final report from 1984 the Commission
on Discrimination argued that:

apparent unity regarding the aims of immigrant and minority policy has
certainly had its advantages. The disadvantage is that these aims have
thereby not become political in a true sense. People have not seriously
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taken a stance on the actual content of immigration and immigrant
policy, because their political representatives have only on rare occasion
promoted dialogue or debate about it. (SOU 1984: 55, 253)

As numbers of asylum seekers increased from the mid-1980s
onwards, issues related to immigration appeared more frequently
on the political agenda. They also displayed a diminished degree of
party political unity (Green-Pedersen and Krogstrup 2008). An event
that heralded an increase in political salience was a local referendum
in 1988 on refugee reception (in the Skane municipality of Sjobo)
where the majority voted against the idea (Fryklund and Petersson
1989). In the election campaign three years later a right-wing popu-
list party called New Democracy (Ny Demokrati) for the first time
managed to gain seats in the Swedish Parliament, with a political
programme based on anti-immigration. Although the success of New
Democracy proved short-lived (in the next general election it disap-
peared from Parliament with only 1.2 per cent of the vote), its pres-
ence in the Swedish Parliament from 1991 t01994 contributed to an
increase in the political salience of issues connected to immigration
(Rydgren 2005).

The debate on multiculturalism in the 2000s

Two issues in the present Swedish debate on multiculturalism are
also at the heart of current multicultural debates across Europe. The
first concerns whether or not it is legitimate to make group-specific
exemptions or accommodations to meet the wishes and interests of
various cultural and religious groups. The second has to do with how
national identity is defined and whether more robust efforts should
be made to ensure that minority members stay loyal to it. As I shall
suggest, a certain Swedish scepticism is discernible surrounding both
these issues insofar as they entail group-specific measures solely
targeting new arrivals or cultural minorities.

MULTICULTURALISM AS ALLOWANCE OF CULTURAL EXEMPTIONS

In contrast to the multicultural policy adopted in the UK (Favell
1998), Sweden has generally taken a negative view of cultural or reli-
gious demands for exemptions from common rules and regulations.
There are no signs that this attitude is about to change, at least not
when it comes to the ‘stronger’ forms of cultural exemptions. This
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category can encompass legal recognition of marriage, divorce and
inheritance traditions that differ from common law; acceptance of
slaughtering methods that are otherwise prohibited if they involve
‘ritual slaughter’; or other exemptions from regulations such as the
famous UK example of Sikhs being exempt from wearing a helmet
when driving a motorcycle even though that is generally the rule (for
example Phillips 2007; Vertovec and Wessendorf 2010).

Sweden does not generally allow the legal exercise of ‘cultural
defence’. Thus, it does not offer legal recognition of other marriage,
divorce and inheritance traditions (Sayed 2009), and ritual slaugh-
ter is explicitly prohibited (Nilsson and Svanberg 1997). Political
demands for the introduction of these stronger types of cultural
exemptions from common law are rare. The call by representatives
of the Church of Sweden during the 2010 election campaign to do
away with the prohibition of ritual slaughter since it was said to
place unreasonable limits on religious freedom (Fast et al. 2010)
should therefore be regarded as exceptional. This is not to say that
in practice minority members in Sweden have never achieved differ-
ential treatment justified on the grounds of showing respect for other
people’s cultures. Indeed, it has been argued that the celebration in
Swedish politics of ‘a multicultural ideal” has had the effect of having
society turn a blind eye to abuses of women and children (Wikan
2004), or that it fails to observe and combat aspects of fundamental-
ist Islamism (Carlbom 2003). Honour crimes, however, also occur in
societies where a multicultural approach is absent.

When it comes to ‘softer’ forms of allowance of cultural exemp-
tions, the Swedish approach has traditionally been negative too.
Examples that might belong to this category include time off
work for worship; adaptions of dress codes in workplaces where
uniforms are worn; provision of proscribed foods (halal, kosher,
vegetarian) in public institutions; and dress codes, gender-specific
practices and other issues in public schools showing sensitivity to
the values of specific ethnic and religious minorities (list inspired
by Vertovec and Wessendorf 2010). Particularly as concerns dress-
code policies in the workplace, a shift towards a significantly more
permissive attitude seems to have emerged in Sweden (Borevi in
press).

The crucial change came with the introduction of the 2008
Discrimination Act where not only direct but also indirect dis-
crimination was made illegal. Indirect discrimination is defined as
when:
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someone is disadvantaged by the application of a provision, a criterion
or a procedure that appears neutral but that may put people of a certain
sex, a certain transgender identity or expression, a certain ethnicity, a
certain religion or other belief, a certain disability, a certain sexual ori-
entation or a certain age at a particular disadvantage, unless the provi-
sion, criterion or procedure has a legitimate purpose and the means that
are used are appropriate and necessary to achieve that purpose. (SFS
2008: 567, 1:4)

This definition means that the Act applies when someone is denied
the right to wear religious clothing (a Muslim headscarf, Jewish skull-
cap or Sikh turban) in the workplace. The act furthermore makes
employers responsible for ensuring ‘that the working conditions
are suitable for all employees regardless of sex, ethnicity, religion
or other belief’ (SFS 2008: 567, 3:4). Accordingly, several official
workplaces where uniforms are worn have adjusted their dress-code
policy to include religious garments. The right to wear turbans, head-
scarves and skullcaps in place of the standard-issue cap is explicitly
acknowledged by both the Swedish police and the Swedish armed
forces (Rikspolisstyrelsen 2011; Forsvarsmakten 2011).

Critical voices have been raised against the new regulation allow-
ing the wearing of religious garments in the workplace. In one polem-
ical book, for example, it is argued that this represents a form of
‘normative multiculturalism’ that threatens both individual human
rights and the general safety of citizens. According to the authors the
idea that professions such as the police, the military, the fire brigade
or the rescue services should allow employees to wear religious gar-
ments when on duty constitutes a potential security problem since it
becomes unclear whether such employees are more loyal to their reli-
gion than to their public function. Instead, the authors advocate the
introduction of the French laicité principle, where religious symbols
are prohibited in the public sphere (Bauhn and Demirbag-Sten 2010).
Another issue in the debate has been whether the ‘extreme’ Muslim
headscarf, the burka and niqab, should be allowed in, for example,
public schools. Since 2003 there have been guidelines, formulated
by the Swedish National Agency for Education, that give school
headteachers the right to prohibit both pupils and teachers from
wearing the burka and nigab in the school (Skolverket 2012). In
the 2010 election campaign the Liberal Party demanded that this
principle should be made part of the Education Act also (Svenska
Dagbladet 2010).
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MULTICULTURALISM AS ABSENCE OF INTEGRATION REQUIREMENTS

The debate on exemptions is naturally linked to how the common
Swedish national identity is perceived and formulated. In 1986 the
government underlined that the positive approach towards cultural
pluralism should not be interpreted ‘so that it involves a rejection
of the Swedish language and the common interests shared by all of
Swedish society’ (Government Bill 1985/6: 98). In fact, a similar
statement, although one that was more vague, had also been made in
the 1970s when the government declared that support for minority
cultures must take place within the societal and legal framework of
‘the common interests shared by all of Swedish society’ (Government
Bill 1975). Hence references have repeatedly been made to a common
core of norms and interests that are perceived to constitute the ‘glue’
that unites the Swedish citizen community.

The 1997 Government Bill on new integration policy suggested a
formulation of common national identity that differed from earlier
ones. It was formulated in a more explicitly multicultural manner
since the goal was now the promotion of ‘a notion of societal com-
munity that is based on social diversity’ (Government Bill 1997/8:
16). The policy goal was unanimously supported by Parliament,
and it still applies. Thus, even though the word ‘multiculturalism’
is avoided in Swedish political debate today, there is a widespread
political support for multiculturalism, understood as recognition of
Swedish society as being inherently culturally diverse in character. In
September 2010 the prevailing political consensus on this issue was
broken when the Sweden Democrats (Sverigedemokraterna) won
parliamentary seats. This party prioritizes instead a distinct Swedish
majority culture, demands that immigration be restricted (particu-
larly from countries with cultures and value systems perceived to
diverge from the Swedish) and calls for decisive efforts to make
immigrants assimilate into Swedish culture (Sverigedemokraterna
2011).

A question explicitly linked to multiculturalism is whether special
efforts targeting new arrivals and cultural minorities should be
undertaken to guarantee that they stay loyal to the national commu-
nity. Since the turn of the millennium a ‘seismic shift’ in integration
policies has occurred across Europe, marked by different measures
promoting mandatory integration requirements and tests targeted
at non-European immigrants (for example Joppke 2004, 2007;
Entzinger 2003). Significantly, this shift is conceived as a ‘retreat
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from multiculturalism’ (Joppke 2004), pointing to an understand-
ing of multiculturalism as meaning the absence of such demands.
That such integration requirements have been conspicuous by their
absence has made commentators conclude that Sweden, in contrast
to most other countries, continues to pursue a ‘multicultural’ policy
approach (for example Koopmans 2010).

Sweden constitutes something of an exception to the European
integration policy trend described above. The country has introduced
neither formal language requirements nor other tests of knowledge as
conditions for naturalization. Even though economic incentives have
recently been introduced to encourage new arrivals to follow inte-
gration courses, participation in the programmes is not linked to the
individual’s chances of achieving residency or citizenship (Djuve and
Kavli 2007). In short, Sweden’s approach could be said to represent
a distrust of any type of ‘cultural’ prerequisites that effectively target
new arrivals or other non-citizens (Borevi 2012).

This sceptical attitude has been expressed repeatedly in various
policy documents. In 1999 the Swedish Citizenship Committee
rejected the suggestion to introduce a language requirement to
achieve Swedish citizenship this way:

Such demands could result in longer qualification periods for certain cate-
gories of applicants before they can become Swedish citizens. Furthermore
it could exclude certain people from ever becoming Swedish citizens. The
committee regards citizenship as a path to societal cohesion and as an
essential part of the integration process. Increasing the qualification
demands would instead have the counterproductive result of decreasing
cohesion in the nation as a whole. (SOU 1999: 34, 318)

In a government inquiry in 2010 the proposal to make participation
in civic education compulsory to obtain citizenship was rejected in a
similar fashion:

It is not for the state to lay down conditions for citizenship which require
completing a civic education course. A democratic state should treat all
citizens, indiscriminately and equally, without testing their level of civic
knowledge. Anything else would be a historic breach of the enabling,
solidarity-based inclusive idea of the Swedish people’s home and welfare
state. (SOU 2010: 16, 25)

Since the turn of the new century, a number of political actors —
most notably the Liberal Party (Folkpartiet) and the Moderate Party
(Moderata samlingspartiet) — have advocated an official language
requirement. The Liberal Party has also proposed that a completed
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civic education course should become a condition for receiving
Swedish citizenship (Svenska Dagbladet 2008). Such proposals
have usually been shot down as representing a ‘flirtation” with the
xenophobic parts of the electorate (Parliamentary records 2002/3:
79; cf. Milani 2008). The Sweden Democrats, however, have taken
up the case and insist that naturalization should entail proficiency
in the Swedish language and knowledge about Swedish society and
history (Sverigedemokraterna 2011). All the other parliamentary
parties wish to dissociate themselves from the Sweden Democrats,
and their entry into Parliament has had the effect (in the short
term at least) of other parties softening their earlier calls for raising
integration requirements. For example, the Liberal Party no longer
champions an official language requirement for citizenship (Severin
2011).

Concluding remarks

In this chapter I have analyzed immigrant-based multicultural-
ism in Sweden from the mid-1960s up to the present. The findings
are consistent with Kymlicka’s thesis that multiculturalism could
receive the passive acquiescence of the majority as long as it was
not associated with any significant costs and risks. So, what were
the cost-benefit analyses that informed the introduction of multicul-
turalism in Sweden in the 1970s? And what particular drawbacks
or dangers regarding the multicultural approach have subsequently
been identified by critics of Sweden’s multiculturalism?

When demands for the cultural rights of minorities were first
made in the mid-1960s, the minorities were indeed regarded as a
potential threat, not so much to national security or respect for
human rights, but instead to the integrative logics of the Swedish
welfare state. Consequently, the Conservatives — at the time rep-
resenting the only political party that opposed Social Democratic
welfare state ideology — were among the most enthusiastic supporters
of minority rights, while the Social Democrats were the most scepti-
cal. Other political actors who had gained influence in the policy
process, however, presented convincing evidence that recognition
of immigrants’ specific cultural needs involved significant benefits;
it would, for example, ease integration, promote harmonious social
relations and enhance Sweden’s international reputation as a cham-
pion of human rights. In 1975 the Swedish Parliament adopted its
immigrant and minority policy which gave the state the responsibility
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for group-targeted support that would help immigrants maintain
their status as minorities.

Yet in 1986, Sweden retreated from this minority-political
approach. The change of course was based upon concerns that
efforts to help immigrants maintain their cultures might conflict
with the goal of promoting immigrants’ equal integration into main-
stream society. The consensus was that future policies should focus
solely on assisting individuals attain status as equal citizens, and not
on promoting the maintenance of their ethnic collectivities. A 1997
policy document confirmed that the previous ‘multicultural’ focus on
immigrants’ ethnic groups had obstructed the integration goal since
immigrants were stigmatized as being inherently ‘different’ from
the rest of the population, reinforcing a division of the population
between ‘us’ and ‘them’.

Similar to what is the case in other European countries, ‘multicul-
turalism’ in Sweden today is often depicted as a misguided or even
dangerous policy approach. This chapter, however, underlines the
argument that we must pay attention to what particular multicultur-
alism the critique is concerned with. When Sweden retreated from
multiculturalism in the mid-1980s, this meant a backing away from
previous group-targeted efforts to help minorities maintain their cul-
tural distinctiveness, since such an approach was regarded as having
serious drawbacks.

Policy developments since the late 1990s could, however, simulta-
neously be said to represent a strengthened multicultural approach,
if ‘multiculturalism’ is understood as active efforts to make public
institutions more inclusive and hospitable to ethnic and religious
diversity. Furthermore, the overwhelming majority of Swedish par-
liamentary parties, with the right-wing populist Sweden Democrats
being the only exception, recognize the ‘multicultural’ description of
Sweden as a culturally diverse society. And finally, if ‘multicultural-
ism’ is defined in a negative manner as the absence of specific inte-
gration requirements targeted at new arrivals and other non-citizens,
the noteworthy Swedish reluctance to adopt such prerequisites
makes it appropriate to characterize the country as ‘a multicultural
exception’.
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Chapter Eight

Public Debates and Public Opinion on
Multiculturalism in Germany

Martina Wasmer

Introduction

Germany has never stood as the prototype of a multicultural society
and it does not do so now. But empirical assessments of the politi-
cal practice of cultural diversity management indicate that, over
time, Germany has adopted more multicultural policies. In 2010
Germany’s score in the multiculturalism policy index (MIPEX; see
Banting and Kymlicka 2012), measuring the presence (or absence)
of a range of policies intended to recognize, support or accommo-
date diversity, is 2.5 out of a maximum of 8 — a still low score albeit
higher than in 2000. Koopmans et al. (2005) see Germany’s position
in their two-dimensional model of citizenship (presented in Chapter
2 of this book) as no longer close to the ethnic-assimilationist pole
where it had been until the mid-1990s but, on both axes — individual
citizenship rights and differential group rights — as near the middle.

At the same time, in Germany as well as in other European states
with long-established commitments to multiculturalism, in public
and political debate, the controversy about the right way to deal
with ethnic and cultural diversity in society was growing more
intense. In Germany it culminated in 2010 with German Chancellor
Angela Merkel’s declaration that attempts to build a multicultural
society had ‘utterly failed’. A bestselling book appeared that same
year, Thilo Sarrazin’s Germany Does Away with Itself (Deutschland
schafft sich ab) which blamed Muslims for dragging Germany down.
Its provocative argument divided the nation. So is there a common
‘sceptical turn’ against policies recognizing cultural diversity? Is
Germany turning away from multiculturalism before actually having
reached it?

This chapter examines recent trends in different areas — policies,
public debate and public opinion — and looks for hints as to whether
this is the case or not. After providing background information on
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immigration to Germany, I review the laws and policies related to
diversity that have recently been introduced. In order to ascertain the
degree of public and political support for the multicultural model, I
consider the public debates of the last decades as well as changes in
attitudes since the mid-1990s.

Public opinion on multiculturalism is chosen as the main focus of
this chapter for several reasons. Although policy, laws and formal
regulations are of major relevance, much depends on the views held
by the majority. In everyday life prejudices and xenophobic attitudes
may manifest themselves in subtle signs of disrespect, in overt dis-
criminatory practices or even in aggressive behaviour. Additionally,
interaction effects may follow, for example when public support is
needed to put formally adopted measures into practice.

From a theoretical perspective, a degree of congruency between
public policy change and public opinion change should be expected,
since in a liberal democratic system policy should be responsive to
public opinion, and public opinion should react to changes in policy
and political debates. Finally, there is a more pragmatic reason for
the focus on public opinion: the availability of time series data from
replicative surveys to identify time trends in support for or opposi-
tion to multiculturalism. This stands in contrast to the monitoring of
policies and debates regarding multiculturalism which has to contend
with more ambiguity. For this reason, repeated attitude measure-
ments from the German General Social Survey (ALLBUS; see p. 176)
can help us obtain a clearer picture of developments in Germany with
regard to multiculturalism. If the empirical results reveal widespread
opposition against multicultural policies then, as Crepaz (2006: 97)
puts it, public opinion would be ‘like the proverbial canary in the
coalmines’, indicating danger.

Foreigners and immigrants in Germany

On a descriptive level, Germany is obviously a ‘polyethnic society’
(Kymlicka 1995) characterized by cultural diversity that is pre-
dominantly immigration-induced. There have been several waves
of foreign immigration (Miinz and Ulrich 2003). In 1955 the first
recruitment agreement with Italy marked the starting point of a
large wave of labour migration to West Germany. Foreigners from
the Mediterranean were recruited as Gastarbeiter (guestworkers)
for particular workplaces, predominantly low-skilled jobs in the
industrial sector. The intention was to implement a ‘rotation model’
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of temporary migration, with migrants working in Germany for a
period of one to two years and then returning home. After labour
recruitment stopped in 1973, foreign immigration continued at a
lower rate; it comprised mainly family reunifications. In the late
1980s and early 1990s the number of asylum seekers and refugees
rose significantly, reaching a peak in 1992 when — all types of immi-
gration taken together — a record high of more than 1.5 million
immigrants came to Germany. In the following years the number of
immigrants declined, mainly due to more restrictions on asylum and
ethnic Germans. The result was even negative net migration in 2008
and 2009. Since then it has again increased, primarily because of
rising numbers of migrants from Eastern European countries (Federal
Statistical Office 2011a; Bundesministerium des Innern 2011).

A feature unique to Germany is the large-scale immigration of
ethnic Germans. Their migration was initially privileged but, since
1990, has been more carefully screened (Zimmermann 1999) as
the stakes were high: German citizenship was extended to ethnic
Germans upon their arrival. This special case that entails an under-
standing of German identity (Joppke and Rosenhek 2002) is not the
subject of this chapter on German multiculturalism.

Several factors account for the proportion of foreign nationals
in Germany increasing from about 1 per cent in 1960 to 9 per cent
of the total population in 2010 (Federal Statistical Office 2011b).
Immigration rates are among the highest in the world; return migra-
tion is well below the originally intended level; jus sanguinis (up to
2000) meant that children born in Germany of foreign parents had
difficulties naturalizing; low naturalization rates generally created a
statistically high number of ‘foreigners’. Today nearly 20 per cent
of the population (Federal Statistical Office 2011b) has a ‘migra-
tion background’, that is, made up of those who (1) immigrated to
Germany after 1950; (2) were born in Germany as foreigners; and (3)
have at least one parent who immigrated to Germany after 1950 or
was born in Germany as a foreigner. In the eastern part of Germany
(the former East Germany state) the share of foreigners is much
lower, below 2.5 per cent in most regions. The large majority of
immigrants live today in the urban areas of western Germany (Miinz
and Ulrich 2003; Bundesministerium des Innern 2011).

By far the largest group of foreigners in Germany are Turks
(about 24 per cent of the foreign population). Other important
regions of origin are the former Yugoslavia, Italy and, increasingly
in recent years, Poland. The vast majority of the population with a
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migration background, however, is made up of former guestworkers
and their families and descendants. The mean time of residence in
Germany of this group is nearly twenty-five years. Nevertheless, they
overall still have a lower educational and occupational status than
the native German population, but to a lesser degree in the second
and third generation (Bender and Seifert 2003). A disproportionate
number of those with a migration background are unemployed and
dependent on welfare benefits. Particularly important for the issue of
multiculturalism is the fact that, owing to the high share of Muslim
immigrants, Islam has become an essential part of the new cultural
diversity in Germany.

Multicultural policy in Germany

Up until now, there has never been an explicit multicultural agenda
in Germany. Generally, immigration-related policy in Germany is,
as O’Brien (2011: 1) has stated, ‘controversial, contended and there-
fore highly fluid’ and consequently it ‘defies easy categorization into
neat typologies’. This incoherency in multiculturalism during the
past decade may be attributed in part to the complicated balance of
political power during this period. The absence of a broad consen-
sus about the best way to deal with immigration-induced diversity
made it necessary to reach compromises, especially during the Grand
Coalition from 2005 to 2009, and to half-heartedly accept ‘path
dependence’ after the changes of government in 2005 and 2009.
In short, pragmatic policies became inescapable. In addition, the
federal structure of Germany — with states at the subnational level
being responsible for educational and cultural affairs — hampered the
elaboration of a comprehensive policy programme.

Even in the absence of a coherent, explicitly multicultural policy
approach, the management of migration-related ethnic diversity
may include elements of a de facto multicultural policy. According
to Castles (2004: 429), multiculturalism as public policy has two
key dimensions: recognition of cultural diversity and social equality
for members of minorities. Koopmans et al. (2005) developed a set
of empirical indicators for these two dimensions and compared five
Western European countries, among them Germany, at three points
in time; 1980, 1990 and 2002. As already noted, they concluded that
between 1990 and 2002 Germany moved away from an assimilation-
ist conception, ‘trailing behind’ Britain and the Netherlands ‘on the
path of multiculturalism’ (Koopmans 2007: 72). My interest is, then,
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to focus on recent temporal trends that shed light on the question of
whether Germany is still moving in this direction.

Laws and regulations on nationality acquisition are a crucial
dimension of multicultural policies. For the individual migrant,
citizenship means access to civil rights. Additionally, the concepts
of nationhood underlying citizenship laws are of extraordinary
symbolic importance, shaping national identity, definitions of ‘we’
and ‘us’. Thus, the new Citizenship Law of 2000, supplementing
the traditional principle of descent (bloodlines) with the jus soli
principle, was a remarkable change of political practice in Germany.
All children born in Germany now automatically receive German
citizenship if at least one of their parents has lived in Germany for
at least eight years. They are entitled to dual citizenship but have to
decide whether to retain German nationality or the nationality of
their parents between the ages of eighteen and twenty-three. Also, the
number of years of residence in Germany required before immigrants
can request naturalization was reduced. With this liberalization of
citizenship regulations Germany has moved away from the former
ethnic conception of citizenship towards a more civic-territorial one.

No additional progress has been made since then on citizenship
regulations. The naturalization rate in Germany remains very low
compared to other European countries. A key impediment to higher
numbers is the fact that dual citizenship is still not officially recog-
nized and is only a transitional status. In general, those applying for
German citizenship are not allowed to retain their old nationality.
Although there are exceptions to this rule, they do not apply to the
important group of applicants of Turkish descent. In 2007 stricter
language requirements for naturalization were introduced and since
2008 applicants have had to prove knowledge of the German legal
and social system and cultural background by passing a standardized
citizenship test.

These changes point to a notion of citizenship not as a means of
integration but as the end point of a completed integration process
(Van Oers 2010). With the coming into force of the Immigration
Act in 2005, integration courses comprising 600 hours of German
language lessons and 45 hours of civic instruction were introduced.
Attendance is obligatory for people applying for a residence permit
who do not show minimal proficiency in German. Moreover, settled
migrants dependent on welfare may be required to register for these
courses (Bundesministerium des Innern 2012). The stated purpose
of integration courses is ‘helping immigrants ... in their efforts
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to become integrated’, thus ensuring ‘that immigrants have equal
opportunities and the chance to participate in all areas, especially
social, economic and cultural life’ (BMI 2012a). According to Joppke
and Morawska (2003), the rise of civic integration programmes
indicates a shift towards the logic of assimilation and away from the
multicultural paradigm.

A steadily more restrictive approach to migration was also exem-
plified in the tougher rules for family reunification introduced in
2007. Their intention was to promote integration from the outset
and to combat forced marriages. Immigrating spouses now must
be at least eighteen and pass a compulsory language test abroad
before they can join their partner in Germany. Exemptions are made
for other EU citizens, citizens of other privileged Western nations
and highly qualified immigrants. They raise doubts about the non-
discriminatory character of this regulation. Because of its ‘pursuing
liberal goals with illiberal means’, it may deserve the label ‘repressive
liberalism” (Joppke 2007).

Apart from the right to citizenship, little has changed since 2002
with respect to policies aiming to promote equal individual rights.
EU Anti-discrimination Directives were subsumed into national leg-
islation in 2006 but the number of lawsuits has remained modest and
is mainly related to discrimination based on disabilities, gender or
age (Peucker 2010). On the other hand, foreign residents still largely
enjoy the same social benefits as Germans. Reliance on welfare,
however, still endangers their legal status (residence permit, naturali-
zation) and jeopardizes prospects for immigration of family members.
As for political rights, voting for foreign residents is restricted only to
EU nationals and only at the local level. But progress has been made
on the political representation of immigrants: ‘Integration Summits’
and ‘Islam Conferences’ have been organized by the federal govern-
ment with participants from immigrant and Muslim organizations.

Measures have been taken to improve immigrants’ prospects in
the educational system and labour market, for example through
special training programmes. Different dimensions of multicultural-
ism are combined in such policies, which strive for equality and to
accommodate group differences. But these measures often imply a
‘deficit perspective’ on immigrants, in contrast to the positive view of
diversity that would be characteristic for a multicultural approach.
German language acquisition as a means to resolving problems with
education and employment is regarded as the cornerstone of integra-
tion. Accordingly, in some cases coercive measures have been taken
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requiring pupils to speak only German at school and not merely in
the classroom but also during breaks. Affirmative action programmes
such as quotas or preferential hiring schemes are not part of German
integration policy. However, projects to recruit young people from
migrant backgrounds for careers in public administration and efforts
to enhance the transferability of educational qualifications acquired
abroad have been intensified in the last few years.

Over the last decades, the integration of immigrants has been
understood primarily as structural integration while the issues of cul-
tural and religious diversity have received less attention. Yet notable
changes are apparent regarding the accommodation of religious dif-
ferences. The recurring Islam Conference has served as a basis for
helping integrate the Muslim community into the German system
of church-state relations. Islamic religious instruction in German
schools has been introduced. In 2011 the first centre for Islamic
theology started to train teachers for Islamic religious education and
imam responsibilities.

On the other hand, in recent years one half of the states of
Germany (among them the most populous and those with the largest
Muslim populations) have enacted legislation that bans the Islamic
headscarf for teachers — a reflection of the ‘principle of neutrality’
that has to be observed at schools. Only legislation in Lower Saxony
and the city states of Bremen and Berlin treat all religions in the
same way, in accordance with a Federal Constitutional Court deci-
sion. Other states’ bodies of law privilege Judaeo-Christian religions
(Berghahn 2009).

To sum up, the overall view of recent ‘multicultural’ policies
shows an unclear picture with no identifiable comprehensive multi-
cultural policy. Policies at the core of the multiculturalist approach
— recognizing and supporting immigrants in maintaining and express-
ing their distinct identities and practices (Banting and Kymlicka
2006) — are not key elements of German integration policy. Phil
Triadafilopoulos (2012) worries that the undesired side effects of
Germany’s integration policy (the ‘preoccupation with “problem”
groups, above all undereducated, unemployed and potentially threat-
ening young men and putatively embattled immigrant women’) might
foster an atmosphere of distrust and disrespect towards immigrants.
The policy may also lead to a negative definition of integration as
a ‘prophylactic’ process that seeks to pre-empt problems and to
guard the majority of society against dangers caused by immigra-
tion. Finally, Germany’s integration policy increasingly gives the
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impression that the responsibility for successful integration lies with
the immigrants themselves. Despite official rhetoric that integration is
a ‘two-way process’ that ‘requires acceptance by the majority popula-
tion’ (BMI 2012b), little is done to increase the majority’s acceptance
of culturally different groups. This would entail a positive recogni-
tion of diversity that would be a clear sign of multiculturalism.

Public debate on multiculturalism

The term ‘multiculturalism’ is rarely used in German public debates.
‘Multicultural society’ usually refers to the existence of a multiplicity
of cultures, and not a particular public policy approach. In Germany,
the term ‘multicultural’ during the late 1970s and the 1980s circu-
lated in church, union, social workers’ and teachers’ circles. The
Green Party, especially its leader Daniel Cohn-Bendit, Christian
Democratic Union (CDU) intellectual Heiner GeifSler and groups
within the Social Democratic Party (SPD) were early proponents of
a multicultural society (Kraus and Schonwilder 2006; Faist 1994).
The catchy abbreviation multikulti, which soon became popular,
sounded fresh, modern and easy-going. Public appreciation of the
concept tended to remain superficial, often folkloric, equating it with
pizza and doner kebabs. Nowadays, multikulti and terms such as
‘dreams/dreamers’, ‘illusion’ or ‘naive’ are frequently mentioned in
the same breath, signifying its bad reputation.

Although current usage of ‘multicultural’ or multikulti signals the
problems that Germany’s multiculturalism is faced with, the term is
seldom explicitly at the centre of public debates over relevant issues.
Three key areas of debate can be identified (although they are closely
interwoven): (1) immigration to Germany; (2) the multicultural
reality in Germany — perceptions and assessments of positive and,
mostly, negative aspects of ethnic diversity; and (3) ideas about how
to deal with this multicultural reality.

The first step in adopting multiculturalism as a way to accom-
modate diversity is to recognize the fact of cultural pluralism in a
society. In Germany, official political discourse for decades not only
ignored but denied the fact that cultural diversity was here to stay.
In particular, the right-of-centre parties CDU and CSU continued
until the 1990s to insist that Germany was ‘not an immigration
country’. At the same time, restricting immigration was a central
political concern. At the end of the 1980s and during the early
1990s when Germany faced very large immigration flows (with high
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proportions of refugees and asylum seekers), there were two camps
in the German debate on immigration. One, which included the gov-
erning Conservatives and the tabloid press, claimed that Germany
was approaching breaking point, the limit of what it could absorb,
conveyed by the slogan ‘The boat is full’. The other camp, among
them churches, trade unions, NGOs and the Greens, advanced
humanitarian and human rights arguments (Wengeler 2006). The
assertion that many asylum seekers were abusing the social assistance
system of the German welfare state was emphasized by conservative
parties and, even more so, by populist parties on the extreme right,
such as the Republikaner. Asylum seekers were seen as problematic
both because they are culturally different and because they represent
economic competitors (Faist 1994).

Heated discussions marked the run-up to the asylum compromise
of 1993, but more pragmatic economic considerations stressing the
advantages of immigration for the functioning of the economy pre-
vailed (Wengeler 2006). The idea of the foreign workforce as an eco-
nomic factor that could be adjusted to fit the needs of German society
had informed the rotation model of guestworker employment. More
recently, immigration has again been seen as a necessity, but this
time recruitment of high-skilled labour is the key consideration.
Nevertheless, many Germans have trouble accepting immigration as
a solution to the country’s labour needs. The so-called Green Card
initiative — a regulation allowing for work permits for highly quali-
fied foreign workers in information and communication technology
— was repudiated in 2000 by the then leading candidate of the
CDU for the state government of Nord-Rhein Westphalia, Jirgen
Rittgers. He argued that Germany should invest in education and
training instead of importing high-tech specialists from India, coining
the slogan Kinder statt Inder (‘children instead of Indians’) — a
mantra with which to stir up anti-foreigner sentiment. In 2011 Horst
Seehofer, leader of the Bavarian Conservatives, called for a halt to
immigration from ‘alien cultures’ on the grounds that Germany does
not need any more Turkish or Arab immigrants because they do not
integrate as well as others.

Seehofer’s declaration leads us to an important thread in
Germany’s discourse on ‘multiculturalism’, reflecting the effects of
the new ethnic diversity on society. On the one hand, concern has
been expressed in the socio-economic realm about tensions result-
ing from the formation of a new lower class in society caused by
migration. On the other hand, cultural differences are said to induce
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problems by undermining social capital and social cohesion. Over
the last decades, cultural concerns appear to prevail, either because
they are considered more urgent or because they are seen as the root
cause of most of the other problems.

Today the debate focuses mainly on the failure of integration,
illustrated by immigrants allegedly living in ‘parallel societies’,
that is, closed off from the majority society, lacking German lan-
guage skills and customs and obeying rules of their own. Especially
with regard to Muslim immigrants, these rules are perceived as
backward and narrow-minded, oriented towards traditional prin-
ciples of honour and submission. The withdrawal into secluded
ethnic communities is frequently considered the cause for the often
poor educational achievement of immigrant children. Additionally,
Muslim-dominated residential areas are suspected to be breeding
grounds for violence and extremism (Kraus and Schonwalder 2006).

Auslanderkriminalitdt — literally foreigner criminality — has been
a major topic of public debate for a long time. Wide support for
the expulsion of criminal offenders born and raised in Germany has
been illustrative of the majority’s ethnic understanding of national
belonging. Today, the high relevance attributed to religious-cultural
factors, Islam in particular, is particularly significant. Since 9/11,
Muslim fundamentalists have been seen as posing a serious terrorist
threat. Outdated parenting styles in Muslim families are supposed to
be the main reason for young male Muslims’ (alleged) proneness to
violence. In the tabloid press or readers’ letters, incidents of ‘honour
killings’ are cited as undisputable proof of the problematic nature of
Islam in general.

The highly publicized incidents of ‘honour killings’, the practices
of forced marriage described in bestselling books (such as Necla
Kelek’s Die fremde Braut, 2005) and debates about family violence
and the Islamic headscarf have given rise to the gender dimension in
Islam. Generally, it is Islam that has moved to the centre of public
debates on multiculturalism. According to some opinion leaders,
including Henryk M. Broder, Ralph Giordano, Necla Kelek and
feminist Alice Schwarzer, Islam is inherently illiberal and anti-
democratic, so it follows that pious Muslims constitute a threat to
“Western civilization’ itself (O’Brien 2011).

The debate about the allegedly adverse economic and social effects
of immigration on German society ‘has become increasingly intense,
shallow and aggressive’, claimed Klaus J. Bade, a leading German
researcher on immigration and one of the few dissenting voices to
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the pessimistic analysis of the situation, in a TV documentary.! A
key reason for this is the impact of Thilo Sarrazin’s Germany Does
Away With Itself, in 2010. In it the author, a member at the time of
the Social Democratic Party and of the Deutsche Bundesbank execu-
tive board, argued that Muslim immigrants were unwilling or unable
to integrate. In blaming Muslims for all the problems of integration,
Sarrazin went further than his predecessors by attributing cultural
and social differences mainly to genetic disposition. According to
Sarrazin, German society as a whole is inevitably becoming less intel-
ligent because of the higher fertility rate among intellectually inferior
Muslims.

The book evoked strong reactions. Most politicians immediately
criticized it as racist, but it received massive public support among
the German population. To the surprise of liberal intellectual circles
in media and politics, respectable middle-class citizens shouted down
Sarrazin’s critics in public discussions and readings, and acclaimed
Sarrazin as a hero for saying ‘what everybody really thinks’. The
book was seen as a taboo breaker and set off a wave of media
coverage. Nearly all voices dismissed Sarrazin’s ‘genetic theory’ as
‘nonsense’. But the identifiable main opposing camps accused each
other of denying the existence of serious problems because of blind
political correctness or naivety and stirring up xenophobic tenden-
cies with inappropriate generalizations and alarmism. One potential
development arising from Sarrazin’s success was the fostering of pop-
ulist tendencies. As Habermas put it in an op ed article in The New
York Times (2010), ‘The usual stereotypes are being flushed out of
the bars and onto the talk shows, and they are echoed by mainstream
politicians who want to capture potential voters who are otherwise
drifting off toward the right’.

The Sarrazin debate was typical of German discussions of multi-
culturalism in that it was the multicultural reality, not the multicul-
tural concept or policies based on it, that was the main focus. As long
as the facts of immigration and diversity were being officially denied,
political discussions had largely been limited to repeated demands to
implement any policy concerning these neglected areas. In the 1990s
regulation of immigration was the central issue of public discourse
while since then integration policy has become the centre of politi-
cal attention (Heckmann 2010). There is a broad consensus on the
general goal of ‘integration’, even if multiple definitions of it exist.
Increasingly it is conceived as a process of adaptation lying primarily
with immigrants, with the state providing necessary resources and
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structural supports. By contrast, appeals to the German majority
to abandon prejudice against and create a welcoming atmosphere
for immigrants so as to facilitate their integration have become less
common (Wengeler 2006).

The degree of adaptation by immigrants to German society
is highly contentious. Is it sufficient when immigrants accept the
German constitution and acquire fundamental cultural, especially
language, skills? Or are immigrants supposed to adopt the values
and customs of the majority culture? The latter idea has repeatedly
been the subject of political debates. In 2000 Friedrich Merz, then
a leading Conservative politician, demanded that foreigners be pre-
pared to integrate themselves into the German Leitkultur, or leading
culture. This statement, giving German national identity priority
over the ‘multicultural society’ advocated by the government of
Social Democrats and Greens, came under fire, not least for implying
some sort of German cultural supremacy. In 2006 the controversial
concept of Leitkultur was re-introduced into the debate on the inte-
gration of immigrants by CDU politician Volker Kauder. In 2010
— after Sarrazin’s book was published — the Christian Democrats
adopted a resolution that Germany was based on a ‘Judaeo-Christian
heritage’ which should be considered as the country’s Leitkultur.
The message was clear: Leitkultur should be understood primarily
as a political tool in the struggle against Islam. Critics of the concept
argue that the underlying idea of a distinct ethnically defined national
identity, based on history, language, descent and culture, neither cor-
responds to social reality in modern societies, which are character-
ized by increasing pluralism, nor is the most effective basis of social
cohesion. But alternative models — Habermas’ ‘constitutional patriot-
ism’” or human rights as the basis of an enlightened multiculturalism
(Bielefeldt 2007) — are infrequently discussed in public.

Of particular concern over the last years has been the fact that
relations between Germans and Turks have deteriorated. Repeated
demands have been made by the right-wing political camp supported
by an unlikely partner, groups concerned with women’s rights, that
Muslim immigrants should stop adhering to customs and traditions
incompatible with modern Western culture. In turn, Turks have
resented restrictive, exclusionary German policies, such as the lan-
guage test taken abroad for immigrating spouses of Turks, as well as
the current German government’s opposition to Turkey’s EU acces-
sion. Controversies about the building of mosques in German cities
exacerbated this worsening of relations. Mosques are a visible sign
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of cultural diversity and of Muslims becoming an established part
of German society. Consequently, when right-wing populist groups
such as Pro-Cologne and Pro-NRW organize against the building of
mosques and even win seats on local councils, this evokes a feeling
of rejection within the local Muslim community. To be sure, public
reactions to the building of mosques are mixed.

An additional factor affecting relations between Turks and
Germans are the visits to Germany by Turkish Prime Minister Recep
Tayyip Erdogan. He urged Turkish immigrants to resist assimila-
tion, which he called a crime against humanity, and to teach their
children to speak and read Turkish before German (SpiegelOnline
International 2011a, b). Many politicians criticized what they viewed
as Erdogan’s inflammatory rhetoric and his inaccurate description
of Germany’s integration policy. Many ordinary Germans watch-
ing television coverage of crowds of over 10,000 people waving
Turkish flags and applauding Erdogan’s speeches saw this as proof
that Turkish immigrants and their descendants lacked a feeling of
belonging to Germany and showed no willingness to integrate in the
host society.

In November 2011 a series of murders committed by a Zwickau-
based neo-Nazi terror cell calling itself the National Socialist
Underground (NSU) was uncovered. Between 2000 and 2006 the
killings of nine small business owners of Turkish and Greek origin,
as well as a bomb attack in an immigrant neighbourhood in Cologne,
shocked the German public. Authorities were accused of failing to
take the threat from right-wing extremists seriously enough. The
investigators, consistent with common prejudices, had assumed that
the murders were motivated by family disputes or criminal gang
rivalries. Learning that the murders were carried out by the NSU
evoked a sense of collective shame. Chancellor Merkel described
the serial murders as a ‘disgrace for our country’. Media across the
political spectrum published articles calling for tolerance and respect,
asking whether xenophobic fears had been stirred up over the last
decades, criticizing integration policies seeking to appeal to German
voters and depicting immigrants as a security risk (SpiegelOnline
International 2012). In contrast to the Sarrazin debate, the majority
blamed itself and not immigrants for the affair.

Another factor that might have consequences for multiculturalism
is the European debt crisis. The euro crisis distracted — at least for a
time — public attention away from the challenges of cultural diversity.
Many ordinary citizens in Germany were unhappy that their country
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had to pay the largest share of the bail-out of Greece. It is conceiv-
able, therefore, that foreigners abroad may take on the role of scape-
goats from the immigrants living within Germany. As the ‘foreigners
inside’ are in several respects — as taxpayers, citizens potentially
affected by social security cuts, and so on — in the same boat, lines
of conflict may shift. Major changes to immigration and integra-
tion policies as a response to the European debt crisis seem unlikely.
However, given the EU principle of the free movement of labour, a
new migration wave from southern Europe can be expected. If the
skills of these immigrants match the needs of Germany’s economy,
prospective immigrants from culturally distinct, non-EU countries
may become disadvantaged.

Public opinion on multiculturalism

We cannot infer from public policy and public debate alone the
reception accorded to immigrants and their descendants. Much
depends on the views held by the majority population. In the remain-
ing part of this chapter I examine public opinion on multiculturalism.
The main questions addressed include how widespread attitudes are
supporting multiculturalism today, and how these attitudes have
changed in recent decades. Because of space constraints, I do not
consider the issue of causal determinants of attitudes.

The analysis relies mainly on attitudinal data collected by the
ALLBUS (Allgemeine Bevolkerungsumfrage der Sozialwissenschaften)
survey programme (Koch and Wasmer 2004; Terwey 2000). ALLBUS
is oriented toward academic users and sets very high methodological
standards, especially with respect to sampling. It is based on repeated
multi-thematic face-to-face surveys. Every two years since 1980,
a representative cross-section of the population — the number of
respondents varies between 3,000 and 3,500 — has been surveyed,
using both constant and variable questions. In 1996 and 2006,
ALLBUS included a topical module focusing on attitudes towards
ethnic minorities. The survey thus allows us to compare people’s
views before and after the important changes of political practice
in Germany initiated by the government of Social Democrats and
Greens.

Based on an understanding of multiculturalism that combines the
two key principles of social equality and participation, and cultural
recognition I selected data for analysis concerning the following
issues: (1) appreciation of cultural diversity; (2) support of state
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Table 8.1 German views on cultural diversity in 1996 and 2006

‘Foreigners enrich German culture’
disagree neutral agree
. Neither positive nor Predominantly
disagree negative positive
‘One feels !ike 1996: 41.1% 1996: 30.0%
asTanser it peutral 2006: 32.8% 2006: 33.3%
one’s own
country
because of Predominantly negative Ambivalent
foreigners’ agree 1996: 22.6% 1996: 6.3%
2006: 24.5% 2006: 9.4%

ALLBUS 1996 and 2006, own calculations. Note that n=3246 (1996) and n=3099 (2006).

action that promotes equal rights for foreigners and recognizes cul-
tural diversity; (3) demands for cultural adaptation; and (4) social
contacts with and social distance towards foreigners.?

Two items in ALLBUS 1996 and 2006 raise the issue of cultural
diversity in general terms. One is formulated to place immigration-
induced cultural diversity in a positive light. The proportion of
German respondents® who agreed* that foreigners enrich German
culture rose from 36 per cent in 1996 to 43 per cent in 2006.
Paradoxically, when the issue is raised in negative terms, a similar
increase can be observed, indicating the high degree of ambiguity in
public opinion. In 2006 more interviewees agreed with the notion
‘With so many foreigners in Germany, one feels increasingly like
a stranger in one’s own country’ than in 1996. It seems as though
Germans have developed more clear-cut attitudes towards cultural
diversity. Whilst in the earlier data 41 per cent agreed neither with
the positive item nor with the negative one, only 33 per cent did
so in 2006 (see Table 8.1). One-third of the respondents held pre-
dominantly positive views on cultural diversity but approximately
one out of four reported feelings of alienation, which were not
counterbalanced by a positive valuation of cultural diversity.

If we turn the focus to equal rights (for a detailed analysis of the
1996 data, see Wasmer and Koch 2000), the German population
makes clear distinctions between different groups of foreigners, and
this is becoming increasingly the case. The statement that Turkish
residents should have the same rights as Germans in every respect
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was supported by 37 per cent in 2006. By contrast, a clear majority
of 59 per cent favours parity of treatment for Italians who, as EU
citizens, already enjoy a far superior legal status anyway.

ALLBUS questions concerning concrete policy measures designed
to promote particular forms of equality for foreigners living in
Germany address the issue of social security (the same entitlement
to welfare benefits and other social security benefits), opportunities
for exercising political influence (the right to vote in local elections)
and cultural issues (including the question ‘Should there be Islamic
religious instruction in state schools, should there only be Christian
religious instruction or should there be no religious instruction at all
in state schools?’).> In 2006 between 43 and 48 per cent of German
respondents expressed their willingness to grant parity of rights to
immigrants (see Table 8.2).

The issue of Islamic religious education in public schools is a
special case. In 2006 32 per cent stated that state schools should
provide religious instruction for both Christian and Muslim chil-
dren, while 33 per cent (mostly respondents from the eastern part of
Germany) responded that they should provide no religious instruc-
tion at all. From an equal treatment perspective, one could therefore
argue that a large majority shows no inclination to privilege the
Christian religion. However, public schools in Germany actually do
provide regular religious instruction for the main Christian religions,
and it is not clear how interviewees who prefer no religious instruc-
tion at all would have answered a forced choice question with the
other two response options. Thus, it seems appropriate to narrow
the focus to those who do not entirely reject religious education. We
find that about half of these respondents support Islamic religious
education, slightly fewer in 2006 than in 1996.

An interesting result is the discrepancy between a generally posi-
tive attitude to equality of rights and attitudes towards equal treat-
ment in specific spheres of life. Many of those who were strongly
committed (scale points 6 or 7) to equal rights for Turkish residents
in every respect nevertheless opposed specific rights. This holds true
especially with respect to two concrete political measures which
have been subjects under discussion: the local election voting right is
opposed by 19 per cent of those who are generally strongly in favour
of equality of rights; in turn, 22 per cent state that there should only
be Christian religious instruction in state schools despite their strong
agreement to ‘equal rights in every respect’. This result is reminiscent
of the ‘principle-implementation-gap’ described by Schuman et al.
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Table 8.2 Public support in Germany for multiculturalism: 2006

compared to 1996

Concepts and Items

Responses in favour

Responses in

(responses classified as multiculturalist ~ of multiculturalist ~ favour of
position) positions multiculturalist
Proportion in 2006  positions

(%)

Change since 1996
(percentage points)

Cultural diversity perception

Cultural enrichment (agree) 42.8 + 6.5
Stranger in own land (disagree) 52.6 — 4.4
General equal rights

for Turks (agree) 36.7 + 1.6
for Italians (agree) 59.2 +35.8
Policy support

Same welfare benefits (agree) 47.4 +0.3
Local voting rights (agree) 42.5 + 7.1
Religious instruction (‘also Islamic’, if ~ 47.6 - 3.5
any)*

Dual nationality (agree) 31.6 - 3.1
Demands for cultural adaptation

Lifestyle adaptation (not agree) 19.9 (24.0in 2010) —20.3
Lifestyle adaptation (not important as 9.8 - 121
citizenship requirement)

German language (not very important ~ 18.7 —-27.1
as citizenship requirement)

Christian (not at all important as 48.4 -9.3
citizenship requirement)

Social distance

Turks — neighbours (not unpleasant) 59.4 - 5.8
Italians — neighbours (not unpleasant)  94.3 + 1.6
Contacts with foreigners

Any contact (‘yes’) 71.9 (74.3 in 2010) + 5.8
Friendship (‘yes) 48.8 (52.3in2010) + 5.1
n (2006 and 1996) =~ 3100 = 3250

*n=2104 in 19965 n=2056 in 2006
ALLBUS 1996 and 2006, own calculations.

(1997) with regard to race relations in the US, and may be an indica-
tion that some respondents uphold the principle of equal rights only
in a superficial way so as to resist giving up privileges.

Tolerance of dual citizenship is more compatible with
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multiculturalism than with assimilationist views because the former
accommodates transnational ties of immigrants while assimilation-
ists seek to avoid ‘divided loyalties’ (Faist 2007). Thus, the finding
that in 2006 less than a third of Germans — slightly fewer than in
1996 — agreed with the statement that foreigners should be able to
acquire German citizenship without renouncing the citizenship they
currently possess might be seen as an indicator for only weak support
for multiculturalism.

Multiculturalism aims to foster equality and at the same time to
promote the recognition of cultural plurality. If ethnic minorities
were expected to assimilate into the host culture by abolishing their
own cultures and traditions, this would be the opposite of a multi-
cultural approach. Table 8.2 presents percentages of responses 7ot
demanding adaptation: they reveal a strong desire on the part of
the German majority for immigrants’ cultural adaptation. The most
striking result is the dramatic increase in these demands.

Certainly, the items analyzed cannot be interpreted unequivocally
as measuring attitudes towards multiculturalism. The ALLBUS ques-
tions represent demands for integration of immigrants into dominant
values, culture and social behaviour that are contrary to multicul-
turalism to varying degrees. Therefore for each indicator it was
important to distinguish which responses should be classified as ‘in
favour of multiculturalism’. Three of the indicators are based on the
respondent’s opinion on how important certain criteria should be in
the decision regarding whether to grant German citizenship. Cultural
preconditions for naturalization include: ‘lifestyle adaptation’, ‘lan-
guage ability’ and ‘church membership’ (Diehl and Tucci 2011).
The most exclusionary position would be to claim that ‘whether the
person belongs to a Christian denomination’ should play a central
role in becoming a German citizen.

In 1996 the majority stated that this ascriptive attribute should
be not at all important (1 on a 7 point scale), and it dropped to 48
per cent in 2006. With respect to the importance of naturalization
applicants being ‘prepared to adapt to the German way of life’, a
decrease of a similar magnitude can be observed, but at a totally dif-
ferent level. Only a tiny minority of 10 per cent does not place high
importance to this criterion in 2006. In turn, an inflated value placed
on immigrants’ German language skills stands for high barriers on
nationality acquisition in cultural terms that contradict a multicul-
tural approach. In tandem with policy priorities, survey results reveal
an enormous increase in the proportion of respondents who feel
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that it is very important ‘whether the person is fluent in German’.
Correspondingly, in 2006 the proportion of Germans who were not
insistent on this prerequisite more than halved from 1996.

The overall finding that Germans put increased emphasis on the
cultural adaptation of immigrants is confirmed by the response to
the softly formulated normative statement that immigrants ‘should
adapt their way of life a little more closely to the German way of
life’. This question has been asked since 1980. Until 1994, the data
had shown a slow but steady increase in those not agreeing with this
demand, from nearly a third of (West) German respondents to about
a half. Then the trend was reversed and the percentage dropped
sharply to only one-fifth in 2006. The data from 2010 (24 per cent
not agreeing with the statement) might indicate that this trend has
come to an end. Up to the appearance of Sarrazin’s book (when
about 60 per cent of all interviews had been completed), 26 per cent
did not expect foreigners to adapt a bit more to the German way of
life, in contrast to 21 per cent of those interviewed later. This seems
to reveal a short-term effect of the Sarrazin book.

Interpreting the results regarding cultural adaptation items is
made difficult by the fact that there is no measure of demands for
immigrants to eradicate their own culture. Some evidence is found
in the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) that can throw
light on this issue.® When Germans are forced to choose whether it is
better for a country that different racial and ethnic groups maintain
their distinct customs and traditions or that they adapt and blend
into the larger society, nearly two-thirds (64 per cent) chose adapta-
tion in 2003. This was a far higher percentage than in 1995 (46 per
cent), supporting the ALLBUS finding of an increasing inclination to
a sceptical view of cultural diversity. Another clear indicator of the
turn away from multiculturalism are ISSP results showing that the
percentage of respondents disagreeing with the statement ‘it is impos-
sible for people who do not share Germany’s customs and traditions
to become fully German’ (24 per cent in 2003) and the percentage
agreeing that ‘ethnic minorities should be given government assist-
ance to preserve their customs and traditions’ (33 per cent in 2003)
have strongly declined, by 15 and 14 percentage points respectively,
since 1995.

Let me supplement the results concerning public opinion on soci-
etal multiculturalism with indicators from ALLBUS on interethnic
relationships at the personal level. After all, without interactions
between the majority population and members of immigrant groups,
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recognition of cultural diversity could end up in separation and seg-
regation instead of multiculturalism. Congruent with results for the
equal rights items, Germans’ ‘feelings of social distance’ vary greatly,
depending on the immigrant group. Asked how pleasant or unpleas-
ant it would be for the interviewee to have an Italian person as a neigh-
bour, only a tiny minority of 6 per cent chose a negative scale point,
compared to 41 per cent for a Turkish person. This gap has widened
since 1996. The proportion of Germans who do not express negative
feelings about a Turk as neighbour has even declined by 6 percentage
points, a further indication that reservations about cultural diversity
are to a large extent the result of anti-Muslim resentment.

ALLBUS data reaching back to 1980 point to a steady increase in
contact between Germans and foreigners, and 2010 data substantiate
this trend. Nearly three out of four respondents now report having
some sort of personal contact with foreigners living in Germany, be
that at work, in the neighbourhood, in their own family/family circle
and/or among friends and acquaintances. Particularly noteworthy is
that voluntary and more intimate contact — having foreign friends —
continues to increase: about one half of the respondents state they
have immigrant friends and acquaintances.

Overall, then, ALLBUS surveys show that the German public are
divided in their view on multiculturalism. Only one of the attitudinal
indicators in Table 8.1 - social distance towards Italians, not really
a key indicator of multiculturalism — shows a clear majority of 60
per cent or more for the position labelled as ‘in favour of multicul-
turalism’. The picture is different if we look at the supporters of the
only political party in Germany that has been committed to the idea
of multiculturalism, the Greens. Most of the multicultural attitudes
listed in Table 8.3 constitute a majority view.”

Especially in their evaluations of cultural diversity and the conten-
tious issue of Islamic instruction, Green supporters have long been
exceptional. But among them, too, a major shift towards demands
for immigrants’ adaptation and linguistic assimilation has taken
place. Supporters of the two major political parties, the Christian
Democrats and Social Democrats, also differ significantly from one
another, with CDU supporters strongly opposed to multiculturalism.
Yet again, attitudes are similar in both political camps with regard to
the need for cultural adaptation of immigrants.

To sum up, some positive trends can be observed with respect to
interethnic contacts and the majority’s acceptance of equal political
rights for immigrants. Some results may hint at a growing tendency to
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Table 8.3 Support for multiculturalism in Germany according to voting
intentions: 2006 compared to 1996*

Concepts and Items Responses in favour of Change since 1996

multiculturalist positions (percentage points)

2006
CDU/ SPD  Greens CDU SPD  Greens
CSU (%) (%)
(%)

Cultural diversity
Cultural enrichment 37.5 46.7 70.4 +79 +8.0 +16.3
(agree)
Stranger in own land 49.8 56.8 75.4 —-6.6 +0.1 +3.8
(disagree)
Rights and policies
Equal rights for Turks 271 41.8 571 -0.7  +2.2 +3.5
(agree)
Local voting rights (agree)  35.6 50.6 61.9 +7.8 +10.0 +6.0
Religious instruction 40.9 51.4 80.4 —4.5 -1.8 +12.9
(‘also Islamic’, if any)**
Dual nationality (agree) 26.9 38.3 55.0 -04 -1.5 -3.2
Cultural adaptation
Adapt way of life 16.3 20.4 412 -163 -—19.3 -20.6
(not agree)
Lifestyle adaptation 7.6 9.0 24.6 -79 -14.8 —13.9
(not important for
naturalization)
German language 17.1 15.1 322 =227 —-342 213

(not very important
for naturalization)

Christian (not at all 40.5 49.5 70.4 —8.0 —8.5 -2.0
important for

naturalisation)

Turk as neighbour 54.0 64.7 76.7 —38 -—-14 —46
(not unpleasant)

n (2006 and 1996) =800 =710 =230 =800 =730 =370

* For reasons of clarity, this table contains only items considered most meaningful and
respondents with the intention to vote for one of the major parties in Germany or for the
Greens.

% n=601 (CDU), 483 (SPD), 228 (Greens) in 1996; n=580 (CDU), 467 (SPD), 158 (Greens)
in 2006.

ALLBUS 1996 and 2006, own calculations.
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Islamophobia. But the most striking result is the turnaround in public
opinion that has taken place with regard to cultural adaptation.
Many Germans nowadays prefer immigrants to adopt the German
language and to conform to the German way of life, in accordance
with the idea of a uniform Leitkultur. It is less clear whether the
majority is expecting complete assimilation to German customs and
norms or only conformity to some basic values and rules.

Conclusion

In Germany state actions as well as public discourses are regularly
characterized by complexity and contradictions. There is no offi-
cial national commitment to multiculturalism and no broad public
support for multicultural ideas. So what about the questions posed
in the introduction: Is there a common ‘sceptical turn’ against poli-
cies recognizing cultural diversity? Is Germany turning away from
multiculturalism before actually having reached it?

I have described elite and public concerns about the negative
effects of cultural diversity. To achieve the widely shared goal of
socio-cultural integration of immigrants, a certain degree of accul-
turation, at a minimum linguistically, is considered vital, especially
where Muslim immigrants are concerned. The challenge will be to
accomplish integration without forcing immigrants to give up their
own culture. A more differentiated and less biased view — especially
on Muslims — will be required, acknowledging intracultural dif-
ferences and avoiding insinuations about the general ‘inferiority’
of Islam. Sarrazin’s book obviously was not helpful in this regard.
On the other hand, the fact that Germany - in contrast to most of
its neighbours — has no right-wing populist party with significant
success at the polls gives reason to hope.

Radical cultural relativism is not an answer in cases of deep disa-
greements about values endangering social cohesion. In such cases
— and not limited to intercultural differences — a solution accept-
able to all may best be reached through deliberation. A deliberative
accommodation of cultural diversity requires equality of opportu-
nity and intercultural dialogue. In this sense, organizations such
as the ‘German Islam Conference’ are a step in the right direction.
But, since voting remains the usual method of decision in a democ-
racy, extended voting rights for foreigners and/or lower barriers to
citizenship are essential.

For many years, German politics has concentrated on promoting
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equal (or less unequal) access for immigrants to the educational
system and the labour market. Research on the socio-economic inte-
gration of immigrants (Bocker and Thrianhardt 2003; Koopmans
2003) comparing, for example, residential segregation and unem-
ployment rates, has shown that Germany has been more successful
in these areas than the multicultural pioneer that is the Netherlands.
From an analysis of survey data on identification, language profi-
ciency and use, religious observance and interethnic social contacts
of Turkish immigrants in Germany, France and the Netherlands,
Ersanilli and Koopmans (2011: 229) concluded that ‘combating
socio-economic disadvantages of immigrants is a more promising
avenue to stimulate immigrants’ socio-cultural integration than poli-
cies that focus on formal legal equality and cultural accommodation
or assimilation’.

We might conclude, then, that Germany may neither celebrate
cultural diversity nor strive for multiculturalism, but it nevertheless
is able to promote equal opportunities and provide equal individual
rights for immigrants. There are no signs that a policy of specific
group rights could gain broad acceptance in the near future. But the
state’s commitment to provide equal opportunities for the individ-
ual’s ‘freedom of self-determination’ recognized in the Convention
of Human Rights — if understood as comprising cultural issues as a
key area of personal choice — could be enough to secure that each
immigrant can freely decide to what extent he or she adopts cultural
elements of the host country and to what extent he or she maintains
the culture of origin.

Notes

1. http://www.rbb-online.de/doku/titel_mit_s/sarrazins_deutschland.html

2. The terms used by the German public for both immigrants and their
descendants have varied over time. The 1980s and 1990s term Ausldnder
(foreigners) gradually replaced the earlier term Gastarbeiter (guestwork-
ers). New terms such as Migranten (migrants) are in the process of enter-
ing common use. Ausldnder (since 1994) and Gastarbeiter are the terms
used in ALLBUS questions (Blank and Wasmer 1996).

3. All analysis reported here is based on respondents holding German
citizenship. Data have been weighted to correct the disproportional
ALLBUS sample with unequal selection probabilities between western
and eastern Germany.

4. If not otherwise stated, a response scale running from 1 = completely
disagree to 7 = completely agree has been used.
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5. For full question wording see ALLBUS questionnaires at http://www.
gesis.org/allbus/recherche/frageboegen/

6. These are my calculations based on ISSP 1995: National Identity I and
ISSP 2003: National Identity II.

7. The differences between supporters of the various parties are partly due
to socio-structural composition, especially with respect to the variables
of age and, more importantly, level of education. But multiple regres-
sion analysis not provided here reveals that the effect of party affiliation
remains highly significant after controlling for such variables.
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Chapter Nine

Danish Multiculturalism, Where Art Thou?

Nils Holtug

Introduction

It would be presumptuous to speak of a backlash against multicul-
tural policies in Denmark because in Denmark such policies never
gained much prominence in the first place. Thus, when Danish politi-
cians and political commentators announce the end of multicultural-
ism, they seem to be expressing a desire that things should stay as
they have been and perhaps a desire for more restrictive immigration
and integration policies. An example is Seren Pind’s (2011) denun-
ciation of multiculturalism following his appointment as Minister of
Integration in 2011. Pind echoed statements made by British Prime
Minister David Cameron and German Chancellor Angela Merkel.
But he also affirmed a statement he had made on his blog three years
earlier: ‘I really don’t want to hear any more about integration.
Please stop — the right word must be assimilation. There are so many
cultures and people can go elsewhere and engage with them if this is
what they want’ (Pind 2008).

While multiculturalism may not have been on the Danish centre
stage, political debates on immigration and integration have often
addressed issues of how to tackle diversity. Such debates have been
particularly heated in Denmark and, indeed, have resulted in par-
ticularly restrictive policies. Furthermore, it is noteworthy that while
Denmark has some of the most restrictive immigration policies in
Europe (Think Tank on Integration in Denmark 2004; Keergard
2010b: 478), has had fierce debates over immigration and integra-
tion policies and is often perceived as being hostile to immigrants, a
number of studies indicate that Danes are no more hostile or intoler-
ant than other peoples in Europe. What is more, the trend line is that
they are becoming more positive to immigrants. We might speak,
then, of a ‘Danish paradox’, and in the present chapter I advance
explanations for it.
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At the outset, it is important to recognize that, to a large extent,
Danish debates on immigration and integration tend to focus on
Muslims — as, indeed, is the case elsewhere in Europe (Modood
2007: 4-5). At least in part, this reflects the fact that Muslims
comprise by far the largest influx of immigrants from non-Western
countries: it is estimated that there are 175,000-200,000 Muslims
in Denmark, comprising up to 3.6 per cent of the population
(Hussain 2011: 34).

I approach multiculturalism as a (normative) political doctrine
that requires the accommodation of group differences in the public
sphere, for example in laws, policies and state and municipal dis-
courses, with the aim of reducing discrimination and hierarchy and
securing inclusion and equality of opportunity (cf. Kymlicka 1995;
Modood 2007; Parekh 2006; Phillips 2007; Young 1990). While the
term ‘accommodation of group differences’ is somewhat vague, it is
often associated with so-called group-differentiated rights — rights
that are assigned to some but withheld from others, depending on
their membership of cultural and religious groups (Holtug 2009:
81). By way of illustration, such rights may include an exemption
for Sikh men from the legal requirement of wearing a safety helmet
when working on construction sites so that they can wear a turban
instead.

There are other ways of accommodating the concerns of cultural
and religious groups and indeed other kinds of multicultural policies.
For example, a traditional multicultural concern such as recognizing
diversity within a common curriculum in schools does not differenti-
ate the rights of school children but rather prescribes the same treat-
ment for everyone (Banting et al. 2006: 87). Whether a particular
concern for group difference is best captured by group-differentiated
rights or, for example, by introducing new difference-blind rights
may be an open question that multiculturalists will want to settle
pragmatically.

This chapter begins with an overview of Danish immigration
and integration policies, focusing especially on their (lack of) mul-
ticultural aspects. I then analyze the different discourses present in
recent Danish debates on these issues, in response to which policies
have been formed focusing on liberalism, active citizenship, liberal
nationalism and conservative nationalism. I then turn to the attitudes
of Danes with regard to multiculturalism, in part to determine to
what extent policies have matched attitudes. Finally, I consider the
Danish discussion of multiculturalism from a normative, political
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theory perspective, mainly to assess the strength of various common
arguments against multiculturalism.

Policies on immigration and integration

Denmark is in many ways a very homogeneous society by interna-
tional standards, in terms of both ethnicity and religion. In 2005
85 per cent of the Danish population were members of the State
Lutheran Church, and Islam was the second largest religion with 3
per cent (Keergard 2010b: 475). Nevertheless, like other European
states, it has recently experienced increasing levels of immigration
from non-Western countries, beginning with the arrival of guest
workers in the 1960s and 1970s. In 1973 policies were implemented
to halt immigration because of the recession, but the number of non-
Western immigrants has nevertheless continued to rise for reasons of
family reunification and asylum for refugees. Thus, whereas in 1980,
43,978 residents were born in non-Western countries, the number
had risen to 227,296 by 2005 (Keergard 2010a: 52).

As guest workers began to arrive, a pragmatic approach to inte-
gration was adopted (Hedetoft 2008: 47). The chief concern was that
immigrants should fill gaps in the labour market, where they would
experience the required level of integration until the time when they
were expected to return to their countries of origin. However, the
pragmatic approach was increasingly supplemented with policies
that aimed at limiting immigration and integrating foreigners into
what is perceived as the ‘Danish way of life’. This development
culminated with the election of a Liberal-Conservative coalition in
2001 that relied systematically for support on the votes of the nation-
alist Danish People’s Party (DPP). The election of this coalition, as
well as their victory in the two elections that followed, was heavily
influenced by their increasingly restrictive policies on immigration
and integration, including tightened immigration requirements (for
example, to avoid Denmark becoming a ‘refugee magnet’), reduced
social benefits for immigrants and more restrictive rules for citizen-
ship and permanent residence (including more difficult language
and knowledge tests regarding Danish politics, history and culture).
These measures were accompanied by a ‘tougher’ terminology to
address the crime, educational underachievement, unemployment
and (allegedly) illiberal practices of (some) immigrants and their
descendants.

While this restrictive line was backed up by a parliamentary
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majority that sometimes included the Social Democrats until this
party took power in 2011, it was also accompanied by fierce public
debates. Particularly controversial was the so-called ‘twenty-four-
year rule’ for family reunification of third-country nationals, requir-
ing, amongst other things, that both spouses be at least twenty-four
years old, more strongly attached to Denmark than to any other
country and self-supporting, and that the prospective immigrant
must pass a test showing basic knowledge of Danish language and
society. The Liberal-Conservative government later applied this rule
more selectively in order to attract qualified labour. Thus, applicants
need a certain number of points to qualify with points being obtained
in four categories: education, work experience, language qualifica-
tions and ‘other’. For example, a doctoral or Master’s degree from a
Danish university or from a list of the world’s top 50 universities will
provide almost the necessary number of points even if the applicant
is under twenty-four (Olwig et al. 2011).

Other controversial policies have included ‘start help’ (starthjelp),
which gives immigrants a lower level of social benefits during the
first seven years that they are in Denmark (Kergard 2010a: 59), the
increasingly strong language and knowledge requirements for citizen-
ship and permanent residence and a policy of selecting quota refugees
on the basis of their ‘potential for integration’, which has resulted in
a significantly lower percentage of refugees from Muslim countries.
Despite protests primarily from the left and the Social Liberal party
(Radikale Venstre), the Liberal-Conservative government defended
these restrictions as being ‘tough but fair’.

After the Liberal-Conservative coalition lost power in September
2011 and an electoral coalition of Social Democrats, the Socialist
People’s Party and Radikale Venstre won the election, it was not
clear how much of a difference this would make to existing policies.
The new coalition abandoned ‘start help’ and sought to reintroduce
the twenty-four-year rule in the original version (without the points
system). However, it seemed doubtful that many of the restrictions
imposed by the former government would be reversed.

In spite of these developments, the pragmatic approach has not
been abandoned. In the 2011 Migrant Integration Policy Index,
Denmark was ranked just above the EU average regarding the imple-
mentation of policies that are conducive to integration (MIPEX III
2011: 11). This overall score was based on both high and low per-
formances in the different aspects of integration that were measured.
Thus, Denmark does relatively well on labour market mobility,
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education, political participation and long-term residence, but poorly
on anti-discrimination, access to nationality and especially family
reunification.

At least two factors have played an important role in shaping
restrictive Danish policies. The first is calculations indicating that
non-Western immigrants are costly for the welfare state. They
showed that while, in 2000, the typical profile of positive net trans-
fers to the state was in the age interval of mid-twenties to early
sixties, there was no age group in which non-Western immigrants
on average had positive net transfers (Tranas and Zimmermann
2004: 4; Wadensjo and Gerdes 2004: 334). Certainly, descend-
ants of non-Western immigrants did not differ significantly from
the typical profile of ‘Danes’ (Tranas and Zimmermann 2004: 4).
Economists and politicians worried that immigrants arriving in the
country were undermining the basis of the Danish welfare state,
with its high levels of social spending, even by European standards.
The state response was to reduce the intake of asylum seekers and
people seeking family reunification and to decrease social benefits
for immigrants.

An assessment of the net costs of immigration suggested that in
2010 immigrants and descendants from ‘less developed countries’
cost the Danish state 4 billion and 11.7 billion DKK respectively.
However, the group of descendants is relatively young which will
both involve fewer costs and larger contributions later in their lives
(Regeringens arbejdsgruppe 2011: 10).

A second factor making for a restrictive approach is growing
Danish discontent with what have been viewed as too lenient poli-
cies. It resulted in support for the DPP and the Liberal-Conservative
coalition. Of course, politicians may also have influenced public sen-
timents. Either way, popular support for restrictive policies has been
a necessary condition for their implementation, and many Danes
have genuinely been concerned about welfare costs, parallel societies,
forced marriages, crime rates and the educational underachievement
of immigrants and their descendants.

These developments have not produced a climate conducive to
multicultural policies. Indeed, not only have scholars observed an
apparent lack of such policies, but they have to some extent labelled
existing policies assimilationist (Hedetoft 2010; Jensen 2010; cf.
Mouritsen 2006). One bottom line is that in the index of multicul-
tural policies (MCPs) for immigrants used by Banting et al., Denmark
scores 0 out of a possible 8 (see Table 9.1).
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Table 9.1 Multicultural Policy scores for selected countries

Immigrant MCPs Indigenous MCPs
Canada 7.5 7.5
Australia 7.0 3.5
UK 5.0 -
Netherlands 4.5 -
Belgium 3.5 -
Sweden 3.0 1.5
[ON] 3.0 7.0
France 2.0 -
Italy 1.5 -
Denmark 0.0 6.0

Source: Banting et al. 2006, p. 86.

The multicultural policies identified by Banting et al. (2006: 56-7;
cf. Vertovec and Wessendorf 2010: 3) include:

1. Constitutional, legislative or parliamentary affirmation of multi-
culturalism, at the central and/or regional and municipal levels.

2. The adoption of multiculturalism in the school curriculum.

3. The inclusion of ethnic representation/sensitivity in the mandate
of public media.

4. Exemptions from dress codes, Sunday closing legislation, and so

on either by statute or by court cases.

Allowing dual citizenship.

The funding of ethnic group organizations to support cultural

activities.

7. The funding of bilingual education or mother-tongue instruction.

8. Affirmative action for disadvantaged immigrant groups.

o\ \n

Multicultural policies of these kinds have played a limited role in
Denmark but there are a few exceptions. Sikh men are exempted
from the requirement of wearing a helmet when riding a motorbike.
Liberal Danish rules for ‘free schools’ (friskoler), and the high level of
financial support they receive, make it relatively easy for immigrants
to form religious schools: in fact, Denmark has the highest number of
Muslim free schools in Europe relative to country size (Jensen 2010:
194).

In some cases, however, multicultural policies have been retracted,
such as the 2002 elimination of the requirement that municipalities
provide mother-tongue instruction for immigrant children (Jensen
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2010: 194). Nevertheless, municipalities may still choose to provide
mother-tongue instruction, and generally it is easier to find exam-
ples of difference accommodation at the municipal level than at
the level of the state (cf. Hedetoft 2010: 111). For example, the
Municipality of Copenhagen has introduced a ‘policy of inclusion’
according to which ‘diversity is a strength’, and ‘Copenhageners
must be treated equally, but not necessarily identically’ (Municipality
of Copenhagen 2011: 6). Some schools with many Muslim children
even choose to give children a day off for Eid-al-fitr.

There is one domain in which Denmark has implemented highly
multicultural policies at the level of the state — on indigenous people
in the Danish Commonwealth. Thus, Greenland and the Faroe
Islands have been granted self-government rights in the Home Rule
Government Acts, defining them as autonomous provinces (Adamo
2009: 210). Furthermore, Greenland and the Faroe Islands each have
two seats set aside in the Danish Parliament. In the index of multicul-
tural policies for indigenous peoples (see Table 9.1), Denmark scores
6.0 out of a possible 9 points.

Discourses on integration and social cobesion

A focal point in recent Danish debates on integration and immigra-
tion is the significance attached to social cohesion. This subject has
played an increasingly important role since former Prime Minister
Poul Nyrup Rasmussen (Social Democrat) began in the late 1990s
to express a concern for ‘cohesion’ as the glue that holds society
together. With the election of the Liberal-Conservative coalition in
2001 social cohesion became ‘ethnicized’, in the sense that ethnic and
other forms of diversity became regarded as a threat to social cohe-
sion. For example, in his Constitution Day speech in 2007, Prime
Minister Anders Fogh Rasmussen stated that:

if we are to maintain the high level of social cohesion that is so important
for the progress and stability of Denmark, it is necessary that we continue
to meet one another as human beings and citizens of Denmark in the
public sphere — not as representatives of different religions. (quoted in
Heinskou et al. 2007)

The suggestion that ethnic diversity drives down social cohesion has
perhaps been most succinctly elaborated by former Minister of the
Interior Karen Jespersen. She linked survey results indicating that
Danes are the happiest people in the world and have the highest
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level of trust (Svendsen and Svendsen 2006: 88) with the fact that
Denmark is an ethnoculturally homogeneous nation. This homoge-
neity and its positive effects, however, are perceived as being under
threat (see Holtug 2010a and b):

It is not about integration on the labour market or in the educational
system, but about something more fundamental: the experience of
being part of a value-community (verdifellesskab) in the society one
inhabits.

If such a community is missing, social cohesion withers away. The
social capital that creates trust between citizens will be missing. Indeed,
social scientists have shown that there is a relation between large eth-
nocultural differences and low levels of social trust in society. This has
highly problematic consequences for the way society works and for the
ability to work for common political goals. (Jespersen and Pittelkow
2005: 98-9)

One reason why social cohesion may play such a significant role in
Danish debates is that this factor has been considered particularly
important in a society committed to equality and high levels of social
spending. Thus, the high Danish level of trust is often mentioned as
a significant factor when explaining how it is possible for Denmark
to be economically successful and competitive despite high taxes and
social benefits — and therefore relatively low economic incentives to
work (Svendsen and Svendsen 2006: 80-1).

Social cohesion is considered to be under threat but also necessary
to avoid religious and political conflicts, parallel societies and crime,
as well as to secure the level of solidarity required between citizens
for maintaining the welfare state. This has resulted in a struggle over
(1) which values are conducive to social and political stability; and
(2) which values define what it means to be Danish; the assumption
being that the answers to both questions are the same. A ‘values com-
mission’ was established by the Liberal-Conservative government to
identify which values are important for Danes (Ministry of Culture
2011); it was dropped when the Social Democratic-led coalition took
power.

Let us call conceptions of what kinds of values are conducive to
social cohesion ‘community conceptions’. More precisely, a com-
munity conception can be usefully thought of as a set of (formal
or informal) values regulating the conditions in which individuals
interact in a group, including the distribution of political, social and
cultural advantages, with the aim of securing social goods within that
group, such as trust, cooperation, stability, belonging and solidarity.
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What are the most important such conceptions in Danish policies
and discourses?

Official policies often rely on what may be described as a tradi-
tional liberal approach that emphasizes the public-private sphere
distinction (cf. Rawls 1993). Here, integration amounts to acknowl-
edging or confirming a set of basic liberal values, and religion and
other conceptions of the good are relegated to the private sphere. For
example, in the Action Plan on Ethnic Equal Treatment and Respect
for Individuals, the Liberal-Conservative government (2011: 1)
stated that Danish society is based on fundamental values of personal
and political liberty, respect for individuals, equality of opportunity
and democracy. These are viewed as supportive of social cohesion
(Government 2010: 2).

Increasingly, this liberal conception has been supplemented with
Republican ideas about active or democratic citizenship (medborg-
erskab). Thus, in the Action Plan the former government (2011:
6) stressed the need for immigrants to become active citizens and
supported citizenship classes in schools. In fact, active citizenship
has become a buzzword, both at the level of the state and in munici-
palities (for example, Municipality of Copenhagen 2011). In part,
this focus on active citizenship may be due to a strong tradition for
civic participation in Denmark in the form of volunteering in civic
organizations, where such participation is sometimes referred to as
instrumental for the development of a high level of trust (Svendsen
and Svendsen 2006: Ch. 3). However, while the rhetorical commit-
ment to active citizenship is firm, especially as regards democratic
participation, more often than not it is unclear what active citizen-
ship is supposed to amount to. In other words, what is lacking
is a specification of the particular civic virtues thought to uphold
democratic institutions, solidarity and social cohesion (Laborde and
Maynor 2008: 14-15).

Active or democratic citizenship has also become a popular com-
munity conception in academic circles (Korsgaard et al. 2007). Here,
democratic citizenship is considered a more inclusive alternative to
conservative nationalist community conceptions. It is sometimes
claimed that democratic citizenship is more inclusive in that it
does not presuppose a common identity based on common values
(Christensen and Lindhardt 2007: 213). However, whatever the
virtues of democratic citizenship are, this idea about the basis of
inclusiveness is mistaken. Even democratic citizenship presupposes
a joint commitment to liberal, democratic values and to a set of

198



DANISH MULTICULTURALISM, WHERE ART THOU?

procedures for negotiating disagreements. Democratic citizenship
is more inclusive than conservative nationalism in that the common
identity it presupposes is less thick, and (partly for this reason) more
accommodating towards difference.

While active citizenship has indeed become a buzzword amongst
policymakers, this does not imply that all policies actually comply
with this particular community conception. A former Minister of
Culture in the Liberal-Conservative coalition, Brian Mikkelsen,
commissioned a monocultural Danish Cultural Canon, consisting
of selected Danish architecture, paintings, design, films, literature,
music, theatre and artworks for children, to strengthen commu-
nal values by referring to a common Danish heritage (Ministry of
Culture 2006). Mikkelsen (2004) described Danish authors as the
‘voice of the nation’ securing a Danish identity and sense of history.
This community conception seems more in line with that of con-
servative nationalism than with active citizenship — a conception that
focuses on political rather than cultural values. Likewise, the current
Danish citizenship test includes questions not just about Danish
political institutions, but also about Danish history and culture; the
2010 test included questions about Danish authors, painters and
athletes.

Furthermore, the very policy documents that invoke active citizen-
ship as the basis for Danish integration policies sometimes display a
cultural or religious bias. The Action Plan referred to above expresses
a concern for anti-discrimination and emphasizes the need to fight
anti-Semitism (Government 2010: 2-3, 7), yet it does not mention
discrimination against other ethnic or religious groups, including
Muslims.

While some policies and influential discourses thus deviate from
liberalism and/or Republican ideas about active citizenship, others
assume particular interpretations. Some discourses, for example,
lean towards liberal nationalism where a common national identity
or culture is necessary for — or at least conducive to — maintaining
the stability and cohesion of liberal institutions (Miller 1995). For
example, Karen Jespersen holds that the liberal Danish welfare state
relies on a common set of traditional liberal values, but also on a
feeling of being Danish, rooted in a common history and cultural
background and in the Danish language (Jespersen and Pittelkow
2005: 25; see also Holtug 2005). As pointed out above, she sees
ethnic diversity — and especially the immigration of Muslims — as a
threat to these values and so to social cohesion.
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Another example of a liberal nationalist discourse pertains to the
Lutheran justification of liberal neutrality endorsed by sections of
the Liberal Party (Venstre) in the preceding Liberal-Conservative
coalition governments. While former Prime Minister Anders Fogh
Rasmussen’s statement that there should be less religion in the public
sphere was reminiscent of a French Republican conception of laicité,
his justification rested on a Lutheran conception of the separation
of religious and worldly affairs. Indeed, on the same occasion, he
stressed that Denmark is a Christian country and that the Queen
needs to be a member of the Lutheran Established Church because
she symbolizes national unity and therefore the foundation of Danish
society (Bjergager and Hoffmann-Hansen 2006).

A further dominant discourse in Danish integration debates
is that of conservative nationalism. Where liberal nationalists
are concerned with the basis for securing liberal institutions and
human rights, and only accept means for securing them that are
compatible with liberalism, conservative nationalists believe that
‘integration’ requires assimilation to an entire culture or way of
life. Seren Krarup, a priest and former MP for the DPP, holds that
being Danish ‘is not an idea, an ideology, a point of view. To be
Danish is to be a Dane — that is, a child of Denmark’s history,
of the Danish language, of the Danish people’s life and life-his-
tory’ (Krarup 2001: 15). On this basis, he is sceptical of liberal
approaches to integration because they imply equal treatment,
rather than a policy of ‘Denmark for the Danes’ (Krarup 2001:
46). He is critical of liberal human rights which, echoing Burke,
he finds ideological — abstract claims that have no foundation in
the concrete (national) history and lives of actual people (Krarup
2001: 46; see also Holtug 2005).

Like other community conceptions described, conservative nation-
alism harbours distinct ideas about what factors are conducive to
social cohesion. Kasper Stevring (2010), a Danish academic and
public intellectual, argues that cohesiveness, including trust, presup-
poses a national culture encompassing a common Danish history,
Danish language, a common (Protestant) religion and virtues such
as politeness, honesty, dependability and parsimony (which, accord-
ing to Stevring, are specifically Danish virtues). Thus, in a spectrum
going from thick to thin community conceptions, conservative
nationalism is at the thick end (see Figure 9.1).

The DPP has particularly targeted Muslims and expressed
general doubts about the compatibility of Islam and liberal values.
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thick thin
conservative liberal active liberalism
nationalism nationalism citizenship

conservatism nationalism citizenship liberalism

Figure 9.1 Conceptions of community: from thick to thin

It has labelled Islam an aggressive, oppressive, sexist, expansionist
ideology. Pia Kjersgaard, party leader, suggested that ‘Islam is, in
essence . . . a religion that cherishes violence’. Muslim symbols such
as headscarves are considered sexist and ‘un-Danish’ — a term that
has spread from the nationalist right to mainstream Danish politics.
Both Kjersgaard and Seren Krarup have compared the Muslim
headscarf — as a symbol of Islam — to a swastika. Unsurprisingly,
then, both conservative and liberal nationalists have been highly
critical of multiculturalism (Jespersen and Pittelkow 2005; Krarup
2001). Krarup (2001: 114) even associates multiculturalism with a
loss of identity and ‘contempt for human beings and rape of the
people’.

Interestingly, a process of ‘liberalization’ has been taking place in
Danish integration debates: policies that are initially conceived on
the nationalist right travel into mainstream Danish politics, but they
undergo a transformation where the justification for the policy is
elaborated in more liberal terms. A case in point is a 2009 law that
renders it impermissible for Danish judges to wear religious symbols
in courts of law. While the ideas behind the law were originally
put forward by the DPP in terms of concerns about sexism and the
alleged totalitarian connotations of Muslim headscarves, and while
the debate that preceded the law focused almost exclusively on head-
scarves, it was ultimately justified in terms of a concern for state neu-
trality and the impartiality of courts, and ruled out religious symbols
of all kinds (Holtug 2011).

While conservative and liberal nationalists differ in their value
commitments, they have often employed similar rhetorical strate-
gies. Thus, they often refer to the effort to promote more restrictive
policies as a ‘value war’ (vaerdikamp) or ‘culture war’ (kulturkamp),
and emphasize their courage in breaking taboos and silence, and
to counter political correctness. In this respect the Danish debate
seems similar to those in the Netherlands (Prins and Saharso 2010:
74). A contrast is often made to Sweden, which is perceived as being
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politically correct and repressive towards people who dare speak the
truth about the problems of immigration. Furthermore, this value
war is considered non-elitist and opposed to the soft liberal and mul-
ticultural sentiments of academic leftists and social liberals. Keergard
(2010b: 483) notes that the debate has been so fierce that the divide
it has caused between ethnic Danes may be a larger threat to social
cohesion than non-Western immigrants are.

Multiculturalist discourses, then, have played a relatively small
role in Denmark in recent times, at least in national political debates.
One reason may be that the discursive climate has pushed liberal
critics of existing policies into defensive positions, where it becomes
more important to fend off new restrictions than to propose new
(politically unrealistic) policies to accommodate difference. Given
that some surveys show limited support for multiculturalism, this
may make mainstream political parties think twice before they
propose multicultural policies.

Danish attitudes

In a survey of twenty-seven countries carried out in 2003 by the
International Social Survey Program (ISSP), Denmark came out as
the country most opposed to multiculturalism: 77 per cent believed
that it is best for a country if different races and ethnic groups adapt
and blend into the society that surrounds them, whereas 11 per cent
responded that it is best for a country if these groups maintain their
distinctive customs and traditions (see Table 9.2). Ironically Sweden,
which generally self-identifies as multicultural (see Chapter 7), was
the country that immediately followed Denmark: here 73 per cent
supported adjustment (Larsen 2008: 29). Denmark was also the
country with the highest percentage of people (54 per cent) who com-
pletely or partly disagreed that ethnic minorities should receive public
support to maintain their customs and traditions (Larsen 2008: 32).
Eurobarometer 2000 survey results painted a different picture.
Only 25 per cent of Danes responded that in order to become fully
accepted members of society, people belonging to minority groups
must give up their own culture; 69 per cent disagreed. The two sets of
questions were formulated differently and interpreting results as com-
mitments to multiculturalism or assimilationism/monoculturalism
was problematic. For example, ISSP 2003 may have represented a
commitment to ‘integration’ rather than ‘assimilation’. Indeed, much
depends on whether the norms that people think minorities should
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Table 9.2 Danish attitudes to multiculturalism, 2000-11

Eurobarometer 2000

In order to become fully accepted members of the Danish society, people belonging
to minority groups must give up their culture.

Agree:  25%

Disagree: 69%

(Source: Thalhammer et al. 2001: 48)

ISSP 2003
It is better for a country if different racial and ethnic groups maintain their distinct
customs and traditions: 11%

It is better if these groups adapt and blend into the larger society: 77%
(Source: Larsen 2008: 27-9)

European Values Study 2008
It is best for society if immigrants:
— maintain their distinct customs and traditions: (1999) 19%  (2008) 16%
— do not maintain their distinct customs and
traditions but adopt Danish customs: (1999) 63%  (2008) 49%
(Source: Borre 2011: 125)

TNS Gallup A/S 2011

Do you basically support:
- a monocultural society: 29%
- a multicultural society: 54%

Source: TNS Gallup A/S 2011.

conform to are cultural or just political — pertaining to, for example,
paying one’s taxes and obeying the law. A 1996 survey lends support
to this view: 85 per cent of Danes agreed that immigrants should be
allowed to keep up their language and culture (Togeby 1998: 1,147).

If Denmark has an above average proportion who agree that
minority groups must give up their own culture (among EU-15
Denmark is fifth after Belgium, Greece, the Netherlands and France),
it also has an above average proportion who disagree with this state-
ment. This indicates that Danes are particularly polarized on issues
of integration which is confirmed by more thorough analysis of
Eurobarometer 2000 and ISSP 2003 surveys (Larsen 2008: Ch. 7; cf.
Andersen 2002: 15). Thus, in a typology of people according to their
attitudes towards minority groups (Thalhammer et al. 2001: 25),
Denmark had the third highest percentage of intolerants (20 per cent)
in EU-15 but also had the highest percentage of actively tolerant
people, together with Sweden (33 per cent).
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On the theme of multiculturalism, Eurobarometer 2000 revealed
that Danes gave the highest support in EU-15 for the claim that
diversity in terms of race, religion and culture add to a country’s
strengths (58 per cent); for promoting the understanding of different
cultures and lifestyles (57 per cent); and for encouraging the par-
ticipation of people in minority groups in political life (40 per cent)
— the last finding being consistent with an ideal of active citizenship
(Thalhammer et al. 2001: 29-30, 45). In turn the European Values
Study in 2008 found that 16 per cent of Danish respondents said that
it is best for society if immigrants maintain their own customs; 49
per cent said that it is best if they conform to Danish traditions. The
respective figures for 1999 were 19 and 63 per cent. This showed
there was no major fall in support for multiculturalism. But again,
we should be careful when interpreting these results as commitments
to multiculturalism or assimilationism.

Finally, a poll following Seren Pind’s denunciation of multicultur-
alism indicated that 54 per cent favoured a multicultural society and
29 per cent supported a monocultural one. This was the case even
though 58 per cent agreed that multiculturalism had pushed back
Danish culture and 45 per cent agreed that a multicultural society
meant more oppression of women and violence against children.
Furthermore, 60 per cent responded that Denmark should aim to
integrate immigrants, whereas 29 per cent responded that Denmark
should aim to assimilate.

The body of evidence presented is, therefore, mixed. It does
not lead us to an unambiguous conclusion about Danish commit-
ments to multiculturalism, integration or assimilation. Moreover,
the findings do not suggest that Danes are more hostile or intolerant
towards immigrants than people in most other European or Western
countries. Perhaps this is not surprising. According to a standard
account of the exclusion of ethnic minorities, Ethnic Competition
Theory, ethnic exclusionism may be affected by competition rein-
forcing mechanisms of social identification and contra-identification
(Coenders et al. 2003: 9). In Denmark and many European countries,
immigration of non-Westerners primarily increases competition
amongst relatively poor, low-skilled workers who are also threat-
ened by other effects of globalization such as outsourcing. Denmark
follows the general trend in having these groups highly over-repre-
sented in opposing immigration (Andersen 2002: 16; Borre 2011;
Larsen 2008). However, Denmark has relatively few non-Western
immigrants compared to other European receiving societies. It also
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has high levels of social security. These two factors may decrease
competition and mitigate negative effects on low-skilled Danes com-
pared to their counterparts elsewhere in Europe.

The received view amongst social scientists working on attitudes
to immigrants in Denmark is that Danes are no more hostile or
intolerant than other peoples in Europe (Andersen 2002: 15; Larsen
2008: 64; Nielsen 2004: Ch. 9). Indeed, over the last three decades,
they have been getting less hostile and more tolerant (Andersen 2002:
8-11; Borre 2011: 124-8; Gundelach 2011: 22; Togeby 1998).

A few results may illustrate these points. In Eurobarometer 2000,
Danes were above the EU-15 average in endorsing an outlawing of
discrimination against minority groups; encouraging the creation
of organizations that bring together people from different races,
religions and cultures; encouraging trade unions and churches to do
more against racism; accepting people from Muslim countries who
wish to work in the EU; accepting people fleeing from countries
where there is serious internal conflict; and accepting people suffer-
ing from human rights violations in their country who are seeking
political asylum (Thalhammer 2001).

The ISSP from 2003 did indeed indicate that Danes are particu-
larly polarized on issues of immigration and integration — second
among twenty-seven countries to the French (Larsen 2008: 71).
But if, in general, they are no more hostile or intolerant than other
peoples in Europe, why has the Danish debate been particularly
heated and why have policies tended to be particularly restrictive?
This is what I labelled the ‘Danish paradox’. In part, polarization in
Denmark may provide an explanation. It has meant that significant
numbers of voters have shifted support from the Social Democrats
and other parties on the left to the DPP. This populist party has made
it easier for voters to make this move by combining restrictive immi-
gration and integration policies with largely Social Democratic views
on the welfare state. This has shifted the majority to the right, where
the Liberal-Conservative coalition in power in the period 2001-11
needed to accommodate some of the wishes of the DPP to maintain
their parliamentary majority, but also increased their own votes by
attracting voters from the left who were dissatisfied with what they
considered overly permissive policies.

The allegation that Danes are becoming more hostile and intoler-
ant (Nielsen 2004) cannot be confirmed by surveys. While the per-
centage that held that the government should allow entry for anyone
who wants to come to Denmark had dropped from 7 per cent in
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1999 to § per cent in 2008, the percentage that held that the govern-
ment should let in immigrants as long as there are jobs had risen from
24 per cent to 39 per cent (Borre 2011: 125). In their studies Togeby
(1998: 1,151-2; cf. Gaasholt and Togeby 1995: Ch. 5) concluded
both that Danes have never been as tolerant as their reputation may
have suggested, and that intolerance has not risen but has instead
decreased slightly since 1970, thus puncturing the ‘myth of a tolerant
people’s gradual decline’.

Focusing on the issues that Danes find problematic regarding
immigrants, many of these involve worries about respect for the law
and the health of the welfare state (Nielsen 2004: 225). In a recent
poll, 59 per cent of respondents supported a proposal according to
which immigrants need to earn the right to certain social benefits, for
example a full package of public health care (Bonde and Steensbeck
2011). The perceived threat to the welfare state is visible in survey
results showing that 84 and 79 per cent agree that Denmark should
allow more high-skilled workers from Western and non-Western
countries to immigrate respectively. By contrast, only 31 per cent
and 28 per cent agree that low-skilled Western and non-Western
immigrants should be allowed entry (Dinesen et al. 2011: 10).

These survey results suggest that Danes are more worried about
threats to the economy and the welfare state than about threats to
Danish culture. Thus, even though they are not particularly proud
of their nation, the aspects they are most proud of, relative to other
peoples, relate to the welfare state and to democracy. In ISSP 2003,
Danes came out prouder of their welfare state than any other people,
whereas Swedes and Norwegians figured much lower down the list
(Larsen 2008: 41). This suggests that Danish national identity relies
heavily on a commitment to the welfare state that, perhaps, becomes
more assertive when threats to it are perceived.

Even attitudes to multiculturalism may be affected by worries
about social cohesion and thus, ultimately, the welfare state.
However, not much is known about the effects of multicultural poli-
cies on the welfare state and, in fact, some studies suggest that public
spending does not suffer from them (Banting et al. 2006). More
generally, Denmark has one of the highest levels of trust in the world
and this level has risen over the last twenty years even as immigra-
tion has increased from non-Western countries (Torpe 2010). In fact,
such immigrants have far greater levels of trust than people in their
countries of origin (Svendsen and Svendsen 2006: 174).

Negative views regarding immigrants are of course not restricted
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to concerns about law and order and the welfare state. Large minori-
ties agreed in 1993 that there is reason to fear that Muslims will
come to completely dominate Denmark (36 per cent) and that they
don’t like the increase in people of colour in the country (38 per cent)
(Gaasholt and Togeby 1995: 40). According to a more recent poll,
53 per cent hold that Muslims are to blame if they are criticized in
Denmark (Nannestad 2011: 1-4); 68 per cent of respondents who
expressed an opinion disagreed that Islam, as a religion, is a threat
to Denmark; 90 per cent stated that they don’t care whether their
neighbour is a Muslim or, for example, a Christian. And while 90 per
cent of Danes have trust in people in their neighbourhood, only 55
per cent have trust in Muslims in Denmark (Christensen 2010: 155).
Finally, 28 per cent would disapprove if a colleague of theirs wore
a Muslim headscarf (Christensen 2010: 151). There is little doubt
that many Danes are sceptical about Islam and in particular what
is perceived as its ‘illiberal’ tenets. Nevertheless, these attitudes do
not necessarily translate into strong anti-immigrant preferences; in
Nannestad’s survey 68 per cent of respondents said they would not
mind if their son or daughter married a Muslim.

Concerns about the welfare state may, at least in part, explain the
lack of multicultural policies in the country. People may be worried
about the impact of multicultural policies on social cohesion, as
well as about making Denmark too ‘hospitable’ and therefore
attractive for refugees and other potentially ‘expensive’ immigrants.
This is consistent with Will Kymlicka’s (2010: 46) suggestion that
where immigrants are considered net burdens to the welfare state,
multicultural policies are more likely to suffer a backlash.

Another condition mentioned by Kymlicka (2010: 46) as det-
rimental to multicultural policies is the perception of immigrants
as being illiberal, and there is little doubt that many Danes are
worried about the liberal credentials of Islam. The further the
majority goes in the direction of what Joppke (2009: 561) has
dubbed militant (or illiberal) liberalism, the more it will be inclined
to see minority cultures as threatening to liberalism and, presum-
ably, the less it will incline towards multiculturalism. A case in
point is the often-heard argument that Muslim requests for shower
curtains in schools be rejected because they do not reflect Danish
liberal-mindedness.

Apart from concerns about the welfare state and illiberal prac-
tices, a further explanatory factor may be that Denmark is still a rela-
tively homogeneous society. Some evidence from social psychology
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suggests that majority groups tend to favour the assimilation of
minority groups into a single culture — a way in which the majority
may preserve its privileges. Minority groups tend to favour a mul-
ticulturalism that encompasses both their distinct identities and a
common superordinate identity (Dovido et al. 2010). On this assump-
tion, we should expect to find less support for multiculturalism in
homogeneous societies, everything else being equal.

While Danes have been pushing for more restrictive immigration
and integration policies, there is now evidence that they are content
with the present level of restrictions. Thus, in 2011, only 34 per
cent thought that immigration and integration laws should be tight-
ened. Furthermore, support for these laws has dropped from 60 per
cent in 2008 to 51 per cent in 2011 (TNS Gallup 2011). Indeed, in
a survey from 2010, 63 per cent agreed with the Social Democrats’
leader, Helle Thorning-Schmidt, that immigration policies are now
tight enough (Berlingske Tidende 2010). Issues of immigration and
integration played less of a role in the 2011 general election than
they did in the previous three elections, and there is little doubt that
the change of focus from such issues to the economic crisis helped
the coalition of Socialists, Social Democrats and Social Liberals
win.

This shift in attitudes may be related to a change in immigration
policies designed to prioritize labour market needs. As a result, immi-
grants and descendants are experiencing higher levels of employ-
ment (Kergdard 2010a: 41; Ministry of Refugee, Immigration and
Integration Affairs 2011). They are also becoming better educated
(Jacobsen and Liversage 2010) and commit less crime (Andersen
and Tranzes 2011: 11-16). A majority of Danes now say they prefer
multiculturalism to monoculturalism (TNS Gallup 2011). However
one should not underestimate the possibility that specific events
— consider for examples the publication of twelve controversial
Muhammed cartoons in 2005 — may reverse this trend.

Liberal theory and the Danish debate on multiculturalism

I conclude this chapter with a discussion of Danish debates on mul-
ticulturalism from a normative, political theory perspective. Political
theorists who are attracted to multiculturalism often defend their
claims on the basis of a liberal concern for equality of opportunity,
suggesting that such equality requires sensitivity to the distinct cul-
tural and religious interests of different individuals or groups (Cohen
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1999; Holtug 2009; Kymlicka 1995; Modood 2007; Parekh 2006).
Thus, specific options may have different values for people depend-
ing on their cultural and religious affiliation, such as the option of
going to (a Protestant) church, or celebrating Christmas; and equality
of opportunity requires equalizing the value of the options available
to people (Holtug 2009).

A criticism often raised against multiculturalism in Denmark
pertains to this egalitarian ideal. It consists in labelling group-
differentiated rights (and even difference-blind minority accommo-
dation) ‘special rights’ (s@rrettigheder), thus implicitly suggesting
that minorities receive special — and especially good — treatment.
In other words, the charge is that such rights involve discrimina-
tion. However, what the liberal argument suggests is that minorities
should sometimes be accommodated insofar as this is necessary in
order for them to obtain equal opportunities, not better opportuni-
ties. Therefore, insofar as such accommodation would in fact give
minorities better opportunities than the majority, it would not be
justified by the argument.

It should also be pointed out that while this objection to mul-
ticulturalism gains rhetorical appeal from the label special rights,
highlighting how these rights are granted only to some, all rights are
in fact special in this sense. For example, minors are not granted the
right to vote, people who have jobs are not granted unemployment
benefits, the healthy are not offered publicly funded medical treat-
ments and so on. Arguably, what makes it just to restrict unemploy-
ment benefits to the unemployed is that this contributes to equality
of opportunity. And, to the extent that multicultural accommodation
is justified, the argument presented above suggests that this is for
exactly the same reason.

Often, political rejection of multiculturalism in Denmark is also
based on claims about how multiculturalism facilitates the emergence
of parallel societies, school segregation, crime and the deterioration
of the welfare state. However, the causal mechanisms assumed in
these linkages are rarely spelled out and, indeed, are more difficult to
establish than is acknowledged by critics (Kymlicka 2010; Vertovec
and Wessendorf 2010). No doubt some kinds of multicultural poli-
cies may promote parallel societies, but this does not imply that all
will.

In a recent influential Danish book, Jens-Martin Eriksen and
Frederik Stjernfelt raise two further objections to multicultural-
ism. The first is that multiculturalism shares with conservative
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nationalism a series of dubious ‘culturalist’ assumptions, including
the following: there are no impartial values on the basis of which
differences between cultures can be normatively assessed; all cultures
are entitled to tolerance or recognition; cultures are unified, organic
entities in which the importance of each part can only be understood
in relation to the whole; once individuals have been formed by their
culture they become incapable of adopting other cultural perspec-
tives on the world; each culture possesses a form of dignity that
demands our respect (Eriksen and Stjernfelt 2008).

I support Eriksen’s and Stjernfelt’s reservations about many of
these culturalist claims. However, the argument presented above
relies on none of them. The only relation assumed between cultures
and their members is that the value an option has for an individual
depends on his or her cultural affiliation. For example, having a
holiday at Christmas (or at Eid) may have a different value depending
on one’s religion.

The second criticism raised by Eriksen and Stjernfelt (2008: 190)
is that group-differentiated rights may conflict with individual rights.
For example, a right to affirmative action in universities may con-
flict with the right to be admitted on the basis of merit. However,
not all group-differentiated rights give rise to a conflict of rights in
this manner. Thus, even if Sikhs are exempted from a requirement
to wear a helmet, this does not seem to conflict with other people’s
rights or interests. In addition, it is a general feature of rights that
they may conflict with other rights; this has nothing in particular to
do with group-differentiated multicultural rights. Thus, social rights
may conflict with liberty rights but unless we are libertarians, this
will not discourage us from endorsing social rights. Finally, the solu-
tion in cases of conflict is to weigh up the different considerations,
in this particular case a meritocratic principle against a concern for
equality of opportunity. This is not to prejudge how these particular
values should be weighed in cases of conflict, but merely to point out
that such weighing is a general aspect of rights.

What many of the objections raised here have in common is that
they ascribe problems to multiculturalism that are in fact general
aspects of theories of justice. Examples include the claim that group-
differentiated rights are special rights, and that such rights may come
into conflict with other rights. Thus, the case made against multicul-
turalism in Danish debates does not challenge multiculturalism in
its strongest version. Whether such a multiculturalism is ultimately
persuasive is a question for continuing examination.
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