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PREFACE

Framework Programme of the European Union, called ‘Microcon’,

which  stands for the micro foundations of  conflict
(www.microconflict.eu). The programme is structured around over a dozen
work packages. The present contribution is the second and final component
of a work package led by CEPS, concerning ethno-religious tensions and
conflict in relation to Europe’s Muslim minorities. It is the sequel to a first
book published by CEPS in 2008, entitled Ethno-Religious Conflict in Europe,
which is freely available online.!

While the first book focused on the causes and nature of conflict, the
present study is concerned with the search for more adequate models of
multiculturalism, using this term for shorthand for the moment - chapters
1 and 2 delve into the matter of definitions.

The studies seek to understand the movements in the societal models
and policy sets currently at play in Europe in the relations between the
majority populations and the new Muslim minorities. The research is based
on five country case studies, for Belgium, the Netherlands, Germany, Spain
and the UK. (Short summaries are also provided for France, Italy and
Russia in view of their importance to the European scene: practical
constraints prevented the undertaking of full studies for all.)

The more precise purpose has been to analyse, within a consistent
framework, the societal and policy landscape in these countries pertaining
to the familiar terminology and concepts of ‘multiculturalism’ and
‘assimilation’ with regard to Europe’s new minorities of Muslim culture. To
these two familiar terms are now added ‘interculturalism’ and ‘integration’
as crucial signposts or references to what may be happening between the

This book forms part of a large, five-year research project of the 6t

1 M. Emerson (ed.), Ethno-Religious Conflict in Europe: Typologies of radicalisation in
Europe’s Muslim Communities, 2009, CEPS, Brussels.
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stylized polar opposites of multiculturalism versus assimilation. These
broad and often politicized if not polemicized terms are not devoid of
objective and observable foundations. Realities are highly complex,
however, and the policy set that is relevant to these broad concepts has
many objective constituent elements, with many possible compromise
cocktails and ambiguities of interpretation. This is the material at the heart
of our contribution, which lays out its constituent elements in an ordered
manner to see how far they can justify broad characterizations of societal
models and their movement.

There is also a chapter on the EU policies in this area, reflecting the
relatively new but rapidly increasing activity in the fields of anti-
discrimination, immigration and integration.

Overall policy conclusions are presented at the end of Chapter 1.
They have been drawn at a time when the political debate concerning the
term ‘multiculturalism’ has been virtually exploding in its intensity across
the whole of the EU, with a succession of leaders having proclaimed it a
failure. If this single word can identify a failure of society and of the
policies of government, then there has to be a better model, concept and
policy. This study tries to work towards a better solution, and uses the term
‘interculturalism’ to represent it.

Michael Emerson
Brussels
May 2011
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assimilation has now come to the boil. The German Chancellor,

Angela Merkel, famously stated in November 2010 that
“multiculturalism in Germany (Multikulti) has failed, completely failed”.
On behalf of Belgium, Prime Minister Yves Leterme immediately agreed
with her. In February 2011, both Prime Minister David Cameron and
President Nicholas Sarkozy could also be heard declaring that
multiculturalism was a failure, although only the French President
endorsed assimilation as the alternative. Professor Olivier Roy, an eminent
French scholar of contemporary Islam, has broadened the critique,
declaring that “both assimilation and multiculturalism have failed”. These
guite dramatic statements represent the challenge of interpretation and
policy analysis to which this book is addressed.

Europe’s relationship with its Muslim minorities has been under
stress and changing for some years, under the impact of several driving
forces. There is awareness that this substantial minority category (roughly
8% of the population) is here to stay, and not, as was earlier supposed, a
matter of temporary immigration. Even if immigration rules are now
progressively more restrictive, this minority is growing demographically.
The emergence of radical Islam among a small minority in Europe’s
Muslim communities worries the population as a whole. The attacks by
radical home-grown terrorists, such as those responsible for the Madrid
and London bombings in 2004 and 2005, have added a major security
dimension to the Muslim communities within Europe. There have also
been spectacular instances of urban riots, such as those seen in the suburbs
of Paris, also in 2005, which have had little to do with radical Islam, but
which have fuelled societal tensions and awareness of the problems of the
new Muslim underclasses. Combining all these factors, there is an

The simmering debate in Europe about multiculturalism wversus

|1
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increasingly prevalent view that European multiculturalism is not working
well, as Chancellor Merkel remarked (but without her spelling out what
she meant by multiculturalism). In response to these factors there has been
a widespread policy shift in favour of measures to integrate the Muslim
minorities more effectively. While not incompatible with the values of
tolerance and mutual respect for ethno-cultural-religious diversity, these
integration policies nonetheless mark a move away from the earlier variant
of multiculturalism, which at least in some European countries sought to
encourage the distinctiveness of minority communities.

But before going further there has to be some clarification of
terminology, notably four key terms: multiculturalism, assimilation,
interculturalism and integration. We summarize our understanding of
these terms here, with a fuller academic rendering and references given in
Chapter 2. Alternative definitions for each can surely be debated, but we
have to be clear in this publication, at least for ourselves.

Multiculturalism is a particularly hazardous term, since it is so widely
used with so many different meanings; mixing analysis, political
statements and emotions. Our sense of the term is strictly analytical, and
we have in mind something more than mere pluralism in society. We
understand multiculturalism to mean a situation where ethno-cultural-
religious minorities are, or are thought of, as rather distinct communities,
and where public policy encourages this distinctiveness. The term
communitarianism is sometimes used with the same meaning.

Assimilation is the polar opposite of multiculturalism. It means that
the individual who has come from a minority immigrant group has totally
blended in with the landscape of the country of adoption - in terms of
citizenship and mastery of the language, and as a matter of attitudes and
perceived identity. The individual may think of him or herself as ‘French’
rather than ‘Moroccan’, ‘British’ rather than ‘Indian’ or ‘German’ rather
than ‘Turkish’, and is perceived by the population of the host nation as ‘one
of us’. The assimilated person no longer has any wish to relate to his origins
except as a matter of family history. In policy terms, assimilation means
refusal to admit or recognize distinct communities. There is a monolithic
concept of citizenship, and no policy measures should be based on minority
ethno-cultural-religious differences. Assimilation suggests that the
responsibility to integrate is entirely that of the immigrant.

Interculturalism is a new term giving a name to attempts to find a
compromise between the polar opposites of multiculturalism and
assimilation. It is sympathetic and respectful towards ethno-cultural-



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS | 3

religious minorities, and helpful with selected measures targeted at
disadvantaged situations, yet it also aims at ensuring commitment to the
values, history and traditions of the host nation. This may include the use
of integration policies and efforts to water down excessive distinctiveness
or segregation, for example in urban concentrations of minority groups. It
is sympathetic towards people from immigrant families perceiving
themselves as having a hybrid identity, who feel Anglo-Indian, or French-
Algerian or German-Turkish for example.

Integration may be a process, rather than a supposed end-state like the
three preceding terms: dynamics rather than statics. As a term it is how
being used specifically in the present context to relate to active measures to
improve the competence of minority groups in the host country’s language,
and to increase awareness of its values, history and traditions. It is also
used with respect to a wide range of active policies to facilitate social and
labour market inclusion. These policies and movements in society mark
movement in a certain direction along the spectrum from multiculturalism
towards assimilation, yet the end-point of these integration processes is not
defined a priori. It could be a movement towards something in the category
of either interculturalism or assimilation.

The European Commission has provided a reference, with its
understanding of integration as follows:

Integration should be understood as a two-way process based on
mutual rights and corresponding obligations of legally resident
third country nationals and the host society which provides for full
participation of the immigrant. This implies on the one hand that it
is the responsibility of the host society to ensure that the formal
rights of immigrants are in place in such a way that the individual
has the possibility of participating in economic, social, cultural and
civic life and on the other, that immigrants respect the
fundamental norms and values of the host society and participate
actively in the integration process, without having to relinquish
their own identity’.2

In trying to analyze how or to what degree actual situations
correspond to these model types it has to be underlined that the people of
Muslim culture who are resident in Europe are not at all homogenous,
either among or within individual European countries. There is no pure

2 European Commission, Communication on Immigration, Integration and
Employment, COM(2003)336, Brussels, 3 June 2003.
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model type in practice in contemporary Europe, for either multiculturalism
or assimilation. The policies have multiple components, each of which can
be placed somewhere along this spectrum. Broad characterizations that
country X is more multicultural and country Y is more assimilationist may
be true, but this does not imply homogeneity in either case. At the micro
level it is everywhere a matter of individual choice to assimilate or to
withdraw into a separate community, or to integrate into society and the
labour market, while maybe still marking one’s ethno-religious-cultural
identity with symbols or styles of clothing. Yet there will also be a macro
reality in the most predominant societal model, and at the policy level
explicit or implicit choices have to be made, which will fit somewhere on
the spectrum between multiculturalism and assimilation.

In the five case studies presented in chapters 3 to 7 a more or less
standard set of policy variables is examined, drawing on the detailed list in
Box 1. The box shows that there is a mass of policy variables that can
determine how the stance of policy may be assessed as tending towards the
multicultural or assimilationist ends of the spectrum, or towards the
middle ground of interculturalism.

A few examples serve to illustrate how these policy variables may
relate to the three paradigms — multiculturalism, interculturalism and
assimilation. At the same time it would be excessive and artificial to try to
fit each possible setting of each variable into this straitjacket of categories.
The realities are too complex. It is nonetheless still of importance to try to
understand the broad direction and movement of policies and societal
practice, for which the three-fold categorization is relevant.

As a first example, schooling systems are of crucial importance, for
both shaping society and signalling the choice of governments in their
policies towards minorities. The multicultural policy favours separate
schools for minority communities, not just recognizing schools belonging to
religious or cultural foundations, for example, but also extending subsidies
to them on a par with regular state schools. The assimilationist policy
excludes subsidies for such schools, while usually being willing to
recognize them. The intercultural compromise may see state subsidies and
support for the provision of special classes of religious instruction for
minority groups, or special classes for the languages of immigrant peoples,
but without state subsidies for separate schools.
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Box 1. List of policy variables whose settings will contribute to shaping the
societal model in the spectrum of multiculturalism-interculturalism-assimilation
1. Citizenship and political participation

a Ease of obtaining citizenship

b Practices of dual citizenship

C. Integration course and tests

d Voting in local elections

e. Role of ethno-religious representative organizations
2. Education

a. State support of Islamic schools?

b.  State support for special classes (languages) within regular schools?
3. Housing

a. Attempts to de-concentrate ethnic minorities

b. Attempts to organise urbanization with regard to ethnic groups

(gentrification)

4. Health care

a. Meals

b.  Chaplaincy

C. Translation services
5. Employment

a. Affirmative action targeting ethnic groups

b.  The scope of the anti-discrimination legislation
6. Policing

a. Ethnic profiling complaints, counter-actions

b. Recruitment of minority groups to police
7. Allowance of Islamic practices and symbols

a.

® a0 oo

f.

Construction and recognition of mosques
Muslim burials

Provisions for halal slaughtering of animals
Islamic call to prayer in public

Restrictions or tolerance of headscarves or burkas, in public buildings

or spaces
Wearing of religious symbols

Source: This list draws on M. Alexander, “Comparing local policies towards migrants:
An analytical framework, a typology and preliminary survey results”, in R. Pennink,
K. Kraal, M. Martiniello and S. Vertovec (eds), Citizenship in European Cities:
Immigrants, local politics and integrations policies, Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004.
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Another example concerns religious symbols in public buildings
(schools and public administration) or public spaces (the street or public
transport), especially regarding elements of clothing like the headscarf or
full face cover (burka). The multicultural policy will tend to be supportive
of such symbols, while the assimilationist policy will be restrictive or
exclusionary. The intercultural compromise may be tolerant towards the
headscarf but exclude the burka, for example, with many finer graduations
of policy possible over the visual importance of the symbol or the
borderline between the public and private space (a recent court case in
France considered whether a taxi was a private or a public space).

Citizenship law, as a third example, is a major issue. The
multicultural policy is liberal and offers citizenship automatically as a right
depending on criteria such as length of residence. The assimilationist policy
may subject the applicant to strict tests of language competence and
knowledge of the country’s history, institutions and values. The
intercultural policy may favour integration programmes. This also concerns
immigration and residence policies. The most restrictive policy, which may
be described as assimilationist to the point of being exclusionary, requires
language tests to be passed before entering the country of immigration (for
individuals with little education the requirement to learn Dutch
somewhere in Africa or Asia amounts to a policy of exclusion).

The role of migrant community associations is a fourth example. The
multicultural policy favours the establishment of such associations and sees
them as agencies for the empowerment of minority communities. The
assimilationist policy rejects the need for such institutions or considers
them to be even contrary to national values. The intercultural compromise
may welcome the role of such institutions to facilitate confidence-building
and the integration of the minority groups, but without seeking to
empower them.

An interesting example of intercultural policy, seen in Canada, is the
organization of courses and activities for the majority population to become
more knowledgeable about the minority languages and cultures. The case
for mutual intercultural learning is now receiving attention in Germany as
well.

There is also a large range of policies aiming at labour market
inclusion for unemployed people. Here the major distinction is between
policies that amount to affirmative action in favour of immigrant
communities or specific disadvantaged groups, i.e. discriminatory in a
positive sense, and policies that are strictly colour-blind or non-
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discriminatory. Such affirmative action may be described as multicultural
or intercultural in intent, but they can also be described as facilitating
integration to the point of assimilation. The EU’s anti-discrimination law
only excludes negative discrimination, and certainly does not discourage
positive or affirmative action in favour of disadvantaged groups.

In any case these are stylized examples, with finer graduations of
policy possible not only for each policy variable, but also for the complete
policy set where given policy variables may be located at various points on
the spectrum of multiculturalism to assimilation. The country case studies
demonstrate such tendencies.

The Netherlands has moved most dramatically, from
multiculturalism to interculturalism at the level of actual policy, but with
influential, extreme right-wing politicians advocating the radical
alternatives of assimilation or even expulsion. Dutch multiculturalism of
the 1970s and 1980s was initially based on the long-established
‘pillarization’ of society, with different Christian faiths and secularists
receiving state recognition and support, notably for Catholic, Protestant or
secular schools. It was then natural to grant the new Muslim communities
analogous status and support for their social, cultural and religious
institutions. But from the late 1980s on the multicultural approach became
subject to increasing criticism. It led to a new integration policy in 1994,
based on the idea that immigrants should participate in mainstream
institutions rather than their own, and adapt to Dutch norms and
standards. This was followed in 1998 by the law Wet Inburgering
Nieuwkomers. The word ‘inburgering’ defies easy translation. The Dutch
country study translates the law’s name as the ‘Newcomer Integration
Law’, but one may also detect the more emotive connotation of ‘becoming a
burger’. The policy set now includes off-shore integration programmes as
prerequisites for would-be immigrants, notably learning the Dutch
language and passing examination tests in their home country, even for
cases of family reunion. This is in reality more of an extremely restrictive
immigration policy than an internal integration policy. In the current
decade the political atmosphere has become ever more highly charged,
especially since the murder of the anti-Islamist filmmaker Theo Van Gogh
in 2004 by a Dutch citizen of Moroccan descent. The growing electoral
success of Geert Wilders, advocating an outright populist, assimilationist
policy, has so far not driven actual policy away from its present hybrid
intercultural character.
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In Belgium, the country’s complex federal structure directly affects
how policies towards Muslim minorities are defined. The Flemish region
inherited this same ‘pillar’ structure from its earlier history, shared with the
Netherlands as part of the Low Countries, and explained in the chapter on
the Netherlands. Meanwhile the Francophone part of the country has
remained closer to the French tradition of the secular state, which
recognised no such distinctions at the level of public policy, with the bi-
lingual city of Brussels experiencing a complex blend of both. As in the
Netherlands, the pillarization tradition has led to the requirement of an
official representative body as a precondition for various state subsidies,
notably for funding religious education in schools and religious personnel
(imams). In Flemish Belgium, as in the Netherlands, the term ‘inburgering’
has come to denote policies and programmes aimed at ensuring the
integration of Muslim minorities, influenced in both cases by extreme right-
wing political parties that would like to go further. In April 2010, Belgium’s
federal government almost unanimously adopted a law banning the burka,
or full face covering in public spaces (“making the identification of the
person impossible”). The fall of the government soon after has prevented
this law entering into force, but this will presumably happen in due course.
The wearing of the hijab (or headscarf) in schools and public
administrations remains a subject of tension and some uncertainty among
different jurisdictions, but the tendency is towards a ban. The study in this
book uses the term ‘mosaic’ in its title to signal the multiple cleavages in
Belgian society on grounds of language, faith and political parties; the issue
of how to integrate Muslims is yet another dimension. In general the
movement of the policy set is away from multiculturalism, but so far
remains as some kind of intercultural compromise.

Germany is also a complex federal case, with separate competences
involved at federal, state and local levels, which the case study included
here illustrates with comparisons between Berlin and Hamburg. At the
federal level the traditionally very ethnic condition for naturalization has
given way to a more open, residence-based criterion, especially for those
born in Germany of immigrant parents, i.e. a move towards an intercultural
approach. Consultative structures have been created, with the German
Islamic Conference, for example. Education policies are largely
assimilationist in tendency, although in Berlin Islamic religious education
has been introduced in state schools. Regarding religious symbols such as
the headscarf, Berlin excludes these in public employment including
schools, whereas Hamburg is more liberal and has no such general ban. For
the most part, in both Hamburg and Berlin politics and civil engagement at
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the local level show a different picture from what can be observed at the
federal level. In varying ways both cities have a long history of familiarity
with diversity and a general tendency towards more pragmatic and even
inclusive policies at the local level can be seen. In Hamburg one can
observe a switch in perspectives from looking at migrants’ deficiencies to
their potential and their intercultural competencies, and stressing the need
for mutual intercultural learning in society as a whole. In Berlin a new law
on integration and participation is being put into place, albeit against
strong resentment from some segments of the political class.

Alongside these multiple and diverse developments, the major trends
in public opinion and political discourse are going in a distinctly right-wing
populist direction, with openly racist arguments about defending European
values against the Muslim invasion. The large attention attracted by
Chancellor Merkel’s declaration that “multiculturalism has completely
failed”® in Germany is interpreted by the authors of this chapter as
symptomatic of this tendency, notwithstanding the fact that the Chancellor
was at pains to say in the same speech that “Islam was now part of
Germany”, this latter phrase being largely ignored. But in March 2011, the
new Minister of the Interior, Hans-Pieter Friedrich, declared on his first day
in office that “Islam in Germany is not something substantiated by history
at any point”, and that successful integration required “a clear awareness of
the Western Christian origin of our culture”.

In the British case, in the early post-war period policy on
immigration from the Commonwealth operated under a laissez-faire
assumption of assimilation. This gave way to an integration policy, in 1968
defined by the then Home Secretary Roy Jenkins as ‘cultural diversity,
coupled to equal opportunity, in an atmosphere of mutual tolerance’, with
a strong emphasis on non-discrimination. Significant elements of
multiculturalism were subsequently developed in areas of social policy,
from education and employment to urban regeneration and policing. Yet
the political context of the last decade, marked by radical Islamic terrorism,
with the London bombings of 2005 keeping alive the threat perceptions
generated by 9/11, has led to a complex recalibration of policy. On the one
hand, the rules for acquiring citizenship have moved in an assimilationist
direction from being based solely on the length of time of legal residence to

3 A. Merkel, at a meeting of young members of the Christian Democratic Union
party, Potsdam, 16 October 2010.
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including programmes and obligations aimed at developing ‘a sense of
civic identity and shared values’, with tests of language competence and
knowledge of the UK. At the same time, immigration policy has been
progressively tightened, such that only individuals with valuable labour
market skills have a chance, apart from asylum and family reunion cases,
which are also becoming more restricted. On the other hand, the priorities
of security policy in relation to terrorist threats have driven the authorities
to work more intensively in a multicultural mode with representative
organizations of Muslim communities, with a view to achieving better
‘community cohesion’. These apparently divergent trends reveal the
complex rationale of a hybrid interculturalism. David Cameron’s critique of
‘state multi-culturalism’ in February 2011 appears to signal a shift in policy,
but whether and to what extent this will be translated into actual policy is
still unclear.

In Spain the Muslim minority groups are relatively recent compared
with the other countries studied, with one consequence that there is no
established policy doctrine or model. Spain is bound by its constitution to
cooperate with religious confessions, and the Law on Religious Freedoms
enacted in 1980 paved the way for establishing Muslim associations, which
are the government’s counterpart for regulating matters such as religious
instruction in schools, the protection of mosques, the status of Islamic
religious leaders, etc. This has given a certain multicultural content to the
policy set, but only of a rather mild intensity. For example, there are no
separate and distinct Muslim schools, only the guarantee of Muslim
religious instruction in schools where this is demanded. Meanwhile, a
political debate has arisen over the case for integration policies, which so
far has not been translated into actual policy. The overall situation is one of
hybrid elements of multicultural, assimiliationist and intercultural modes.

In France (although not the subject of a chapter in this book) there is
an explicit adherence to the idea of assimilation, as seen for example in the
conditions for naturalization, which read as follows: “No one can be
naturalized if he does not justify his assimilation to the French community,
notably by a sufficient knowledge, according to his condition, of the French
language and the rights and duties conferred by French nationality.”4

4 Article 21.24 of Loi 2003-119 relative a la maitrise de I'immigration, au séjour des
étrangers en France et a la nationalité, quoted and recounted in detail in S. Carrera, In
Search of the perfect citizen? The intersection between integration, immigration and
nationality in the EU, Leiden: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 2009.
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The framing of policy is also conditioned by the laicité of the state.
This is most clear in the education system, where the state schools provide
no religious education and private schools created with religious
foundations are not subsidised. Moreover, the wearing of religious symbols
is excluded in state institutions, including schools and the public
administration, as confirmed by the banning of the headscarf in 2004
(although discreet signs of faith are permitted) and reinforced by the
banning of the burka in all public spaces in 2010.

During the present term in office of President Sarkozy, there have
been various acts or expressions of intent to push the French model further
in an assimilationist direction. At the beginning of his term of office he
created a very symbolically named ministry of immigration and national
identity, although this was dissolved and integrated into the ministry of the
interior in November 2010. Also in 2010, the president proposed to make it
possible to withdraw French nationality from naturalized citizens
convicted of criminal offences, but to date this has not appeared in a
legislative proposal.

These developments in France are taking place amid an increasingly
tense political debate, with vocal contributions from the extreme right
leading to a situation characterised as “a radicalised conception of laicité
opposite the emergence of Islam”.5 Again in 2010, there was the ‘Roma
affair’, with the government instructing its préfets to target illegally residing
Roma immigrants from Romania for expulsion. European Commission
Vice-President Viviane Reding declared that she believed such measures to
be inconceivable in post-World War Il Europe, with implicit reference to
Nazi Germany. This triggered a spectacular verbal conflict with President
Sarkozy. The discriminatory references in the government circular were
withdrawn and admitted to have been a mistake. Still, this incident saw the
politics at the core of Europe over immigrant communities moving
perilously close to crossing the red lines that define its central values. The
debate in France has become politically very highly charged. While Marine
Le Pen of the extreme right National Front party has described the presence
of the Muslim minorities as “occupation”, President Sarkozy has been
returning to the language of ‘assimilation’ with references to the need to
protect the Christian heritage.

5 S. Le Barts, « Les Musulmans indignés apres les propos de Mme Le Pen sur
I’occupation », Le Monde, 14 December 2010.
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The situation of Muslim minorities in Italy (also not the subject of a
chapter in this book) shares some features with Spain and France. Like
Spain, it is a country without a long history of immigration; on the contrary
it was a country of emigration until a few decades ago. But the immigrant
population has risen fast in recent years, reaching around five million
(without counting illegal immigrants). Their composition by country of
origin and culture is very heterogeneous — the first three countries of origin
are Romania (Christian and Latin), Albania (a highly secularised country of
Muslim culture) and Morocco (a ‘regular’ Muslim country). As in Spain
there have been several major waves of regularization of the residence
status of immigrants (three in the 1990s), but without the granting of
citizenship, which remains very restrictive. Also as in Spain, the relatively
recent origins of this immigrant population explain why there has been
little development of any political concept or model regarding their
integration into Italian society. The implicit presumption seems to be
assimilation, but without citizenship, which in due course will prove an
inconsistent and undemocratic combination. There are no separate state-
funded schools for immigrant communities, and little development of
representative bodies or associations. As elsewhere in Europe, integration
tests and conditions have been introduced as requirements for non-EU
nationals to obtain residence permits (language texts and sponsorship by
an employer). Right-wing parties within the coalition government have
pushed hard for elements of repatriation policy, both in general and
notably in bilateral relations with Libya, the geographically closest source
of immigration. There is manifest tension between on the one hand right-
wing politicians who are pushing an agenda of tighter restrictions on
immigration alongside elements of repatriation policy, and on the other
hand business interests in northern regions that need immigrants to make
up for labour shortages.

There are also important and disquieting developments in Russia
(the subject of a chapter in our first volume),6 which is seeing tensions
escalate between Muslim minority communities and extreme right
nationalist movements. Russia has Muslim communities with very
different characteristics in three geographical regions: first, the Northern

6 See A. Malashenko and A. Yarykapov, “Radicalisation of Russia’s Muslim
Communities” in our first Microcon volume, M. Emerson (ed.), Ethno-Religious
Conflict in Europe: Typologies of radicalisation in Europe’s Muslim Communities, CEPS,
Brussels, 2009.
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Caucasus, where there is widespread radicalization, the advance of sharia
law and terrorist violence, alongside repressive measures by the Russian
security services; second, the Tartar communities of the Volga basin, which
are tranquil politically with leaderships maintaining loyalty to the state,
albeit with gradually increasing Islamisation; and third, the new immigrant
population from the Caucasus and Central Asia in major urban centres, and
above all Moscow.

While the first two regional communities were analyzed in our first
volume, it is the third category that is most relevant for the present study,
since these are new immigrant communities that only started to take shape
after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991. Of course the Soviet Union
was a certain kind of multicultural society with many recognized
nationalities. But the propisk system for controlling residence meant that
there could be very little voluntary internal migration, and so the arrival of
large numbers of Caucasian and Central Asian immigrants starting in the
1990s has been a new phenomenon, notably for Moscow and St Petersberg.
In these cities inter-ethnic tensions have emerged, leading to violence. This
was for a time largely a matter of individuals with dark skin being
assaulted in the streets, but more recently there have been mass
demonstrations by thousands of ethnic Russian, skinhead youths in
Moscow, as in the Manezh square in December 2010, under the slogan
“Russia for the Russians” and some explicitly neo-Nazi symbols.

Alongside these youth movements there are vocal political
personalities sustaining a radical and racist nationalist discourse, which is
gathering large-scale support among public opinion. These developments
still seem to be escalating. Particularly ominous is that ethnic Russians are
leading the action in terms of street violence. Little or nothing can be seen
by way of active policies to facilitate the integration of the immigrant
minority groups in Russia’s major cities. In this respect there is a big
difference in mainstream policies between the EU and Russia, but the
extreme right political discourses are strikingly similar.

The policies of the EU itself have also been undergoing important
developments. Following adoption of the Tampere Programme in 1999,
which was the first multi-year action in the field of freedom, security and
justice, in 2000 the EU adopted two non-discrimination directives, the first
concerning racial equality and the second employment equality, which
embodied a ‘rights-based’ approach. By the end of 2006, all member states
had transposed these directives into national law, with significant impacts
on norms, structures (such as ‘equality bodies’) and practices. Their
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transposition also opened up a comprehensive legal basis for litigation over
complaints.

This approach was extended with further proposals on the rights of
family reunification and of status for legally resident third-country
nationals. For this group of proposals, however, member states (with
Germany, Austria and the Netherlands in the lead) moved beyond the
liberal-multiculturalist, rights-based approach, insisting that these rights be
accompanied by obligations or conditions under the heading ‘integration
conditions’. In the case of non-refugees, such obligations include satisfying
certain conditions, such as language competence, before being granted
immigration permits. This led to the second multi-year programme
adopted in 2004 as The Hague Programme, which, while affirming that
immigration policy was primarily a national competence, also set out a set
of 11 ‘common basic principles’ for immigrant integration policies. These
principles amount to a compilation of various concepts, highlighting a
‘two-way process of mutual accommodation’ of immigrants and the host
country population, with a mix of rights, obligations and active integration
policy mechanisms. Overall they represent a move in an assimilationist
direction. In 2007, the Council of the European Union adopted a European
Commission proposal for a European integration fund endowed with a
substantial budget of €825 million for the period 2007-13. Priorities for the
fund include programmes in support of the common basic principles and
‘intercultural competence building’ in the member states across various
levels of government.

In 2008, the French Presidency of the Council seized the occasion to
push through a European pact on immigration and asylum. The pact is
characterized by an essentially intergovernmental approach and emphasis
on the need to regulate family reunification ‘more effectively’ by taking
into account the capacity of families to integrate (i.e. their resources,
accommodation and language knowledge), and the need for specific
measures stressing the identities and values of the member states. This
amounts to further momentum in an assimilationist direction. Yet another
twist in EU policy may be in the making with the third multi-year
programme for 2009-14 under the Stockholm Programme. This builds on
the Lisbon Treaty’s innovations, which are significant for this field in that
the Charter of Fundamental Rights has become legally binding, and
legislation is now subject to qualified majority voting. The Stockholm
Programme places fundamental rights at the heart of integration policy,
calling for ‘proactive policies for migrants and their rights’.
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Concluding remarks. How should one interpret the overall trend in
policy-making in this broad field, where there are multiple policy
mechanisms that represent different paradigms, which are being executed
through multiple tiers of governance: the EU, national and sub-national
governments? Some things are clear. The legal rights-based non-
discrimination paradigm is deeply embedded at the level of EU and thence
national law. This in itself can be described as either passive liberal
multiculturalism or support for assimilation. But active multiculturalist
policies on the part of member states are on the wane in countries such as
the Netherlands and the UK where they were most explicit, and elsewhere
(in France and Germany) such policies are being explicitly rejected at the
highest political level. Immigration and citizenship policies have become
more restrictive and more conditional on positive integration criteria and
tests, which means movement in the assimilationist direction. On the other
hand, some extremely exclusionary provisions have been moderated in
favour of general rights (e.g. the shift in German citizenship law). The
major terrorist acts of the last decade and the securitization of multicultural
relations have had an impact, pushing in favour of active integration
policies incorporating obligations alongside rights, while at the same time
underlining the importance of organizations representative of Muslim
minorities. Overall, this is looking like a political landscape favouring a
compromise middle ground between the polar opposites of assimilation
versus multiculturalism, driven by experience and comparisons, based on a
combination of rights, obligations and active policies, and which for want
of a better term may be called ‘interculturalism’.

Still, there is clearly a powerful movement of public opinion and
political action continuing to push the policy set more towards assimilation
and away from multiculturalism. But so far this movement is only a limited
tendency, with hybrid interculturalism occupying space between the two
polar types. The movement towards assimilationist regimes seeking better
integration is certainly understandable, but it is also a movement full of
pitfalls for European politics and society. European centre-right parties in
government see themselves competing for support with extreme right-
wing parties that have racist and therefore undemocratic agendas. This is
witnessed in both political discourse (Chancellor Merkel’s statement about
the failure of multiculturalism) and selective actions (President Sarkozy’s
campaign against the Roma and proposals to withdraw citizenship).
Analogous positions can be observed in the politics of the Netherlands,
Flemish Belgium and Italy.
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Some writers are sounding the alarm bell, interpreting these current
developments in European politics in more fundamental terms.” For Slavoj
Zizek, the old political competition between centre-right and centre-left
policies is giving way to a new configuration, in which a broad amorphous
centre finds itself in competition with an extreme right on the rise. The
governing class of the centre is sliding into increasing acquiescence
towards moderate versions of the agenda of the extreme right on matters of
immigration and citizenship policy. It is debatable how far this argument
should be taken, yet it has sufficient credibility at least to reinforce the
crucial need, as regards policies towards Europe’s minarities and especially
Muslims, for discourse and practice to coalesce around an intercultural
compromise. If the European extreme right gains further support for racist
and exclusionary policies (the French National Front leader is now ahead of
President Sarkozy in the polls), the scene is set for the most fundamental
challenge to European political values since the Second World War.
Ominously, these movements towards the extreme right are now common
to virtually the entire old core of Europe, or the founding states of the EU
(France, Germany, Flemish Belgium, the Netherlands and Italy).

Even so, the ‘explosion’ of the internal European debate about
multiculturalism looks relatively mild compared with the revolutionary
implosion of authoritarian regimes in the Arab world. These two seemingly
independent political movements are actually profoundly interconnected.
Both are products of the inability of the North African states and even
Turkey to have provided adequate living standards and opportunities to
their peoples, leading to the masses of population that have resorted to
migration, or would like to do so, as a means of escape.

The North African peoples are now insisting on democratic change,
which is a movement that Europe wants to see succeed. The EU is now
debating how it can best encourage and help Arab democracy. But if at
home the EU develops increasingly exclusionary or populist assimilation
policies towards the diaspora communities of these same countries, it will
find itself entangled in a dreadful web of political contradictions and
hypocrisy over its declared values. The promotion of an ‘intercultural’
compromise or model, with this term being used as a label for a careful and
complex blend of policy instruments, is becoming ever more imperative.

78S. Zizek, “Liberal Multiculturalism Masks an Old Barbarism with a Human Face”,
Guardian, 3 October 2010.



1. CONCEPTS OF MULTICULTURALISM

AND ASSIMILATION
ZEYNEP YANASMAYAN

literature on multiculturalism and assimilation. In their least refined

versions these two terms are posited as polar opposites;
multiculturalism as the defender of an ideal of distinct cultural/religious
communities living side-by-side, and assimilation as the defender of a
model society connected as a whole. These are evidently simplified
accounts that facilitate analytical distinctions. But there is more to both
concepts.

While a recent arrival in political theory, multiculturalism as a term
has become much used in both academic and political milieu. However it
has different meanings. First, multiculturalism can be understood as a mere
sociological reality, simply referring to the cultural pluralism of societies,
which in Europe have often been amplified by migration flows due to the
retreat of colonial empires or migration due to humanitarian and economic
causes. Multiculturalism alters the modus operandi of one nation, one
culture, which Kelly defines as the “context within which the problems
raised by group differences arise and in which the issues addressed such as
discrimination by the multiculturalist theorists can be located”.8 The
acknowledgement of the fact of multiculturalism has led to the two other
understandings of multiculturalism: as politics and as public philosophy.

The aim of this chapter is to offer a brief overview of the scholarly

8 P. Kelly (ed.), Multiculturalism Reconsidered, 2nd edition, Cambridge: Polity Press,
2005, p. 3.
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Multiculturalist public philosophy is more than a simple
acknowledgement of cultural diversity.® Rather it is an attempt to address
inequalities that take place despite the principle of formal equality
established by the liberal and secularist traditions. Multiculturalism seeks
to offer a remedy to the imbalances and discriminations that stem from
diverse ethnic, cultural or national backgrounds,© given the realization that
“politics and law depend to some degree on shared ethical assumptions
and inevitably reflect the norms of the society they are part of”.u
Multiculturalism thus promotes public ‘recognition of difference’,’2 largely
opposing the liberal distinction between public and private spheres.
Multiculturalism manifests itself through the intersection of two conceptual
axes; culture and equality. While its opponents argue that culture and
equality are inherently incompatible commitments,23 its advocates believe
in the idea of “a principled dialogue on the interrelated problems of

9 P. Kelly (ed.) (idem) for instance divides its protagonists into two groups; radical
theorists (i.e. Iris Marion Young, Bhikhu Parekh) who take the social construction
of the self as a starting point and liberal theorists (i.e. Will Kymlicka) who operate
from an individual autonomy and choice perspective. A similar differentiation is
offered by Squires (2005, pp. 117-118): impartiality politics focused on autonomy,
identity politics focused on authenticity and diversity politics focused on
transgression. J. Squires, “Culture, Equality and Diversity”, in P. Kelly (ed.),
Multiculturalism Reconsidered, 2nd edition, Cambridge: Polity Press, 2005.

10 Initially, the theory was not concerned with religious groups as cultural groups
per se but recent applications by several authors like Modood and Levey deal
distinctly with them (particularly with Muslims). See T. Modood, Still not easy being
British, Stoke-on-Trent: Trentham Books, 2010; G. Levey and T. Modood,
Secularism, Religion and Multicultural Citizenship, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2008, T. Modood, A. Triandafyllidou and R. Zapata-Barrero,
Multiculturalism, Muslims and Citizenship: A European Approach, London and New
York: Routledge, 2006.

11 T. Modood and P. Werbner, The Politics of Multiculturalism in the new Europe,
London: Zed Books, 1997, p. 17.

12 C. Taylor, “The politics of recognition”, in A. Gutmann (ed.), Multiculturalism:
Examining the Politics of Recognition, Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press, 1994.
13 B. Barry, Culture and Equality: An Egalitarian Critique of Multiculturalism,
Cambridge: Polity Press, 2001.
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equality and culture”.24 Multiculturalism is also characterized by the
principle of equal value of cultures, which has nonetheless been subject to
stark criticism by liberal theorists like Barry and Joppke, arguing that it is
logically impossible to recognize all cultures as equal because cultures have
“propositional content” regarding what may be true and false, or right and
wrong.15

Multiculturalist theory was initially developed in the context of the
new world settler nations, with Will Kymlicka as one of its leading
advocates. He seeks to reconcile liberal theory with multicultural
citizenship by underlining the connection between individual freedom and
cultural membership. Cultures do not have an intrinsic value but they are
crucial in so far as they provide access to meaningful alternatives in life.1
Kymlicka’s liberal account relies on two basic distinctions, the first one
being between multinational states from polyethnic states. Whereas in the
former case cultural diversity arises from the incorporation of “previously
self-governing, territorially concentrated cultures”!’ into a larger state, in
the latter it stems from individual immigration. His conception of group-
specific rights also flows from a second distinction between special
representation rights attributed to national minorities and polyethnic rights
to multiple immigrant communities.’® The second distinction that is crucial
to his analysis is between intra-group and inter-group relations. A liberal
theory of multicultural citizenship attempts to balance the unfairness
between the groups while contesting any limitation on the group members
by the group itself. Hence, it seeks to promote external protection while
opposing internal restrictions.19

14 ). Tully, “The Illiberal Liberal: Brian Barry’s Polemical Attack on
Multiculturalism”, in P. Kelly (ed.) Multiculturalism Reconsidered, 2nd edition,
Cambridge: Polity Press, 2005, p. 104.

15 B. Barry, 2001, p. 270.

16 W. Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995, p.
83; W. Kymlicka, Politics in the Vernacular Nationalism, Multiculturalism, and
Citizenship, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001, p. 228.

17 Kymlicka, 1995, p. 11.

18 See T. Modood, Multiculturalism. A civic idea, Cambridge: Polity Press, Chapter 2
for the theoretical and empirical shortcomings of this distinction, 2007.

19 Kymlicka, 1995, p. 35.
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Several authors within the multicultural school disagree with this
emphasis on individual autonomy and the value of culture as the provider
of a context of choice. One of the most prominent voices has been Tariq
Modood, who has greatly influenced the way multiculturalism is
understood both normatively and practically in contemporary Europe.
Modood does not only apply multiculturalism to the context of Europe
which is characterized by ethnic minorities stemmed from international
migration or colonial connections rather than indigenous people, he also
extends the initial frame of the theory to religious groups. His sociological
departure point is not culture as such but the recognition of difference, also
posited by Taylor2e and Young.2! Contrary to multiculturalism’s sceptics,
his idea of cultural differences is to turn “their negative and stigmatic
status into positive features of the societies they are now part of”.22 He
recognizes the difference between and within groups and hence ‘multi’.
Multiculturalism should be seen as “an accommodative form of integration
which would allow group-based racialized, ethnic, cultural, religious
identities and practices to be recognized and supported in the public space,
rather than require them to be privatized.”2 Multiculturalist theorists join
Modood in his postulation of multiculturalism as a claim of integration
into, rather than withdrawal from, the majority society. Kymlicka for
instance holds that multiculturalism seeks to renegotiate the terms of the
state-imposed integration and to ensure a fairer inclusion.2# Hence,
contrary to common belief, multiculturalist theory embraces rather than
rejects the coexistence of “a community of communities with a community
of citizens”.%

The first states to embrace an official multicultural form of politics
were the new-settler nations. Canada became the first state to officially

20 Cf. idem note 5.

21 .M. Young, Justice and the Politics of Difference, New Haven, CT: Princeton
University Press, 1990.

22 T. Modood, Multiculturalism. A civic idea, Cambridge: Polity Press, 2007, p. 43.
23 T. Modood, 2007, p. 61.
24 W. Kymlicka, Finding Our Way, Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1998, p. 38.

% The Runnymede Trust, The Future of Multi-Ethnic Britain: the Parekh Report,
London: Profile Books, 2000, p. 47. See also B. Parekh, Rethinking Multiculturalism:
Cultural Diversity and Political Theory, 2nd Edition, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan,
2005.
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enshrine multiculturalism into its constitution, followed by Australia.?6 In
Europe, the cases of the Netherlands and to a certain extent the United
Kingdom epitomized the multiculturalist trend. The main difference
between the European multiculturalisms and their trans-oceanic precursors
is that in Canada or Australia multiculturalism has been offered as a
national identity option for society as a whole and not as a policy of
integration.2’” Just a decade ago Nathan Glazer’s famous statement “we are
all multiculturalists now”28 was finding acceptance in large circles.
However, lately the drift away from multiculturalism that began in popular
media in the Netherlands has (as noted in Chapter 1) spread into a
mainstream political discourse in much of Europe.2® While it is too early to
claim a general retreat from multicultural policies in practice, it is clear that
there is a widespread move in favour of civic integration measures,
accompanied by the renewed emphasis on citizenship in European states. It
is true that citizenship has made a surprising return to the political agenda
and to the public debate.30 At a time when it was losing its appeal as the
bearer of rights,3! it has come to be seen as the response to the challenge of

26 P, Kivisto and T. Faist, Citizenship: Discourse, Theory, and Transnational Prospects,
Malden, Oxford and Carlton: Blackwell, 2007, pp. 36-37.

21 C. Joppke, “The retreat of multiculturalism in the liberal state: theory and
policy”, British Journal of Sociology, Vol. 55, No. 2, 2004, pp. 237-257, P. Kivisto and
T. Faist, 2007.

28 N. Glazer, We Are All Multiculturalists Now, Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1997.

2 For the Netherlands see P. Scheffer, Het Land van Aankomst, Amsterdam: De
Bezige Bij, 2007, P. Scheffer, “Het multiculturele drama”, NRC Handelsblad, January
2000 and for Germany see T. Sarrazin, Deutschland schafft sich ab, Minchen:
Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt, 2010.

30 C. Joppke, 2004, p. 243. It should be borne in mind that in practice these
measures are employed differently within each state, therefore what seems like a
convergence on legislations might not be necessarily the case when implemented.
See C. Joppke, “Beyond National Models: Civic integration policies for immigrants
in Western Europe”, West European Politics, Vol. 30, No. 1, 2007, pp. 1-22 for a pro-
convergence argument and D. Jacobs and A. Rea, “The end of national models?
Integration courses and citizenship trajectories in Europe”, paper prepared for the
EUSA-conference, Montréal, 17-19 May 2007 for anti-convergence argument, 2007.
31 See for the most prominent example Soysal’s postnational membership; Y.N.
Soysal, Limits of Citizenship: Migrants and Postnational Membership in Europe,
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994.
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cultural and ethnic diversity in European states. The frequency of
amendments made to nationality laws in recent decades clearly reveals this
trend. These legislative changes are for the most part marked by de-
ethnicizing tendencies and expansion in the use of jus soli (whereby
citizenship is determined by place of birth) attribution and acquisition of
nationality (notably with introduction of jus soli measures in the formerly
descent-based Germany) and an increasing tolerance towards dual
citizenship.32 Yet the prevalence of integration tests and courses as a sine
qua non condition for becoming a citizen (or a resident, or even sometimes
for entering the territory) underscores the idea that nationality has to be
‘earned’. Baubdck et al. contend that the concept of ‘naturalization as a
means of integration’ is being replaced by another paradigm of
naturalization as the “crowning of a completed integration process”.3 This
is precisely what Joppke points to when he talks about the retreat of
multiculturalism. He claims that there is a growing sense of ‘when in
Rome, do as Romans do’ as a maxim of immigrant integration because the
rules that migrants are expected to adapt to are increasingly procedural
and universalistic.34

32 C. Joppke and E. Morawska, Toward Assimilation and Citizenship: Immigrants in
Liberal Nation-States, New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003, p. 19. See a few other
examples of comparative studies dealing with nationality legislation; B. Baubock,
E. Ersboll, K. Groenendijk and H. Waldrauch, Acquisition and Loss of Nationality:
Policies and trends in 15 European countries, Amsterdam: Amsterdam University
Press, 2006; R. De Groot and M. Vink, “Citizenship Attribution in Western Europe:
International Framework and Domestic Trends”, Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies, Vol. 36, No. 5, 2010, pp. 713-734; B. De Hart and R. Van Oers, “European
Trends in Nationality Law”, in R. Baubock et al. (eds), Acquisition and Loss of
Nationality, Volume I: Comparative Analysis; Policies and Trends in 15 European
Countries, Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2006; P. Weil, “Access to
citizenship: A comparison of twenty five nationality laws”, in T.A. Aleinikoff and
D. Klusmeyer (eds), Citizenship Today: Global Perspectives and Practices, Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, Washington, D.C., 2001.

3 R. Baubock et al., 2006, p. 24. For a recent edited volume on the integration
measures in different European states see E. Ersboll, D. Kostakopoulou and R. Van
Oers, A Re-definition of Belonging? Language and Integration Tests in Europe, Leiden:
Brill, 2010.

34 C. Joppke, 2004, p. 255. Joppke further argues that language assimilation asked
of the immigrants is compatible with liberal values and that elsewhere develops



CONCEPTS OF MULTICULTURALISM AND ASSIMILATION | 23

Two further considerations are warranted before concluding too
quickly on the demise of multiculturalism. First, multiculturalist policies
that assist immigrants to cherish their cultural, ethnic or religious
background usually take place at the local level and not at the national
level. And this practice, as shown in the chapters that follow, has not been
completely halted and in some cases even remained unchanged or
furthered despite the rhetoric against it. Second, as Kivisto and Faist rightly
state “part of the reason for the widely divergent assessments of the short
history and potential future of multiculturalism, as well as why it has been
a flashpoint of political contestation, is that the word is often used with
widely disparate meanings.”35 In their view, multiculturalism in practice —
either as official state policies or as implicit approaches to ethnic diversity —
has implied that differences were not only to be tolerated but also valued.
A certain level of ‘multicultural sensitivity’ is how ingrained in Europe’s
liberal nation states. Indeed, the fiercest critics of multiculturalism, such as
Joppke, acknowledged that the very nature of liberal states allows
immigrants to find recognition and protection for their distinct cultural
practices through the individual rights and liberties protected by
constitutions. Similarly, the principle of indirect discrimination comprised
in the list of illicit discriminations in the EU Race Directive, establishes a de
facto recognition of groups. This is evidently not to deny the move away
from treating minorities as groups and the growing emphasis on individual
autonomy in states’ policies, most apparent in the Netherlands’ spectacular
reversal from policies of recognition of and support for communities, to
policies of integration. Nevertheless, one can recognize what Joppke and
Morawska call a situation of de facto multiculturalism,3¢ which is different
from an official multiculturalism that seeks state engagement for the
recognition of immigrants as distinct ethnic groups. Therefore, depending
on the definition, multiculturalism as an analytical tool can either re