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Introduction:
stating the problem

One of the dominant features of
the postwar era is the phenome-
non of globalization and interna-
tionalization. This development
is manifested in a number of areas.
The financial world was one of the
first to emancipate from national
borders and authorities and to go
worldwide. Following the free
movement of capital, economic
activities and products are now
also much less restricted by na-
tional boundaries than they used
to be. The development of tech-
nology in information, communi-
cation and transport has evidently
contributed to this new economic
and financial world order. And in
its wake it has assisted interna-
tionalization in cultural and polit-
ical matters. The coming into ex-

istence of the European Union is a
manifestation of the latter. These
developments in itself have
brought more external influences
and diversity particularly to larger
cities that are the local spaces of
internationalization.

Two specific consequences of
this general process do have in
practice a great influence on larg-
er cities. The first is that this glo-
balization in all those domains
has inevitably consequences for
the movement of human beings: a
growing number of people linked
to the internationalization move
across borders. There is a substan-
tial migration directly linked to
multinational companies. In gen-
eral one might say that the labour
market of the highly skilled has
become increasingly internation-
al. This kind of migration – which
often is temporary – is generally
not seen as problematic, although
it contributes clearly to growing
diversity.

However, these are not the only
people who move. A far greater
number of people move as an indi-
rect consequence of globaliza-
tion: the increased reach of com-
munication and transport, the
higher density of networks glo-
bally and thus the increase of in-
termediary structures that facili-

tate migration, have significantly
contributed to the growth of im-
migration of workers and refugees
and their family members. Until
1974 their arrival was welcomed
and even stimulated by recruit-
ment because of the demand for
their labour, but after the restruc-
turing of European economy in
the seventies they kept coming
unasked for. It is particularly this
category of newcomers that is per-
ceived as problematic in the eyes
of the societies of settlement.

Since both kinds of these new-
comers tend to concentrate heavi-
ly in larger urban areas, they have
become the directly visible face of
globalization. They have rapidly
changed the composition of the
population of these cities.

To complicate things we note
that not only the intensity of mi-
gration, but also the form that mi-
gration takes, differes from the
ones that we are used to. Scientists
talk about transnational commu-
nities and transnational migrants,
indicating those forms of migra-
tion in which migrants are not
only embedded in the national or
local society of settlement, but re-
tain strong and intensive bonds
across borders. This may lead to
new forms of incorporation of im-
migrants. It surely has conse-
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quences for the kind of integra-
tion policies that national and lo-
cal authorities implement2 .

A second consequence of glo-
balization that is relevant for our
discussions, is the shift in politi-
cal structures and responsibilities.
In our field for example, migration
and admission policies are mainly
national and European Union pol-
icies, but the concrete conse-
quences have to be dealt with by
local governments, particularly
large cities that are attraction
poles of immigrants (see: Doomer-
nik et al. 1997).

What does all this mean in
practice for large cities? First of
all, these cities are confronted
with great and fast changes. Gen-
eral changes as a consequence of
globalization that create new di-
versity within the settled, native
population; and at the same time
specific changes embodied in the
arrival of large numbers of new-
comers that contribute to more di-
versity. Let me be clear about the
message I want to convey: I do not
want to suggest that there was ho-
mogeneity and uniformity before:
most larger cities always had di-
versity of all kinds that they had
to cope with, such as class divi-
sions and religious, cultural and
language minorities. Particularly
in larger cities heterogeneity has
in general been the rule and thus
the often-made distinction be-
tween the ’native culture’ and that
of newcomers is illusionary, and
false. The difference is that what I
would call ’the old diversity’ has
been accommodated more or less
and is reflected in political struc-
tures and processes of decision
making: ’we are used to it’. The
crucial question for cities seems to

be whether they are able to accom-
modate the new diversity, both
the general and the specific one.
How to create and enhance unity,
loyalty and social cohesion? How
to rearrange structures and institu-
tions within these cities in such a
way that they are able to reflect
the new composition of the popu-
lation and its diversity. How to
enable and stimulate newcomers
to find a fair and accepted place
and participate in the new social
and political environment and de-
velop thereby their loyalty to it
and contribute to it. How to find a
new balance of a political commu-
nity that shares basic values and
rules that are necessary for any po-
litical unity to survive, while at
the same time taking into account
and respecting diversity and reap
the potential fruits of this diversi-
ty.

Cities and municipalities do
have a special responsibility here,
apart from that of national author-
ities. I remind you here that the
word citizen is derived from
’city’; the local political commu-
nity of the city is from the point of
view of the individual the place
where the important things hap-
pen that affect his life, his position
and his future. Let us start from
this original meaning and call all
inhabitants of the city citizens, ir-
respective of their formal legal
status.

The basic paradox of the
present situation seems to be that
we try to handle the migration
phenomenon that is rooted in glo-
bal developments in a framework
that is still essentially based on
the nation-state premises that has
divided the world into separate
political communities and territo-

ries, in which migration is an
anomaly, as Zolberg stated once.

In this contribution I will dem-
onstrate that paradox particularly
for the European case. First I will
briefly look back at European mi-
gration policies as a general con-
text. Secondly I will turn to inte-
gration policies of European
countries. And thirdly, I will ad-
dress the need for changes in these
policies and the principles upon
which these could be based.

European immigration
policies in comparative
perspective

When it comes to immigration
policies in Europe we see first of
all that phenomena of globaliza-
tion take place in large cities eve-
rywhere in the world, particular in
metropoles in the first world and
so does immigration. Immigration
in some Northwestern European
countries that deliberately do not
call themselves immigration
countries is, measured simply by
the percentage of foreign born
within the total population, high-
er than in countries that do regard
themselves as immigration coun-
tries. For example, Switzerland
and the FRG have higher percent-
ages than Canada, the United
States or Australia.. Only in
Southern European countries it is
still lower, but clearly on the in-
crease.

So the facts of immigration are
to a greater or lesser extent the
same in these countries, but per-
ception is not. Classical immigra-
tion countries like the US and
Canada have a history in which
immigration is a crucial element
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and they are aware of that. There is
a basic acceptance of immigration
and an elaborate institutional set-
ting to handle it. Of course, immi-
gration is discussed continuously
there too, and it changes over
time, but still... The common fea-
ture of Europe, on the contrary, is
one of a basic non-acceptance of
immigration. Admittedly, there
are variations in non-acceptance:
the Netherlands could be an ex-
ample of ’accepting immigration
grudgingly’; Austria and Switzer-
land are more clearly non-accept-
ant. Notwithstanding these varia-
tions the basic difference remains.

Developments within the new
context of the European Union has
changed things, but in the domain
of immigration not yet for the bet-
ter. Migration policies of the EU are
essentially ambivalent. On the one
hand the EU created a sort of funda-
mental right to migrate within the
EU-area for citizens of member
states, and furthermore a lenient
policy is practised in all states for
highly skilled and company linked
migrants from outside the EU. On
the other hand the EU has devel-
oped a common, restrictive and
very defensive immigration policy
to keep out all other unasked for
migrants. I am not talking now
about the effectiveness of these
policies, but about their aims. For-
tress Europe is indeed a designa-
tion that is not far off the mark.

European Integration
policies: diversity of
policies instead of policies
of diversity

European immigration policies
are thus communautarian policies

– competence of the European
Commission – but integration
policies are not. Integration poli-
cies have remained in the so-
called ’Third Pillar’, which means
essentially that these are national
policies. Any common initiative
can only be implemented by a
unanimous decision of the Coun-
cil of Ministers.

The combination of non-ac-
ceptance of immigration and very
restrictive and defensive admis-
sion policies has severe conse-
quences for integration policies. It
is a Janus-face: you cannot easily
put off the severe side of restric-
tive admission to change it for the
benevolent and seducing face of
integration policies. The negative
effects of the first are furthermore
anchored within all European
countries in political movements
of varying size and face: large and
visible in some countries like
France (Le Pen), Austria (Haider)
and Belgium (Flemish Blok),
more disguised under mostly con-
servative labels in other countries
like the UK, Germany etc.

In order to describe and analyse
systematically the present Euro-
pean integration policies and
their differences, I will first devel-
op a basic typology as a tool.

Citizenship and a typology of
policies

I propose to start from a simple
analytical framework that centers
on the concept of ’citizenship’.
Recently political theorists have
contributed significantly to our
thinking on citizenship, particu-
larly when they have tried to an-
swer the question how basic dem-
ocratic values can and should be

combined with cultural and reli-
gious diversity on the one hand
and socio-economic equality on
the other (Bauböck 1994;
Bauböck et al. 1996; Brubaker
1989 and 1992; Hammar 1990;
Kymlicka 1995; Soysal 1994;
Young 1990).

I propose to bring in the most
important elements of these discus-
sions in a rather practical way: let
us distinguish three different as-
pects or dimensions of citizenship.

The first is the juridical/politi-
cal dimension: it refers to the ba-
sic question whether immigrants
are regarded as fullfledged mem-
ber of the political community. In
practice the question is in how far
immigrants and ethnic minorities
do have formal rights and duties
that differ from those of natives in
relation to opportunities for polit-
ical participation. This also in-
cludes the question whether new-
comers may (easily or not) acquire
national citizenship and thus gain
access to the formal political sys-
tem; it evidently also includes the
granting (or not) of political rights
to non-nationals.

The second is the socio-eco-
nomic dimension of citizenship:
this pertains to social and eco-
nomic rights of residents, irrespec-
tive of national citizenship; these
include industrial rights and
rights related to institutionalized
facilities in the socio-economic
sphere. Do they have (equal)
rights to accept work and to use
institutional facilities to find it?
Do they have the same rights as
indigenous workers? Do they
have access to work related bene-
fits, like unemployment benefits
and insurance, and to the state-
provided social security facilities,
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like social housing, social assist-
ance and welfare and care facili-
ties, et cetera.

The third dimension pertains to
the domain of cultural and reli-
gious rights of immigrants and
minorities: do they have equal
rights to organize and manifest
themselves as ethnic or religious
groups? Are they recognized, ac-
cepted and treated like other com-
parable groups and do they enjoy
the same or comparable facilities?

These dimensions of citizenship
can be reformulated for the purpose
of analysis of policies of national
and local governments as ’spheres
of integration’ and used as yard-
sticks to typologize the kind and
partiality of integration policies.

If we attribute for the sake of sim-
plicity only two qualities to each of
the dimensions defined above, one
positive quality meaning the ex-
plicit support in policy for the di-
mension concerned, and one nega-
tive meaning that that same dimen-
sion is denied support in policies,
we have created a typology space
of possible forms of policies:

Policies of diversity or diversity
of policies?

From this simple typology a
number of things become clear.

The first and most important di-
vide between policies is based on
the juridical-political dimension:
if migrants or immigrants are not
regarded as (potentially) part of
the political community of the
country or city of settlement and if
the juridical position is defined as
essentially different, I will call
these exclusionist policies.

On this point we observe signifi-
cant historical differences between
Northwest European countries: a
number of countries have started so
called ’guest worker policies’ after
the Second World War. By defini-
tion such migration was temporary,
and thus exclusionist: types 4, 5
and 6. Dutch policies until 1980,
for example, fitted perfectly type 4,
since it combined political exclu-
sion and a special juridical position
of these alien guests with in princi-
ple equal rights in the socio-eco-
nomic sphere and a policy of ’re-
taining cultural and religious iden-
tity’ in view of their anticipated re-
turn. Austrian and Swiss policies
have fitted, and still do to a great
extent, to types 5 or 6 in the sense

that they combine political exclu-
sion with unequal industrial and
social rights of foreign workers.

In the beginning of the 1980s,
however, a number of these Euro-

pean countries, such as The Neth-
erlands, Belgium, France and
Sweden3 , have explicitly ac-
knowledged that most of the
(former) labour migrants would be
settling for good and that more in-
clusionist policies were necessary
(Vermeulen 1997, Lindo 1997).
These countries have changed
their naturalization laws and/or
practices in order to facilitate ac-
cess to formal citizenship, most
prominently for the children of
immigrants. Sometimes they have
added opportunities for formal
political participation of legally
residing aliens at the local level or
have devised group-specific
forms of consultation and partici-
pation.

Not all European countries,
however, have made such a
change in definitions and poli-
cies, or at least not to the same ex-
tent. Austrian and Swiss national
policies, for example, still reflect
to a large extent the premises of
guestworker policies. Germany
made a first step towards a more
inclusionist policy in 1991 with a
relative easing of the tough natu-
ralization regulations.

Against this background of
continental Europe, the United
Kingdom represents a different
case: there is no such tradition as a
’guest worker scheme’ and the
great majority of those who immi-
grated to the UK was entitled to or
possessed already a British pass-
port on their arrival. Alienness
and nationality are not significant
characteristics: it was and is the
racial or ethnic origin or descent
that is the relevant paradigm. The
British case, being one that is in-
clusionist in the formal sense from
the beginning, makes us aware of

Typology space of migrant/ethnic minorities policies:

Inclusion Exclusion
Type 1 2 3 4 5 6
Juridical/political + + + - - -
dimension
Socio-economic + + - + - -
dimension
Cultural-religious + - - + + -
dimension
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the distinction between formal in-
clusion and inclusion in practice.
Inclusion in the political-juridical
domain turns out to be a neces-
sary, but not a sufficient condition
to attain equality.

Although there is thus some
convergence in national migrant
policies in Europe pertaining to
the juridical/political dimension,
quite substantial differences re-
main4 . Such differences are relat-
ed to basic ideas about member-
ship of the political community in
different countries: Germany, for
example, defines its national com-
munity in ethnic terms, in terms of
ancestry, and thus welcomes reset-
tlers (Aussiedler) as Germans re-
turning to the fatherland, but re-
gards settled foreigners as Aus-
länder, as ’alien elements’. The
French republican conception, in
contradistinction, is based on a
political contract between indi-
vidual citizens and the state, a
contract that anyone who sub-
scribes the principles of that polit-
ical system may enter into. The
fact that such principles in the
French case are strongly embed-
ded in culturally defined institu-
tions, however, makes things
complicated for those immigrants
that have different cultural and re-
ligious backgrounds. Also here
the political-juridical inclusion
seems to be a necessary, but not
necessarily a sufficient condition.

And of course a different termi-
nology goes with such different
conceptions: more exclusionist
policies talk about ’aliens’, ’Aus-
länder’, ’guest workers’ and other
designations that accentuate the
(supposed) temporal stay or the
belonging of a person to another
political unity. Terminology and

content of such policies reflect
basically the non-acceptance of
immigration as a phenomenon
and of newcomers as permanent
immigrants. In inclusionist poli-
cies on the contrary, ’immigrant’
is an accepted term like in France,
or the term ethnic minorities is
adopted as in the case of the UK
and the Netherlands, the term re-
flecting on the one hand the fact
that a group (of immigrants) is part
of the political community, but
has on the other hand a vulnerable
place in that community.

Let us now turn to the second
and third dimension and look par-
ticularly at inclusionist policies5 .
The first remark is that type 3 does
not exist in theory in Western Eu-
rope at this moment: liberal de-
mocracies principally do not al-
low for inequality and unequal
rights for those who are regarded
as members of the political com-
munity. Type 3 may, however, ex-
ist in practice, as far as racism and
discrimination is given space to
overthrow such high principles.

In terms of official policies, how-
ever, we find the second important
divide within inclusionist policies
in Europe: between type 1 that
stands for multiculturalist policies
on the one hand and type 2, that
pertains to those forms of ’integra-
tion’ policies that are mainly based
on assimilationist premises.

Multicultural policies of type 1
presuppose not only political in-
clusion and equality in the socio-
economic domain, but also aim at
cultural and religious equity. The
basic premise of multiculturalism,
defined as a set of normative no-
tions on how to shape a multicul-
tural society politically, is that
immigrants cannot become equal

citizens unless state and society
accept that both individuals and
groups have the right to cultural
difference. According to multicul-
turalists, the prevailing institu-
tions and rules in society are his-
torical and cultural products that
are not neutral for newcomers and
thus may need revision in order to
accommodate newcomers.

Integration policies of type 2,
in contradistinction, take the state
and society of settlement as ’giv-
en’, also in the cultural and nor-
mative sense. Newcomers are sup-
posed to adapt at least to the pub-
lic institutions of that society.
This may lead to strong assimila-
tion pressure.

Convergence of policies?

The definitions of the different
types of policy described above are
ideal types. As I said earlier, I have
given only two extreme qualities
on each dimension: positive or
negative. In practice the divides
between them are much fuzzier. Let
us then pose the question whether
positions have been moving and
whether there is convergence in
European integration policies.

Taking back again the distinc-
tion between the three domains,
we have to conclude that the ex-
tent of convergence that has oc-
curred is not equally strong in
each of these domains. There has
been some convergence in the po-
litical-juridical domain: for exam-
ple, in all member states, EU rules
will apply to large groups of
’third-country nationals’. Also the
wide disparities between French
and German naturalization legis-
lation have narrowed somewhat.
In recent years there have been in-
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creasing appeals in Germany to
enable children of immigrants to
gain citizenship more easily. The
jus sanguinis principle is thus be-
ing relaxed and the jus soli princi-
ple is being considered, while in
France the opposite is happening.

The clearest pressure for conver-
gence, however, is in the socio-eco-
nomic domain. Uniform rules of the
EU from above, assisted by trade
union pressure within national con-
texts, have contributed to much
more uniformity than before.

The largest disparities still exist
in the cultural-religious domain.
Policies related to the two most im-
portant elements in this domain,
those of language and religion,
show little evidence of conver-
gence. Awareness of the need to
have such policies varies signifi-
cantly and pressure of European in-
stitutions is not strong here. One of
the basic problems here is that lan-
guage and religion are often tightly
bound up with notions of national
identity. More divers policies are
then easily perceived as threaten-
ing that national identity. Never-
theless some signs of convergence
can be seen, often at the local level,
for example in the recognition of
muslims as negotiating partners
and rudimentary institutionaliza-
tion of so called ’new’ religions.
But at the same time there are still
wide disparities with regard to reli-
gious instruction in state schools
and opportunities for religiously
based schools.

Principles for integration
policies of cities

If the foregoing brief assessment
of present immigration and inte-

gration policies in European
countries is essentially correct,
what can be expected under con-
ditions of unchanged policies?
First of all we will see (and we see
it already) a spiral movement of
negative consequences of defen-
sive immigration policies: admis-
sion policies, and particularly
asylum procedures, will be in-
creasingly jammed; the present le-
gal instruments, starting only
when candidates have already
reached the territory, will turn out
to be unable to steer migration
processes in any significant way.
Such defensive policies and its
failure to control migration will
have negative consequences for
legally residing immigrants and
integration policies. They are also
not able to solve or regulate the
migration pressure from outside
on the one hand and the increas-
ing demand for (often specific cat-
egories of) migrants within Euro-
pean countries on the other hand. I
will not dwell here on the basic
principles of a badly needed com-
prehensive and pro-active migra-
tion policy: I have formulated
these principles already some
years ago (Doomernik/Penninx/
Van Amersfoort 1997) and they
have been reiterated recently in
similar form by others6 .

For cities, and particularly for
the larger metropoles in Europe,
unchanged policies will lead to
growing tensions between nation-
al governments and these large
cities. These cities are confronted
with fast and thorough changes in
their population. Admission of
these newcomers, however, is
’steered’ by national en European
policies; the consequences are for
these cities. Furthermore these

newcomers are migrants of all
sorts and of different origins who
bring with them different cultures,
religions and lifestyles. Their in-
tegration into the social embroi-
dery of the city is not a natural
process: social segregation, social
exclusion and marginalization of
(certain of these) immigrant
groups is luring. There is a danger
of loss of the social cohesion in
these cities, a threat that may be
enhanced by the new phenome-
non of transnational ’foot loose’
individuals or groups.

There is thus a special problem-
atic and a specific responsibility
for these cities, different from that
of the national authorities. And
there is a need for intensive and
pro-active integration policies on
this local level, where the citizen
should regain its original mean-
ing: an active and accepted partic-
ipant in the daily life of these cit-
ies and thus both profiting from
and contributing to the health of
that city. How to organize such a
local integration policy? What
should be the basic principles of
such policy?

I will formulate three basic
points for the development of
such a pro-active local integration
policy. The first is that such a inte-
gration should be based on a
broad and comprehensive concept
of integration. In the above analy-
sis of present European integra-
tion policies I have distinguished
three basic dimensions of the con-
cept: the political/juridical, the
socio-economic, and the cultural/
religious dimension. Integration
policies then should actively
challenge the participation of im-
migrants by including and bal-
ancing these three dimensions.
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In realizing an inclusive policy
on the political/juridical dimen-
sion cities will often be confront-
ed with barriers and limitations
that come from national legisla-
tion: access to national citizen-
ship, access to the formal political
system on different levels. Apart
from trying to change such na-
tional barriers cities may be quite
creative by establishing alterna-
tive local participation systems,
whether that pertains to advisory
functions for immigrants and their
organizations or their participa-
tion in implementing policies.

In promoting equality and par-
ticipation in the socio-economic
domain local authorities are much
less dependent on, or hindered by
limitations on other levels. In this
domain city authorities can for-
mulate and implement policies to
combat socio-economic arrears of
immigrants in fields like the la-
bour market, housing en educa-
tion within the city, and introduce
soft or hard instruments for imple-
mentation: from stimulating mi-
grants to strong forms of (tempo-
rary) positive action. They may
also promote active anti-discrimi-
nation policies and effective in-
struments to implement these.

Equity in the cultural and reli-
gious domain is often the most
problematic, although large cities
– that always had the combination
of greater anonimity and greater
diversity in their population – do
have more practical experience
and possibilities here. Here the
lesson from cities that did experi-
ment with ’multicultural policies’
of some sort is that new forms of
diversity are most easily intro-
duced in areas where there have
been historically forms of diversi-

ty. Dutch policies, including the
ones of big cities, for example
show that the tradition of recog-
nizing different religious denomi-
nations – that was politically an-
chored in the past in the religious
pillarization of the political sys-
tem – may be used to recognize
institutionally ’new immigrant re-
ligions’ such as Islam, Hinduism
and Buddhism on an equal level,
using existing legislation and old
traditions (Rath et al. 1996, 1999,
2000; Lucassen/Penninx 1997).
In the same vain, it is easier for
countries that recognize a multi-
lingual system of old to institu-
tionalize to a certain extent ’new
immigrant languages’ (Vermeu-
len 1997, Lindo 1998).

Whatever the difficulties of in-
troducing such multicultural poli-
cies and have these accepted, it is
important to realize that in large
globalized cities the recognition
of different cultures, religions and
life styles, and the ensuing multi-
ple identities and loyalties do ex-
ist. And at the same time one
should try to sollicit allegiance of
all these different inhabitants to
the local social order to build new
forms of cohesion. Recognition
often turns out to be a necessary
start for such a process, that can be
stimulated further by engaging
these groups somehow in com-
mon decision making.

This brings me to the second
principle of new comprehensive
local integration policies: these
should be conceptualized and im-
plemented on three levels at the
same time. The first is the level of
institutions. For our purpose here
we should distinguish between
two kinds of institutions. The first
are general public institutions of a

society or city, such as the educa-
tional system or the political sys-
tem. These general institutions
should reflect the new composi-
tion of the population, simply be-
cause they are supposed to serve
all inhabitants, and equally. Since
such institutions have developed
certain – culturally determined –
ways of operating that in practice
hinder access and/or equal out-
come for newcomers, there is a
need to adjust their practices. The
second kind are specific institu-
tions of immigrant groups them-
selves, such as religious or cultur-
al institutions. They have an im-
portant functions for these groups.
It is important that such specific
institutions should be recognized
on the same level as comparable
institutions of native groups.

The second level is that of or-
ganisations. These organisations
are in fact the concrete (but partial)
manifestation of institutions:
mosks associations, for example,
are one of the manifestations of the
institutionalization of islam. That
means also that these organizations
can be the concrete vehicle for pro-
moting integration. Recognition of
and mobilization of social and cul-
tural ressources of these organiza-
tions in the framework of integra-
tion policies facilitates and legiti-
mates these policies. They may also
become important partners in deci-
sion making and even in imple-
menting integration policies.

Finally, the third level is that of
individual migrants. Actually, in
most cases integration is defined
and narrowed down to this level
only. However, if the above men-
tioned levels are not included and
the reciprocal nature of integra-
tion is not explicitly recognized,
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such a narrow conceptualisation
approaches in practice a kind of
’forced assimilation’. On the other
hand, if it is combined with inte-
gration on the institutional and
organisational level, it demands
from individual immigrants a
readiness to live up to a limited
number of basic rules that are nec-
essary to ensure cohesion: rules of
democracy, of equity and equality
of all individuals, and of toler-
ance. Rules that give newcomers
at the same time the liberty, within
such basic rules, to organize their
lifes according to their preferenc-
es and liking. In such a concep-
tion of integration policy at the
individual level it is of great im-
portance that newcomers get the
practical means and instruments
to participate and in doing so de-
velop allegiance to the local soci-
ety: language courses and inform-
ative courses that give an insight
in the structures and possibilities
of the society and city of settle-
ment and in the basic rules of it,
are necessary building stones of
any integration policy.

The third point for a new inte-
gration policy is a strategic princi-
ple. Starting from the concept of cit-
izenship as defined above, policies
should look analytically at citizen-
ship and participation from two dif-
ferent perspectives and try to com-
bine them in practice. These two
perspectives are simply based on
the assumption that you need two
partners to tango: the immigrants
ánd the receiving society or city.

The first perspective than is the
’top-down-approach’. Here the
institutional framework of the so-
ciety of settlement is taken as a
starting point and the question is
put in how far that institutional

framework is open for participa-
tion by immigrants and ethnic mi-
norities, or is opened and activat-
ed in the course of time. In this
approach the terms of inclusion/
exclusion and ’opportunity struc-
ture’ are key-concepts pertaining
to openness of the existing sys-
tem. As far as measures are taken
to stimulate participation, among
others by adapting that existing
system, activation seems to be the
appropriate term in two senses:
activation of the existing system
and of immigrants.

The second is the ’bottom-up-
approach’. Here the central focus is
on the initiatives taken by immi-
grants, ethnic minorities and their
organizations to stand up for their
(political, social and cultural) inter-
ests irrespective of institutional
structures, alone or in coalition
with other actors. The basic con-
cept here is mobilization. The ana-
lytical distinction top-down and
bottom-up, and activation and mo-
bilization makes it possible to look
at the possible mismatch and at the
interaction between the two.

Focussing on local situations
and the role of immigrants and lo-
cal authorities in such situations
one can thus identify on the one
hand channels of mobilization for
immigrants and ethnic minorities
for each of the domains of citizen-
ship mentioned above. In the cul-
tural sphere one can think for ex-
ample of mobilization through re-
ligious or cultural organizations
of immigrants and their efforts to
establish places of worship, reli-
gious courses or courses in immi-
grant languages, through parents’
participation in the educational
system of their children to intro-
duce such elements in the school

system, et cetera. In the socio-eco-
nomic domain immigrants may
mobilize themselves also in many
ways: as interest organizations de-
fending or trying to gain social
rights; by taking initiatives as en-
terpreneurs or self help groups. In
the political-juridical domain im-
migrants may mobilize them-
selves, depending on the opportu-
nity structure, as pressure groups
outside or within existing politi-
cal parties, by establishing ’immi-
grant parties’ or action groups, or
to call for consultative bodies.

On the other hand one can
identify the opportunity structure
for such action, or the channels of
activation. Parallel institutions
and policies can be created to
function as liaisons between local
authorities and immigrants and
ethnic minorities, such as Contact
and Co-ordination Groups, creat-
ed for the inclusion of all majority
and minority groups with a broad
remit to improve relations; Work-
ing and Co-ordination Groups,
comprised of government depart-
ments dealing with immigrants
and ethnic minorities for the pur-
pose of sharing information and
coordinating programmes and ac-
tivities; Parliaments or Forums of
Migrant Workers or Ethnic Mi-
norities which have the function
of articulating their interests and
pressing for the implementation
of policies; or Advisory Councils
with broad scope for sharing infor-
mation, expressing concerns, dis-
tributing resources, and lobbying
for interests.

Conclusion
As stated earlier, the world is con-
fronted with the basic paradox that
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states try to handle the migration
phenomenon that is rooted in glo-
bal developments, in a framework
that is still essentially based on the
nation-state premise. This premise
divides the world into separate po-
litical communities and territories,
in which migration is an anomaly.
States have and use their souver-
eignty to develop immigration pol-
icies in which they decide on ad-
mission or refusal of migrants. In
recent times, however, such poli-
cies have lost much of their regula-
tory power and have more and more
become ’symbolic’ policies.

Large metropoles in Western
Europe and elsewhere have be-
come the concrete locus where
consequences are visible. These
cities have changed considerably
and swiftly. I have argued that
there is a need for new concepts of
integration policies and new strat-
egies for its implementation in or-
der to retain, and sometimes re-
gain viability and social cohesion
in these cities. In my view large
cities are in principle in a better
position than national gover-
ments to develop and implement
such new policies. Out of the rich

1 International Metropolis is glo-
bal network of research, govern-
mental and NGO-partners that
acts as a forum for discussion
on ways of improving policies
and programmes for effectively
magaging the impact of immi-
gration and diversity in large
cities. Rinus Penninx is the Eu-
ropean co-chair of Metropolis.
He is also one of the co-ordina-
tors of a UNESCO-sponsored
international research pro-
gramme called ’Multicultural
Policies and Modes of Citizen-
ship in European Cities
(MPMC)’. This contribution
draws and builds on work done
in these contexts. Penninx is
also director of the Research
Programme of the IMES at the
Universiteit van Amsterdam.
For further information consult
the website of Metropolis
(http:// www.international.met-
ropolis.net), UNESCO (http://
www.unesco.org) and IMES
(http://www.pscw. uva.nl/imes/).

2 For a recent overview of this lit-
erature see the special issue of
Ethnic and Racial Studies, Vol.
22 (1999) 2, particularly the in-
troduction and conclusion by
Portes et al.

3 Sweden was in fact the first
country to change its policies
already in the 1970s.

4 Policies of cities are to a great
extent dependent on positions
that have been taken and poli-
cies that have been adopted at
the national level. Neverthe-
less, local policies within na-
tional contexts may vary signif-
icantly: cities may on the one
hand circumvent or compensate
restrictions of national policies,
for example by creating special
structures for political partici-
pation such as Advisory Coun-
cils; on the other hand cities
may neglect or refuse to imple-
ment inclusionist national pol-
icies in other cases.

5 Variations in the right part of
the scheme reflect differences in

soft and harder kinds of ‘tem-
porary migration’: the types of
column 5 and 6 represent poli-
cies that contest essential no-
tions of equality and equal
rights in liberal democracies in
relation to these migrants, such
as equal wages, provisions,
right to benefits.

6 See Patrick Weil’s contribution
to this conference. Also the con-
tribution of the European Com-
missioner of Justice and Home
Affairs reflects some of these
new principles. See also the re-
cent publication of the Bertels-
mann Foundation et al.
(Guetersloh, 2000).
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