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Executive Summary

The concept of tolerance implies an asymmetricitionship of power between those entitled to
tolerate and those who are object of tolerance. dP@symmetries are shaping the contours of
toleration / non-toleration / respect attitudes aotl everyone has (the same) power to exert it. As
such, the space of tolerance is entirely embeduéuki political space and in politics. The exiseent
power-asymmetries, political domination, majorityaority relationships but also dynamics of
competition, claims over power and minorities agemeich are at the core of politics relate strgngl

to the way in which tolerance may be exerted antiearansformation of the boundaries of tolerance
in society. There is a fundamental tension betwdisagreement and acceptance at the heart of
toleration but only those who have the power tsd@an choose to accept or not what they disagree
with. Tolerance thus appears as a tool which esabt@lerstanding tensions and challenges in the
political life when it comes to dealing with diflaice and diversity, especially ethno-religious
diversity.

In the European context, the development of libdeshocracies has been strongly associated with the
development of a culture of tolerance. The develmnof tolerance was meant to be part of the
public culture as well as of the individual cultwethe citizen. With the diversification of soces;,
notably by migration and the mobilization of nativénorities, many institutional arrangements have
been made in order to guarantee the acceptancénofities in the political life. This has been the
case for ethno-religious minorities but also fohest dominated groups such as women or
homosexuals. These practices of acceptance, howewsr not always gone far beyond tolerance and
many claims of minorities have been ignored byStae and the majorities.

The objective of the research carried out in tlem& of ACCEPT PLURALISM as regards to
tolerance in the political life is to investigateykquestions such as:

What kind of cultural diversity is considered coriple with the ‘secular’ politics of European
countries?

What claims or requests are tolerated?
What political practices are considered tolerarintmlerant?
What values and norms are considered to promateagrmine tolerance in political life?

The studies carried out in the frame of ACCEPT PRURSM empirically challenge the concept of
tolerance and the three-class concept of toleration-toleration and respect. The aim was to examin
in a particular social space such as politics hbes¢ concepts can contribute to the analysis of
diversity, difference and majority/minority relatiship in European societies.

The researches on tolerance and political life fsiressed the diversity of the modalities of tdiera
Toleration in the political life refers to a contisus tolerance boundary drawing activity which
appears to be central in complex society’s assagablarhe different studies presented in this report
bring empirical evidences about how boundary-drgwsnrealized in the public life. They provide a
variety of answers to three core questions:

Who is entitled to tolerate or not-tolerate?
What is tolerable and what is not in a society?

How acceptance or objection is expressed and ingied?



The different research projects carried out withis work-package are based on country-specifie cas
studies investigated with qualitative research wagh All the research projects are empirically

grounded and they aim at challenging the concefptisl@rance. For the purpose of comparability, all

research cases analyse how the dimensions presdued (which we can summarize as: who / what /
how) are embedded in the case study as well aational (and European) public debates.

The national case studies selected by the diffepantners have been organized into three main
clusters.

Cluster 1 is organised around the challenge oftipali discourses in relation with intolerance
boundaries drawing activities.

Cluster 2 is organised around the challenge pogealblic policies of exclusion. It focuses on the
institutional obstacles opposed to the rights atdission as normal of minorities.

Cluster 3 is organised around quests for recogniind the political mobilisation of minorities.
This cluster has been divided into two differeraters: one on the mobilization for recognition of
native ethno-national minorities and one on a diaéobetween the French and British experiences
of Muslims organizations’ mobilisations.

The different country cases are thus displayetii;mreport along four thematic chapters. They d@m a
drawing comparisons and highlighting similaritieslalifferences between country cases, in order to
explore the way the national contexts challengectimeept of tolerance.

Political discourses and the definition of tolerane boundaries.

In the first chapter, Burchianti and Zapata-Barneresent the challenges of intolerance embedded in
political discourses in five countries: Denmark,r@any, Greece, Hungary and Spain. It focuses on
political discourses in which tolerance/intolerarmmtributes to draw boundaries when it comes to
defining the place of migrants and minorities i tbociety. The discourses analysed may present
overtly anti-immigrant positions, while others sedekdiscuss the norms that enable the social and
political acceptance of cultural or religious diface. Others finally seek to oppose racism and ant
immigrant discourses and seek to limit the pubkpression of such discourses. The cases present
how the boundary drawing activity is realized thgbupolitical and public discourses and how
political actors negotiate the limits of acceptaand/or tolerance of cultural diversity.

Despite their differences in terms of experiendatee to migration and ways of dealing with cultura
diversity, all countries under study have experehamportant debates about migration and native
minorities who are increasingly presented as alpnolin terms of tolerance.

All countries under analysis have seen the radigat gaining position in the political life. Buhe
weight of these groups in the political landscapevall as in national and local controversies ig/ve
different from one country to another. While faghi organizations are represented at the Parliament
in Greece, Denmark and Hungary, extra-parliamemntdical groups and parties manage to influence
mainstream politics in Spain and Germany. To uridadsthe dissemination of intolerant discourses in
the countries under analysis, the relationship betwextreme-right's overtly anti-immigrant disceurs
and mainstream politics and parties is determin@he radical right alone cannot reconfigure the
boundaries of toleration. Discourses and debatéshwihitend to define or redefine what can or cannot
be tolerated as regards to cultural and religiousrsdity are effective when they become centrahin
public arena. In all the controversies and eventietexamination in the country cases, the disesurs
effectively succeeded in making tolerance to migrand native minority a mainstream concern and
subject of contentious expressions. This meansthieaparticipation of mainstream political actoss a
well as mainstream media is crucial to transforolaited expressions of intolerance into a central
society debate able to change effectively the $imofttolerance in the society. The studies explloee
process by which discourse on tolerance/intolerémceiltural diversity has been mainstreamed.



The chapter focuses on the analysis of the dis®ifsames that contribute to toleration boundary
drawing in the different countries. It pays attentito the content of the discourses, both the ones
advocating for tolerance and the ones advocatingnfolerance, depending on the cases analyzed in
the different countries. The objects of toleration intolerance vary in function of the cases.
Discourses may define how much toleration must bewad in public space, either through
discourses (Denmark, Germany, and Spain) or pexciiGreece, Spain, and Hungary). Others may
refer to how much toleration must be granted topifaetices and expressions which are perceived as
conflicting with majority’s values and practicesidentifies three main frames:

1. A frame in which legality is a condition for tolewze.
2. A'law and order’ frame or security frame.
3. A frame in terms of culture and identity.

Other frames, which are specific to one or few ¢ogurtases, are also presented, such as the
“essentialist/biological” frame, the “crisis/weléarprotectionism” frame and the “non-toleration
towards intolerance” frame.

Even if much of the content of the discourses derémce is common to several cases, the definition
of limits of tolerance during the public debatefere also to dimensions which are particular to the
national context, the culture, the history of mtgrma and the definition of citizenship in each ctyyn
The authors thus present these particular feaamdsighlight the predominance of national patterns
in the way political discourses are dealing witmanities.

The report ends by highlighting that one commortuieaof all cases is the tendency in political
debates to depoliticize tolerance, which meansottsider that tolerance and intolerance are not a
political matter and therefore should not be paligd.

Local and national policies of exclusion

In the second chapter, Ambrosini and Caneva prekenthallenge posed by tolerance by what they
define as policies of exclusion in Bulgaria, Iredardtaly and the Netherlands. They present how
increasingly restrictive policies have been implated at the European and national levels, espgciall
as they conceive migrants as a threat to security.

They then present the interactions between locdl rmational policies within this framework of
restrictive policies. Even if local policies areualy seen as more inclusive, aimed at promoting
measures and interventions for the benefit of innamy populations, local governments often
encounter difficulties and obstacles in implemeamtpolicies of inclusion, because of the lack of
resources and regulatory frames. In the last feavsyaew political discourses have risen at thel loca
level too, emphasizing urban security, social camesassimilationist instances and generally a more
hostile attitude towards migrants, particularlyegular ones. Consequently, besides local policies
which try to move away from, oppose or compensatenfitional policies, in the last few years the
authors observe the growth of local policies tle@tiforce the restrictive or assimilationist apptoat

the national level policies. The authors show hoeal and national policies interact, in different
ways, with inclusive (as in the case of local eitizmobilisation in the Netherlands) or rather
restrictive (as for instance in the case of rettigclocal socio-economic rights in Italy) outcomébe
Bulgarian and Irish case study, on the other hdstuss opposed examples of national policies that
accommodate (the turban case in Ireland) or inds&dcise (restricting the voting rights of Bulgawi
Muslims and Roma) minority populations.

The reduction of the space for tolerance raisespp®sition of civil society actors who claim resp

for migrants (in the case of the Netherlands fatance). These groups and movements are able to
intervene in the public arena and can sometimesciafthe local policies. In some cases city
governments rely on these groups and movementspli@borate with them, in order to implement
actions for the integration of minorities. In argse these civil society actors fill the gap betwiears



and regulations that produce exclusion, and sawmalls to which society has to respond either for
humanitarian reasons or because of general interest

The chapter ends by presenting the challengesthiese policies pose conceptually in terms of
tolerance. It underlines how intolerance is embddaied legitimized and promoted by institutional
bodies which in principle are liberal and democraln the Netherlands and Bulgaria for instance,
intolerance is justified by national policies basedthe legal status of people. In Italy and Irdlan

instead, people are tolerated or not tolerated usecaf their “difference” and their cultural or

religious claims, whereas their legal status is legportant.

The analysis thus confirms that there is a tremehtds restrictive and neo-assimilationist tendencie
in European policies on immigrants.

Key messages for policy-makers

- Reinforcing anti-discrimination norms and indiibmms. European institutions in particular coulketa
on an even more incisive role in the defence aribvalues in the European framework.

- Supporting and activating civil societies. Thegjuires educational investment, seats for debate an
the opportunity for dialogue with the relevant godl institutions.

- Giving immigrants, their representatives andrtiassociation networks the capacity to participate
matters regarding local policies and all discussitvat concern them.

Quests for recognition by Samis, Silesians, Hungams and Circassians

In the third chapter, Kaya presents findings alguétsts for recognition of native minorities in Rala
Romania, Sweden and Turkey. He discusses thedhetififierent modalities of response to minority
claims in Europe. Former Eastern and Central E@opstates respond rather distinctly to such
minority demands in comparison with Western coestriwhich difference can be summarized as
justice and fairnessdiscourse on the one side, dagalty and securityliscourse on the other. In East
and Southeast Europe the objection to the ideaokdative rights is that they can be invoked as a
basis of secession, or a threat to national sgcudih the contrary, in the West, the concern with
collective rights is that they can be invoked tpemgede individual rights, although cases of desfial
collective rights of minorities have occurred otle last years.

The chapter then proceeds to a comparison of fofierent cases, along different types of
interrogations, in order to find out the convergenand divergences between the ways in which Sami
minority claims are responded by the Swedish stailesian minority claims by the Polish state,
Hungarian minority claims by the Romanian statel @ircassian diaspora claims by the Turkish state.
What kinds of means, institutions and techniqueshey use to raise their political claims? Who are
they? How are they defined by their respectiveestat

It examines firstly the diverse modalities of degliwith minorities and, secondly, the type of
minorities involved and the interactions they ergagth authorities. The cases display different
characteristics with regard to the definition of term minority. While Sami minority in Sweden and
Hungarian minority in Romania are legally definethonities, with rights in reason of their political
representation at both local and national levdlsstans in Poland and Circassians in Turkey ate no
accepted as legal minorities by their respectiatest As regards to the channels for claims, Sands
Hungarians, being officially recognized minoritiémve local and national parliamentary facilities t
present their claims. However, the Silesians angaSsians generate civic, cultural and folkloric
associations to present their claims to the stafieopean integration process, transnational netsvork
and internet also become strategically importantfith communities to raise their claims in public
space. Unlike the Circassians, the Silesians aiinéd to generate political movements aiming at
cultural, educational and linguistic autonomy.



Finally the chapter adopts a new lens and seesthwlaims are perceived from the state and public
institutions and examines the dynamics of recogmitand mobilization. The Samis and the
Hungarians are officially recognized, but still egpd to discrimination and intolerance and then are
mobilizing themselves to halt socioeconomic disanation, or the deterioration of their situatiorhel
Silesians are socially and culturally accepted miiiee who are mobilizing themselves for the search
of political recognition through the right to selétermination, or incorporation into the institutso
The Circassians instead are still discriminatedjchethey mobilize themselves for the search of
recognition and respect by the state.

After summing up the main findings, Kaya observeat tthere are still two competing forms of
managing diversity in the European countries: raultural form and republican form. The former
corresponds to the ‘unity-in-diversity’ approachigh recognizes ethno-cultural, linguistic, nationa
and religious differences of minorities. The lattiemslates into the ‘unity-over-diversity’ apprbac
which is difference blind and assimilationist.

Minority Mobilisations in France and the United Kingdom: the Case of Muslim Organisations

Finally, the fourth chapter is dedicated more paférly to a comparison of the mobilisation of
Muslim organisations in France and the United Kmgd It considers and contrasts Muslim
mobilisations around the British General Electidr2010 and the mobilisation during debates about
laicité in France as examples of minority claims-makingno “old immigration countries”.

The report focuses on minority organisations aredir thttempts to articulate claims in the national
context. In ‘multiculturalist’ Britain, minority ngresentatives can be portrayed as divisive while in
‘integrationist’ France, organisations strugglentake their claims seem acceptable in Republican
terms.

The main findings of these studies lead not to idemsthe level of acceptance as given and rather
suggest that it should be explored as a resulhtefactions, symbolic claims and the extension of
boundaries in which minority organisations are oftentrally involved.

Escafré-Dublet and Dobbernack start by providingkbeound elements on the participation, the
representation and the content of claims in bothnt@es. While the participation of minorities
remains low in both countries, there have beenifignt civil society mobilizations with ethnic
minority involvement in the UK in recent years. Té@me can be observed in the case of minority
representation which also remain low in both cdaafrbut again some effort to increase the number
of ethnic minority representatives can be acknogeedn British politics.

As regards to claims-making on the basis of etlmmicority identities, French and British political
structures display contrasting features. Thereviganeral rule in Britain that would prevent miypri
groups from articulating specific concerns, althoitgnay well be the case that mobilizations on the
basis of ethno-religious minorities will be negativperceived and thus remain unsuccessful. On the
contrary, France is certainly more averse to etldemands, but there has been a tradition of
mobilisation in immigrant-based organisations féorag time.

The authors then proceed by presenting the cadiestim the two countries, highlighting the common
features of the mobilisations but also particulameents which stress the singularity of each nation
context.

The analysis of the Muslim vote in the UK drawstlo@ concept of misrecognition, which has recently
been appropriated for identity claims by post-immatgpn communities. It identifies five types of
misrecognition of Muslim claims, considered asidddtve topoi in the rhetoric of various advocacy
organisations.

1) Misrecognising Muslim identity politics as madke different in kind to other identity politics
(Muslim claims areexceptiond)



2) Misrecognising the dynamic positioning and coewply of Muslim identities and concerns (Muslim

claims arenomogenoys

3) Misrecognising Muslim agency as purely reactiggevance-based of pariah politics (Muslim
claims areeactions to stigma

4)Misrecognising Muslims concerns not compatible¢hwan orientation towards the common good
(Muslim claims aresectarian

5) Misrecognising Muslim political actors as toxind refusing political association (Muslim claims
areexclusive.

The French case examines claims of organisatiatsntbbilised in relation to the issue lafcité in
general, including old and new organisations. ttvehthat the participation of minority organisason
and Muslim organisations to the mobilisation inesefe oflaicité is a way to articulate claims for
acceptance of Islam as a component of French eebgidiversity, on an equal footing with
Protestantism and Judaism. In doing so, minoritganisations are able to propose claims for
acceptance that are more difficult to ignore byrtisgority population.

The chapter then proceeds by opening perspectivéiseocontrasting configuration of identity polgic
between the two countries.

It shows that minority constituencies face complgraihallenges in the articulation of their politica
claims. In each context there is a tendency toebe tolerant towards Muslim claims on the ground
that they are seen to be sectarian and particul&migrance this is justified by the general sopi
towards religious expressions in the public sph&sea consequence, a striking result of the rekearc
is the fact that Muslim advocacy organisations seekmphasize the compatibility of their claims
with existing political frameworks.

However, Muslim organisations in both countriesefaissimilar obstacles that they seek to overcome
in different ways. In the UK, the link between pasmigration groups and the Labour Party, and in
some cases the exploitation of this link throughmi® of patronage politics, means that negative
conceptions of the ‘Muslim Vote' need to be overeorAs for Muslim minorities in France, when
negotiating the terms of their visibility in potal life, they use a language of universalist pditind
draw on core Republican values, sucle#sté, in their claims-making.

The chapter presents two main conclusions andypaticommendations. Firstly, the obstacles faced
by Muslim activists result from the alleged excepélity of their identities and claims and can be
considered as forms of stigmatisation, intoleragwe@ discrimination. In both cases, there is a rteed
raise awareness regarding this intolerance andgtaight the issue of religious discrimination in
political activities. Secondly, the findings streébkg fact that the wish for a certain normalizatadn
Muslim claims and identities is evident in botheatudies.

The executive summary of all the national studasied out for the work-package on Tolerance in
Political life are displayed at the end of the mtpo
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Introduction

Introduction *
Flora Burchianti and Ricard Zapata-Barrero

1. Diversity, tolerance and politics

Tolerance and practices of toleration are embedugarticular social spaces which have their own
rules, institutions and forms of interaction. Thergose of this report and of the different lines of
research made within the scope of ACCEPT PLURALISNb investigate the forms and practices of
tolerance in the political life.

The concept of tolerance has been defined as dndattor a principle which correspond to
disagreeing or disliking something and yet voluihtagnduring it (King, 1976: 20). This definitiorf o
tolerance applies to human relations but finds pplieation for the analysis of how European
societies deal with the increasing diversity angrgdlsm they are experiencing. More particularty, i
the realm of the political, the project aims atlgsiag:

- The meaning and practices of tolerance when rtesnto issues of political representation or
participation of migrants and native minorities.

- What kind of cultural diversity is considered quatible with the ‘secular’ politics of western
democracies. What special claims or requests &mated? What political practices are considered
tolerant or intolerant and what values/norms amsictered to promote or undermine tolerance in
political life?

- How the embodiment of tolerance in political liferms and practices relates to concepts such as
multiculturalism, liberalism, respect, understamglinational heritage and national tradition.

Three types of attitudes are related with the beoadncept of tolerance, and structure the anabfsis
particular national contexts. They can be seenegsegs of acceptance as regards to individuals or
groups, beliefs or practices which differ from thajority or dominant group, its practices and bslie
(see Dobbernack, Modood, 2012):

- Before tolerationnon-tolerationrelates to attitudes, discourses or institutioaabngements
which refuse toleration to other individuals or gps' attitudes, practices, beliefs or discourses
because one disagrees with them or dislikes them.

- Toleration itself is the fact of allowing, putting up with arot opposing attitudes, practices,
beliefs or speeches although one disagrees with drelislikes them.

- Beyond tolerationrecognition respect as equal or admission as normal relapgatctices and
attitudes which admit that toleration is not enodigh some groups, individuals or practices. It
leads to the reconsideration of the relationshigwben majority/dominant group and

! The coordinators of this volume wish to expresairtigratitude to all the researchers of ACCEPT PLURBM and
especially to Anna Triandafyllidou, the principalestigator of the project, who has been preseall atages of the
coordination and has read and commented all dodsn@oeduced for this part of the research. We thalisk in
particular the authors of the different chapterscihare presented in this volume for their help dedication. As a
comparative report based on different national casedies, the presentation of the studies in iffiereht chapters may
sometimes paraphrase the original studies. Inchse, the reader should understand the authoheadriginal studies
(cited) as the real authors.
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minorities/dominated groups, and implies that défece is perceived as normal feature of social
life.

This classification of attitudes within the broazhcept of tolerance intends to make it operatidoral
research about the relationship between culturaljonities/dominant groups and cultural
minorities/dominated groups whose attitudes, prastibeliefs and discourses can differ from thesone
which are considered 'normal’ in society.

The concept of tolerance, as stated here, imphessgmmetrical relationship between the one who is
entitled the power to tolerate and the one whdjea of tolerance (Bader, 2012). Power-asymmetries
are shaping the contours of toleration/non-tolerdtespect attitudes and not everybody have (the
same) power to exert it. As such, the space ofaote is entirely embedded in the political spawt a

in politics. The existence of power-asymmetrieditipal domination, majority-minority relationships
but also dynamics of competition, claims over poawed minority’'s agency, which are at the core of
politics, relate strongly to the way in which t@ace may be exerted and to the transformationeof th
boundaries of tolerance in society. The fundameetadion between disagreement and acceptance at
the heart of toleration, and the fact that onlysthavho have the power to do so can chose to accept
not what they disagree with, make of tolerance @ tbat enables understanding tensions and
challenges in the political life when it comes tating with difference and diversity, especiallkires-
religious diversity.

In the European context, the development of libdesthocracies has been strongly associated with the
development of a culture of tolerance (Dobbern&t&dood, 2011). The development of tolerance
was meant to be part of the public culture as aglbf the individual culture of the citizen. Withet
diversification of societies, notably by migratiamd the mobilization of native-minorities, many
institutional arrangements have been made in dadguarantee the acceptance of minorities in the
political life. This has been the case for ethrigi@us minorities but also for other dominated ype
such as women or homosexuals. These practicescepi@nce however, have not always gone far
beyond tolerance and many claims of minorities Haeen ignored by the State and the majorities.

The different political systems of European cowstrhave led to different ways diversity has been
managed. The classic liberal democracy's concepifotolerance as applied in several political
systems did not lead to challenge the dominanuriltwhich remains privileged, and only led to
allow minorities to express their culture or redigiin specific spaces. The republican conception of
tolerance which prevails in other political systel@d to a public/private separation of the space of
tolerance. While every practices and beliefs araitteéld as components of the private life of citizen
they are only admitted publicly as far as they db go against the State-defined common interest.
This is notably the case in France and Italy. Ther&l pluralist conception of tolerance is ceiain
the one that seeks to extend spaces of toleran@tHioo-cultural minorities practices and beligifisgl
seeks to maintain pluralism. But the recognitiohegitimately different does not mean recognitisn a
equals. These systems are certainly not exhaustiegist as pure systems in Europe. But one of the
objectives of the different research projects pregk in this report was to examine these national
traditions and compare the systems to understatter lee different modalities by which diversitycan
pluralism are managed in different political syssem

Moreover, in recent years, manifestations of intniee have increased in many European liberal-
democracies. One of the most important sign of ithie rise of a ‘new’ radical-right and of anti-
immigrant parties which clearly stand against galtpluralism and advocate for reducing the spdce o
tolerance. Another form of intolerance, and impatrtaomponent of the public debate in many
countries, refers to a new liberal intolerance atsd modalities. Liberal intolerance posits that
intolerance is necessary when the principles aéréiism and human rights are infringed. This
compatibility between liberal principles and int@ece are redefining the limits between the tolerab
and the non-tolerable in Europe.
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The objective of the research within ACCEPT PLURSBM as regards to tolerance in the political
life was to investigate key questions. The mairnstjoas were:

= What kind of cultural diversity is considered corniple with the 'secular” politics of European
countries?

= What claims or requests are tolerated?
= What political practices are considered tolerarintmlerant?

= What values and norms are considered to promatedaegrmine tolerance in political life?

Each of these questions refers to asymmetricaioalaand minority-majority relations. But all tlees
dimensions must be placed in a dynamic perspedthigrant or native minority claims and practices
are perceived as the introduction of differenceragards to the norms and practices of the
cultural/political majority. But this does not medhat cultural/political majorities’ norms and
practices were and are homogeneous. The homogefiatijture, practices and beliefs is constructed
and used explicitly or implicitly to maintain th@mination of the majority or its autonomy from the
outside. In every national enterprise, the unitgwfure is a strong component of making society. A
such, the introduction of practices and beliefsolwhiave not been understood so far as forming part
of the majority culture is a challenge posed toartigs. Conversely, the homogeneity of minority
culture and ethno-religious practices and belisfalso constructed, positively or negatively, bg th
members of the minority or by the cultural majoiiself. As such, two dynamics are important when
it comes to cultural diversity challenges in thditmal life: on the one hand, the modalities of
recognition and the modalities of representationite other hand, the dynamics of mobilisation and
participation. In the first case, the cultural mijois engaged in the definition process of what i
acceptable and the very definition of the perimebdérminorities and the definition of their
culture/identity. In the second case, minoritiegagge in dynamics of unification and codification of
their culture and linkage, as well as in attituddisected at the majority, issuing claims of
acceptance/respect and recognition.

The studies carried out in the frame of ACCEPT PIAUFRSM empirically challenge the concept of
tolerance and the three class concept of toleration-toleration and respect. The aim is to se& in
particular social space such as politics - as & been previously done with education (Maussen,
Bader, 2012) - how these concepts can contribut¢h¢o analysis of diversity, difference and
majority/minority relationship in European socistie

2. Modalities of tolerance in the political field

The lines of research on tolerance and politidalHave highlighted the diversity of the modalitads
toleration. Toleration in political life refers # continuous boundary drawing activity which appear
to be central in complex society’s assemblageslowolg Schiffauer, toleration as played in
contemporary societies refers to three differentriolary drawing activities (Schiffauer, 2012). The
first one refers to the “limit between the acceped the objected” and its modalities, which respon
to the questiorhow toleration/non-toleration is put in practice amndtjfied. A second definition of
boundaries refers twhatis tolerated or not, and thus to the limit betwé#an tolerable and the non-
tolerable. The third boundary drawing refers to e We have already said that toleration implies
an asymmetrical relationship, and thus createddibgtween the dominant and the dominated.

The different studies presented in this reportdoempirical evidence about how boundary-drawing is
realized in the public life.

11
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2.1. Who is entitled to tolerate or not-tolerate?

In principle, actors with political power defineettboundaries of toleration or acceptance. The most
powerful actor is classically the State, which tresmain power and legitimacy in defining the lisnit

of tolerance over its territory. In the differertuidies gathered here, the state apparatus istrstill
major actor entitled to tolerate, in particularioaél governments, the legislative power and the
judicial power. Other actors with an important fiokl power, and who are increasingly defining
tolerance boundaries, are local governments andpan institutions. Other actors situated on the
side of the cultural majorities and powerful agestsech as political parties and party leaders,
Administrations (police, local Administration) oourts are also important actors for the definitodn
the tolerable. On the other side, the ones whaaseeptible to be tolerated or not, are the mikestit
minority beliefs and minority practices. It shodid said however, that the scope of who is tolerated
not is changing in function of the cases under éxation. They may represent all migrants, “post-
migration”, native minorities, “culturally differé¢hmigrants, minority religions or “coloured people
They may be a group within one of these categofibge. focus of non-toleration in the European
countries is placed predominantly on Islam and R@eaple. It might depend also of other criteria
than ethno-religious identities such as the cléss-fncome, homeless, unemployed immigrants or
native minorities) and the status as regards to ldéwe (unauthorized migrants). These are the
dominated. But, without invalidating the definitiaf tolerance as an asymmetrical relationship,
studies on collective action have shown that ehendominated are not powerless, and may come to
be dominant in specific spaces and contexts. Thdiet show examples in which the relationship
between the one who tolerates and the object efdnte may be more complex and even reversed in
certain situations. Studies on the mobilisationsmoforities for example, highlight cases of miniest
gaining toleration and even recognition, includmithin highly vertical configurations of power. The
less powered may even have the power to not tels@hetimes.

2.2. What is tolerable and what is not? Justiforagi

As regards to what is not tolerated in politicde liMouritsen and Olsen have defined different
modalities of liberal intolerance which refer tdfeiient justifications for not tolerating what one
disagrees with (Mouritsen and Olsen, 2012). Thesdatities can be found in the different country
cases examined here. Firstly, intolerance is jestiby a concern over the necessity of “cultural
cohesion as a precondition of liberal-democratwet@®s and institutions”idem p.19). This concern
has been especially highlighted in studies of jalitdiscourses and policies justifying the exabuasi
of those who are reputed to bring “too much diffeed’ to the society and thus harm social and
cultural cohesion. This justifies policies of exgiln, practices of securitization and anti-
immigrant/anti-minorities discourses. The seconahatision of liberal intolerance is linked to the
necessity of “neutrality or universalism of the palealm, and the proper form of the private-pabli
distinction”. This has been examined especiallyulgh the reception of claims of minorities for
representation or participation to the politicé liNeutrality and universalism are major argumeats
reject the political accommodation of minoritiesthey are asked to integrate the “normal” political
system and respect its norms and practices whighapplying to all citizens. In these reports, the
authors argue that the rules of representationpanticipation to the political system introduceiasb

in favour of the cultural majority. Finally, a jifstation of liberal intolerance lays in the reqeinent

to manifest dispositions as a good and liberateitiand to practice effectively liberalism. Thisha
been especially identified in the doubts expredsecrd Muslims' fidelity to the liberal-democratic
system.

Other intolerant practices and discourses have igesttified, which do not rely on liberal intolei@n

and go far beyond intolerance. This refers to rac®d prejudices expressed and practised towards
migrants and native minorities. The justificatiadentified for these forms of intolerance, whicle ar
no longer in the realm of liberalism, are rootethei in biological racism and prejudices or in a
principled nationalism (Triandafyllidou, 2012). ABriandafyllidou shows, national identity and
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nationalism have been constructed as oppositesttother”. Even if the other can be tolerated by th
national group, and even if a self-reflexion onititensically diverse nature of nations could beay

to accept the “new” diversity, the examples highiegl by the reports show that nationalism is still
conceived as a source and justification for ineohee.

In the side of the justifications to go beyond tat®n, the claims expressed by minorities (andé¢ho
who support their recognition and respect) are made according to different justifications. In
particular, several case studies show how migrkmns are rooted in liberal principles and/or how
representatives of these minorities strategicadly concepts and values of liberalism to justifyirthe
desire to go beyond toleration and enter in theepd the normal or respect as equals. “Laicité”
(Kastoryano and Escafré-Dublet, 2012), human rigreigious freedom or the right to personal
autonomy and freedom are major components of thamsl of minorities and of their political
mobilisation.

2.3. How acceptance or objection is expressedraptémented?

Here again, the case studies present diverse rtieddbr the implementation of acceptance or non-
toleration in the public space. In the sector ditigal life, our attention has been put especially
institutional arrangements which allow the recagnitof minorities’ beliefs and practices and
effective admission as equals. The attention tatii®nal arrangements, as demonstrated by Bader
(2012), allow shifting from an excessive attenttonthe State and above all show that studies of
tolerance benefit from not only analysing discosrard principles. In fact, as shown by the differen
studies covered by this report, the modalities améctions of institutional arrangements and
modalities of governance are much more complexadya and diverse than what discourses and
public debates seem to manifest. Recognition migbt be granted formally but practical
arrangements and governance through administratiocel governments or other might contribute to
the effective “normalisation” of minorities’ belefand practices. On the contrary, formal respedt an
formal equality granted to minorities might be cadicted in practice by institutional discriminatio
and policies which reduce the space of tolerance.

The different modalities of acceptance or rejec¢tion-toleration have been organising the resedrch o
the different partners of ACCEPT PLURALISM on taace in political life. Political and media
discourses, public policies and political mobilisaf and their translation into institutional
arrangements are organising the findings preséntiils report.

3. Dynamics of toleration and acceptance: the clrst

For the purpose of the research on tolerance amudsitiy in the political life, one aim or the ACCEP
PLURALISM project is to explore how comparable d¢baes are dealt with in different European
countries. The comparative dimension of the casdiest is one of the main interests of the project i
order to provide results which challenge empiricéile concept of tolerance and its usefulnessen th
study of the management of diversity, as well apdicy-oriented outputs of the project.

For the purpose of comparison in the field of pditthe research carried out by the differentrjsagt

of ACCEPT PLURALISM has been coordinated with thHgeative that all case studies be relevant
and comparable challenges. This means that thestadies were conceived to be at the same time 1)
relevant for the national context, which means thay must have been object of public debate and
led to policies, forms of regulation, institutioremrangements or at least the implication of masash
political actors; 2) relevant for the general Ewgap context, which means that the national chadleng
that was selected should be related in some waylitical or social issues that are discussed at th
European level, and 3) provide good examples of Hiifferent countries deal with common
challenges. In addition, all challenges had to haeen discussed in some way as a challenge for
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toleration/non-toleration or recognition/respecteagials by one or more of the participants to the
public debate.

The different research projects within this worlckage are based on one (or more) country-specific
case study investigated with qualitative researethods. All the researches are empirically grounded
and they aim at challenging empirically the consegfttolerance. For the purpose of comparability,
all research analysed how the dimensions preseatsale (which we can summarize as:
who/what/how) were embedded in the case study dss/e the national public debates in general.

The national case studies selected by the diffgpaniners have been clustered along three main
dimensions:

Cluster 1 is organised around the challengepdlftical discourses in relation with intolerance
boundaries drawing activities The key question of this cluster is: how are lihéts of tolerance
defined in the political discourses of Europeanntnes? The cluster seeks to explore reactions of
political actors or institutions facing cultural cameligious diversity in the society, by the entdy
political and public discourses. Intolerance isresped whether by political parties — and espgciall
extreme-right parties — elected representativesisiatic figures or organised political groups.orw
types of discourses are studied within this clustenophobic and anti-immigrants discourses on the
one hand and liberal-intolerance discourses expdess relation with beliefs and practices of
minorities which are perceived as harming the fpies of liberalism, on the other hand. These case
studies investigate the mechanics of productioimtoferant discourses (What is expressed? How is it
expressed? Which means are used to make it puldic®)the boundary drawing activity as displayed
in contradictory debates in favour or against tien/ respect.

Cluster 2 is organised around the challenge pogguiblic policies of exclusion It focuses explicitly

on the institutional obstacles opposed to the sigitd admission as normal of minorities. The key
guestion of this cluster is: what are the instanél limitations for the respect of minorities’ hig?
The case studies explore public policies whichtlithe rights of immigrants and minorities. They
focus on political institutions (state, parliamertgal governments or public administrations)\aadii
obstructing the possibility for immigrants to behdfom equal rights with the majority: political
rights (right to vote or eligibility); civil rightgright to assemble, freedom of expression, religio
freedom, right to no discrimination) and socialhtig (right to education, healthcare and social
support). The challenges studied focus on theigaliand social debates that frame these limitation
as an expression of injustice, non-toleration ascedpect.

Cluster 3 is organised around thypiests for recognition and the political mobilisatbn of
minorities. The key question of this cluster is: what areitistitutional limits of tolerance to minority
claims? This cluster gathers case studies whick teeexplore the claims expressed by organisations
representing minorities that emerge from below dheir recognition — or not — by political
institutions. They analyse the scope of claims esged by the minorities (such as ethno-territorial
claims, claims regarding political rights and goét representation at national level, or claims of
laicité), the modalities of the political mobilization ehinorities and the response of political
institutions to these claims (whether by setting iaptitutional arrangements for the political
representation of the minority, by furthering isritorial autonomy or, conversely, by dismissihg t
claims or increasing repression). This cluster lbeen divided into two different chapters: one am th
mobilization for recognition of native ethno-natédrminorities and one on a dialogue between the
French and British experiences of Muslims orgamrat mobilisations.

The report is divided into four chapters.
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In the first chapter Burchianti and Zapata-Barrpresent the challenges of intolerance in political
discourses of five countries: Denmark, GermanyeGee Hungary and Spain. Despite their difference
in terms of experience related to migration and whgtealing with cultural diversity, these countrie
all experience important debates about migratioth mative minorities and political discourses are
presenting increasingly migration and native miti@sias a problem in terms of tolerance. They show
that a common phenomenon of mainstreaming of irdatediscourses is at stake in the countries. The
chapter presents then the framing processes irstefrtolerance toward diversity and the different
discursive repertoires. It ends by highlighting fredominance of national patterns in the dealings
with minorities in the public space.

In the second chapter, Ambrosini and Caneva prasenthallenge posed for tolerance by public
policies of exclusion in Bulgaria, Ireland, Italpdaithe Netherlands. They present how increasingly
restrictive policies have been implemented at theofpean and national levels, especially as they
conceive migrants as a threat to security. They gresent the interactions between local and raition
policies in this framework of restrictive policiefhe cases of the Netherlands and Italy show how
local policies extend (in Italy) or oppose (in tidetherlands) the restrictive national policy
framework. In the case of Bulgaria and Ireland tteympare cases in which national policy
frameworks have developed in more restrictive (Btiy or more accommodating (Ireland) ways to
the need of integrating native minorities (Bulgaoamigrants (Ireland) in public life.

In the third chapter, Kaya presents the findingsqoests for recognition of native minorities in
Poland, Romania, Sweden and Turkey. After discgsiiroretically different modalities of response
to minority claims in Europe, he proceeds to a camgpn of the different cases along different types
of interrogations: Firstly on the diverse modatt&f dealing with minorities, secondly on the tyge
minorities involved and the interactions they ermagth authorities. He ends by reversing the
perspective and see how these claims are perciomdhe state and public institutions.

Finally, the fourth chapter is devoted to a congaariof the mobilisation of Muslim organisations in
France and the United Kingdom. Escafré-Dublet ambl@rnack start by providing background
elements on the participation, the representatishtiae content of claims in both countries. Theanth
proceed by presenting the case studies in the dwntides, highlighting the common features of these
mobilisations but also particular elements whidlesst the singularity of each national context. They
end by opening perspective on the contrasting gardition of identity politics between the two
countries.
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Political discourses and the definition of toleramoundaries

Chapter 1. Political discourses and the definitiorof tolerance boundaries.
Flora Burchianti and Ricard Zapata-Barrero

Introduction

The rise of intolerant discourses toward migrants the strengthening in many European countries of
extreme-right and anti-immigrant parties is ong¢hef main shared concerns among governments, civil
society organisation and scholars. Radical-rightigg are gaining ground since the 1980s in some
countries like France, and are part of the politieadscape of many since the 1990s. This hasoled t

an extensive academic literature aimed at undetistgithe causes of such a renewal, portraying their
electorate, and determining the nature of politigatties which seemed to present characteristics
different from the traditional far-right parties.

A common feature of all these parties is the céityraf migration in their platform, and their
exclusionary views on this phenomenon. That alotith) whe fact that the political parties gained
power in countries of immigration has linked in wathys migration and cultural diversity to growing
forms of intolerance in European societies. Rasicgit movements have also developed in Eastern
Europe, in countries which are not experiencingdascale immigration but have important cultural
minorities such as Roma people.

However, the discourse of the radical right is that only one to challenge definitions of tolerairce
the different countries. In certain countries,sitciertainly one of the main actors in debates en th
possibility to receive immigrants and on what skobé tolerated or accepted on part of resident
foreigners and ethnic minorities. But public debaiétolerance in the political life have also itwex
many other actors: mainstream politicians and ipalit parties, governments, media, social
organisations and minority representatives. Oveldht few years, several countries have experience
a series of events, incidents, public manifestation declarations which have led to intense public
debates in which the rules of toleration were dised and redefined.

This chapter presents five country cases of sublatds. It focuses on political discourses in which
tolerance/intolerance contributes actively to dfaesundaries when it comes to define the place of
migrants and minorities in the society. The dissearanalyzed may present overtly anti-immigrant
positions, while others seek to discuss the noims énable the acceptance of cultural or religious
difference. Others finally seek to oppose racism anti-immigrant discourses and seek to limit the
expression of such discourses publicly. The casesept how the boundary drawing activity is
realized through political and public discoursesl drow political actors negotiate the limits of
acceptance and/or tolerance of cultural diversity

The chapter will start with an overview of the dint country cases. It will then discuss the reatdr
the actors whose discourses are aiming at chanbidimits of tolerance and highlight their main
arguments. It will end by comparing the ways tetstn or redefine the boundaries of tolerance in
politics in the different countries.

1. The case studies

The countries analysed have very different expedsrof immigration. Two of the countries are old
immigration countries (Germany and Denmark), two tbem have experienced large-scale
immigration flows only in the last 15 years buttwitertain intensity (Greece and Spain) and Bulgaria
has an important ethnic-minority, the Roma. Howeueey have all experienced controversies
regarding the acceptance of migrants and nativexitynpractices and views or debates challenging
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tolerance of these minorities in the political lifall the controversies presented have received
important media coverage and have been at theecehthe public and political debate.

1.1 Thilo Sarrazin's pamphlet on immigration (Mig@12)

In August 2010 Thilo Sarrazin, a prominent membiethe SPD (Social Democratic Party) and then
board member of the German Federal Bank, presenitetbook “Deutschland schafft sich ab”
(Germany does away with itself) which content adad major public debate. He defended in the
book that migrants and Muslims threatened Germanyolwering general intelligence rates and
having a higher birth rate. He had already presktitese views in an interview for the magazine
“Lettres International” in September 2009 and chinsapologize before the importance of the debate
which followed. But in 2010, many saw the book afi@zin as breaking a taboo in place for too long
in German society. The debate influenced greatty discourse about integration, immigrants and
Islam in the political life of the country sinceeth especially the open questioning of multiculiana

as a model.

1.2. Public meetings of radical Islamic actors enark (Lindekilde, 2012)

The two case studies selected for investigatidddnmark are two recent episodes of public meetings
involving ‘radical’ Islamic actors who expressedolerant views that conflict with majority norms
and values. They both questioned the limits ofrétlen in regard to Muslim minority articulation of
controversial views in the public sphere in Denmark

In January 2011, an intense debate evolved aroyndblic meeting arranged by the Danish branch of
Hizb ut-Tahrir under the title ‘Afghanistan: Scamalian Governments in the service of the US’. Hizb

ut-Tahrir had previously held similar public meggnin Denmark, always generating an extensive
public debate. This time the debate reached neghtebecause of the invitation which was perceived
as a support to the killing of Danish soldiers ifgi#anistan and because of the public and symbolic
nature of the Danish National Library, chosen a&swnue of the meeting. Despite the attempt to stop
it, the meeting took place.

In April 2011, the 'radical' Islamic preacher Bikthilips was invited by a Muslim organization teai

a public talk on ‘Islamophobia — is Islam a thremthe West?’' in Copenhagen. The controversial and
intolerant views that Philips had continuously egsed publicly, notably on homosexuals, Shia
Muslims, women's condition or violent Jihad, led &o important debate prior to his visit. An
important debate was centred on the role of themis Faith Community in inviting Philips to
Copenhagen and on whether the opinions of the peeagere shared by the organisation. Unlike
other countries, Denmark did not deny Philips' eitito the country. His arrival and debate were
extensively covered by the media and the debatepla@e before 1000 persons.

Both episodes highlight the kind of norms, attitidend values Muslim actors, implicitly and
explicitly, are asked to subscribe to and denoumaeder to be accepted as legitimate actors iipub
debates.

1.3. Tolerance and intolerance in Greek politifal (Kouki and Triandafyllidou, 2012)

The study on Greece examines the discourses adoptedlitical and social actors in reaction to two
cases studies related to religious diversity amistactions in the public space in Athens between
2010 and 2011.

The first case refers to a public prayer, organisethe public space in protest to the absencengf a
official Mosque in Athens. On 18 November 2010, Mus gathered on the courtyard of the country's
main university to pray publicly on the occasiontioé Eid al Adha (the major Muslim festivity in
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honour to the sacrifice of Abraham). The pacifiotpst was organized by the Muslim Association of
Greece. The event was positively endorsed by atiggrpolitical parties, media and even the Church
that tolerated religious diversity as manifestedtboat day in the city centre. But anti-immigrant

parties, LAOS and Golden Dawn, opposed the eveetnbérs of Golden Dawn and other far right
groups led violent incidents in Attiki Square ireithattempt to cancel the event.

Six months later, in May 2011, after the assassinatf a 44 year-old man and without having
evidence concerning the nationality of perpetratarsseries of violent and racist attacks against
migrants took place in the very centre of Athenseyfwere led by ultra right wing groups who beat
deprived immigrants while, in some cases, membeGolden Dawn filmed the aggressions and
broadcasted it via Internet. These attacks weezdt#d by both police forces and part of the reggle

of the area. Two days after the 44 year-old maassisation, a 21 year-old man from Bangladesh
died after being stabbed. All parliamentary parteademned both the event of the murder and the
racist violence that erupted in the city centree Tiedia coverage followed also this line but theu$o
was put on the loss of control on crime and insggudinked to the influx of migrants.

1.4. Local controversies about migration in CateldBurchianti and Zapata-Barrero, 2012)

Despite a fairly progressive and comprehensivecpabward migrants, Catalonia experienced several
important local controversies about migration ia ylears 2010-2011. Three of them are analysed.

In January 2010, the city council of Vic voted then of unauthorized migrants from the city census
(padrén, which is the only way for them to access publalfare. This ban was later declared illegal
but it raised an important debate about the rolmwnicipalities in integration policies and abdug t
rights of undocumented immigrants.

Candidates of the Popular Party to May 2011 mualaiections have put the anti-immigrant rhetoric
at the centre of their campaign. This was partityltne case in the city of Badalona in which the
candidate and actual mayor of the town has basedampaign on targeting the Romanian Roma who
have settled in the town for bringing insecuritgiree and incivility.

Several towns in Catalonia decided to vote propolsahning the wearing of religious veils covering
the face, such asurgaandnigab, in public buildings. The first and most publidizease has been the
one of the provincial capital of Lleida, ruled lhetsocialist party, which raised contention actbss
country. In this case, the debate was whether Hre groposals were stigmatizing migrants or,
conversely, decisions were based on human righesadnd on ensuring security.

1.5. The Roma integration issue in Hungary (Vidrd Box, 2012)

Two case studies have been researched in Hungati. & them refer to murder cases between
Hungarian and Roma, one perpetrated by Roma andhowhich Roma are the victims. Both cases
fed an important debate in Hungary about the Rarteggration in the society. In 2006, a teacher who
was driving in Olaszliszka, a small village in tRerth, with his two daughters, accidentally hitid g
crossing the road. The father of the daughter ahdrgeople of the village, all Roma, attacked the
man who went to check on the girl. This one diedaasgsult of his injuries. Within two days, the
police arrested the perpetrators. The second edsesrto a series of murderous attacks against the
Roma that began in 2008 in the city of Tatarszeimgy. They were later revealed to be racially
motivated. The initial debates and police invesitgathought the murders were related to Roma
criminal activity or family revenge. It is only aftthe murder of a man and his 5-year old sontt®at
police considered possible racial motivations far attacks. One year later in August 2009, four men
were arrested by the police on suspicion of murdée police found neo-Nazi symbols in the
suspects’ houses, which established the racialvatains of the crimes. Their trial is ongoing. Both
murder cases spurred on the ongoing debate abooa Raegration, involving the media, politicians
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and intellectuals. In the aftermath of the murdersjumber of these actors stressed the need to
abandon the politically correct discourse, as tiewed it as an impediment to engage in a ‘genuine’
dialogue on these important issues. This in tugititeated the further racialisation of the Roma
question by virtually all parties to the debate.

2. The actors involved in the redefinition of tharlits of tolerance

2.1. The opportunity for radical right-wing partigsd groups to extend intolerance.

All countries under analysis have seen the radight gaining position in the political landscajsaut
the weight of these groups in the political lifevesll as in the controversies is very differentnfrone
country to another.

In Denmark, Greece and Hungary, radical-right partire represented in the Parliament. The Danish
People's party is the third political force in ttwmuntry since 2001 with currently 22 MPs. In Greece
the radical right is represented at the parlianieraugh the LAOS (The People's Orthodox Rally)
party since 2007. LAOS participated in the prowisibcoalition which was meant to deal with the
crisis between November 2011 and February 201z iwlegitimized the party. Despite that, the party
did not secure any seat at the Parliament at Mdylane 2012 elections. Nevertheless, another tadica
right party, Golden Dawn, entered the parliamer20a2 getting nearly 7% of the national vote. & ha
also one seat in Athens' city council. Its memibenge been repeatedly accused of carrying out &cts o
violence and hate crimes against immigrants, palitiopponents and ethnic minorities. The
organization has a clear racist position and emgoNazi symbols and political positions. In Hungary
Jobbik (The movement for a better Hungary) haseaghielectoral support and received 16% of the
votes in the 2010 Parliament elections, represgin seats (out of 386). Jobbik was created in
2003and its success is largely due to its sucdessgfloitation of the Roma situation. The party
contributed to put Roma issues on the politicalndgeand mainstream parties and representatives
have engaged a dialogue with the ideas expressédijk on this issue, often in an uncritical wiay.
has close connexions to extra-parliamentary andnpiéitary groups with which it participates to
public protests and actions aiming at 'restorirdpdrin Roma settlements. This was the case wéh th
Hungarian Guards, a paramilitary group which wasndintled by the Court in 2009. Jobbik was also a
central actor in the 2010 demonstrations and deteanding the resignation of the government, along
with mainstream right parties.

In other countries, the presence of the extrema igyweaker, but extreme-right groups and parties,
even in marginality, manage to influence mainstrgaiitics.

In Spain, no important far-right party has existgdce the democratisation and no seat at the
Parliament has been won by such parties since T sum of the votes for the radical right does
not even reach 1% at Spanish level. This situasaurrently challenged to some extent in Catalonia
A new far-right political party named the Platfofan Catalonia (PxC), averse to migration and, above
all, to resident Muslims, was born in 2002. Itscebeal support is mainly at local level, in specifi
cities, but its electoral scores at Catalan levelsdill very weak in comparison with other Europea
countries (2,4% in 2010). But its score is growfast, and the participation of PxC in street astivi
has sparked several incidents, received a largemeel and is changing the political landscape in
Catalonia. Germany is experiencing a re-compositibthe extreme-right and of its discourse in the
recent years. The traditional extreme-right paki?D (National Democratic Party), as well as new
parties such as “Die Freiheit” (Freedom) and “Biibgevegung Pro Deutschland” (People’s
Movement Pro Germany), have focused their discsuxseards the stigmatization of Muslims. NPD
has no presence at Federal level but has seatgimegional parliaments. It employs overtly anti-
immigrant and anti-Muslim slogans, some of theneméig implicitly to National Socialism, such as

20



Political discourses and the definition of toleramoundaries

the “GASgeben”slogan, which means ‘accelerating’ but literalikeén means “giving gas”. The new
parties created in 2011 deny being anti-immigranti@s but are overtly targeting the “Islamisation”
of Germany and appropriated ThiloSarrazin's ideas.

Table 1. Electoral scores of anti-immigrant partiegMost recent national elections)

Countries and Last national Seats in national Share of vote
main far-right parties election (year) parliament (nb) (%)

Denmark

Danish Peole's Party 2011 22 12,3
Germany

National Democratic Party 2009 0 15
Greece

LAOS 2012 0 1,58

Golden Dawn 2012 18 6,9
Hungary

Jobbik 2010 47 16
Catalonia

Plataforma per Catalunya 2010 0 2,4 (in Catalonia)

0.24 (total)

Source: Own elaboration with public data

In all countries under analysis, one of the maid ander-researched features is the relationships
between extreme-right's overtly anti-immigrant disse and mainstream politics and parties. The
limit of tolerance drawing activity relies mainlynothe use of migration issues by mainstream
politicians during controversies.

2.2. Mainstream actors and toleration boundary ohgw

The radical right alone cannot reconfigure the lolawies of toleration in the countries examined.
Discourses and debates which intend to define defiee what can or cannot be tolerated as regards
to cultural and religious diversity are effectivbam they become central in the public arena. Ithall
controversies and events under examination in doltcy cases, the discourses effectively succeeded
in making tolerance to migration and native minoatmainstream concern and subject of contentious
expressions. This means that the participation aihstream political actors as well as mainstream
media and newspapers is crucial to transform isdlakpressions of intolerance into a central spciet
debate able to change effectively the limits oétahce in the society. These studies explore hew th
discourse on tolerance/intolerance to cultural @it has been mainstreamed.

The Greek, German, Spanish cases stress the romaioktream parties and politicians in debating
tolerance. In the Greek context, the radical-ragid its discourse has gained legitimacy in thenaite
years, especially thanks to its representatioheaParliament and its handling of the issue of sigcu

in the city centre of Athens. The country experemna conservative unfolding of Greek identity since
the 1990s which has been intensified by the deepasic crisis the country experiences. Intolerance
and the blaming of migrants for the problems seffeby the country are thus not only a far-right
discourse. It is also partially shared by mainstreators and the public opinion. The study shows th
mainstream politicians and other actors share daheesliscursive frames, notably the cultural/idgntit
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framing and the threatening component of the migjoninority relationship. Being integrated in
mainstream discourse on immigration, the reportwshthat the discourse of the radical right has
gained legitimacy.

A similar process has been analysed in the Gerrase. ¢-However an important difference is the fact
that the initial anti-immigrant statements whicliseal contention have been expressed by a SPD
representative and representative at the Federd, Bhilo Sarrazin. While the Federal Bank decided
to dismiss him after the release of his book, kisto a major debate on the freedom of speech in
Germany. Even if major representatives expressed tlisagreement with the content of Sarrazin's
book, many of them nevertheless developed the tllaathere was a strong relationship between
integration, Islam and Muslims and German “leadoudture” (Leitkultur). CDU representatives,
followed by SPD representatives, developed theainaf the German “leading culture”, which refers
to values of the Constitution, the rule of law aheé inviolable dignity of human beings, which
migrants and Muslims had to adopt to be part of Ggeman society. Many political statements of
mainstream representatives supported implicitlyesplicitly the idea that “Muslims culture” had
different values and norms from the German leadulgure, and that the conflicting ones had to be
abandoned. Even if she has taken distance firmlly @arrazin statements, Chancellor Merkel made
only a few weeks after the release of the bookféimeous discourse on the failure of multicultural
society in Germany, stating that “This approach faled, absolutely failed.” Another important
leader of the CDU, the CSU chairman and Ministerskient of Bavaria Horst Seehofer, presented a
plan about integration policy demanding to adddtieria of the “willingness and ability to integed

as a prerequisite for immigration, and sanctiomglfose who refused. These are examples of the way
that even if mainstream political actors took thdigtances with Sarrazin's discourse, they repmduc
and legitimize the idea that immigrants and Muslpnssent problems for the society. They coincide
with more restrictive boundaries toward Muslim amigrants reflected notably in integration policies.

The Catalan cases also highlight the participatbnmainstream parties and politicians in the
legitimisation of the debate on the duties of immamgs and the tolerance to values and practices
which are deemed culturally different from the locae. Mainstream right-wing and left-wing
politicians have sparked the different controvesrsigith or without the support of their own party.
The Catalan Popular party representative in Badalbas led the campaign relating crime and
insecurity with the Romanian Roma settled in thenoHe received the support of the Catalan
executive board of his party who also made of ghopolicy on migration a key component of its
platform. The representatives of the conservatieenbcratic Union of Catalonia also supported the
ban on unauthorized migrants’ access to publicamelind contributed to the framing of migration
from Muslim countries as an identity/cultural thréar Catalonia and its welfare system. Finally,
many socialist representatives in city councils psufed the ban orburga and nigab in public
buildings, but without the support of the natiormard of the party. Mainstream parties and
politicians are the main actors who have engagel@nation boundary drawing about immigration and
cultural diversity. Other political actors and natathe top of political parties tend to avoid thebate
and refuse to position themselves in clear termsnwhinvolves members of their own party but also
when it involves other parties. The study shows the autonomy within the party and the belief that
a tough discourse on migration allow to gain vaes the main reasons that explain the dominant
laissez-faire policy among political actors.

The Danish case presents discursive strategiesiofsineam actors when they are asked to cope with
the controversial meetings and legitimize theirifpmss. It identifies three main dynamics of relati
positioning in the boundary drawing process. Thist fstrategy is to displace the responsibility of
drawing boundaries from the realm of the politimathe realm of law. It has been adopted by the two
main conservative ministers concerned by the osgdioin of the meeting on the Afghanistan war.
This strategy enabled the minister to avoid pdalticcontroversial issues, while other politicatas
who were not in charge positioned themselves gléadavour or against tolerance to gain legitimacy
and score political points. The second strategy wasecuritize the boundary drawing process, thus
leading also to a de-politicization of the issuecle meeting was suitable to such interpretation in
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terms of security. The topic of the debate on Craparticipation to Afghanistan and the alleged call
for murdering Danish soldiers could be securitiZ2at the debate also tended to securitize the debat
with Bilal Philips and the organiser, the Islam@ith Community which was suspected to be disloyal
to Danish democratic principles. The third strateggs used by Muslim actors to cope with the
controversy. These ones, contrary to the casesiegdrin the other countries, have had an important
voice during the Danish controversies. They haesl tto counter-securitize the issue and also aalopt
strategy to shift responsibility for boundary dragi This passed by reframing opponents' discursive
frames. It also tried to adapt to the boundary drgvof others, in order to ease the pressure, by
recognising its errors and presenting itself asntess. Finally these actors simply avoided to enter
directly the debate about boundary drawing by dagdt irrelevant.

Mainstream media also plays a major role in shapinglic debates about migration and migrants
attitudes. It reflects and constructs the procgsw/iich anti-immigrant statements or debates about
the toleration of migrants' practices and valuegehaeen mainstreamed. As in the political arena,
positions and opinions expressed in the media antraversial. But they offer a public space for
contentious discourses which contributes in ang tapresent tolerance toward cultural diversitaas
leading issue. The Hungarian study shows that nepesg have had a very important role in framing
the different cases and organising the debate omaRssues. It shows that radical-right media ate no
the only one to present Roma as a problem and gmutafd intolerant views relying on the
“biologisation” of Roma difference, and that a drgmart of this discourse is also endorsed by
conservative newspapers. The left-liberal newsgamer the contrary, emphasizes tolerance through
norms of human rights and non-discrimination. Yetthe same left-liberal newspaper, the cultural
distinctiveness of Roma is highlighted and toledtataut this does not point towards the integratbn
migrants. This is the “right to difference” and tbenstruction of special policies for Roma which ar
supported by the left wing.

In Denmark, the debates about the public meetiray® tbeen extensively covered and organized
through newspapers. The study shows that the niedigoresented “instances of toleration boundary
drawing”, defined as “articulated positions by adividual either for toleration or intoleration thfe
meeting, accompanied by a discursive rationalerguraent for the boundary drawing” (Lindekilde,
2012, p.8). The media gave voice to actors exprgsgifferent views on the meetings and tend to
balance tolerant and intolerant stances. But whbilerant expressions have been reproduced more in
the case of Hizb ut-Tahrir meeting, expressionstolerance have been presented in a greater number
in the second case.

In all countries the debate on the toleration oftuzal diversity and “difference” has not been
monopolised by the radical-right. The debates ardptocess of toleration limits drawing have gotten
central in the public space and involved mainstrealitical actors as well as mainstream media, and
sometimes representatives of minorities themselves.

The discourses used by these actors during theowensies have been extensively analysed. The
framing of what is at stake in the controversied tie elaboration of framed of tolerance/intoleeanc
share many common features in the different coemtriBut national features also give more or less
importance to certain dimensions.

3. Framing the boundaries of tolerance

This section focuses on the analysis of the disarrfsames that contribute to toleration boundary
drawing in the different countries. This pays aitamto the content of the discourses, both thesone
advocating for tolerance and the ones advocatingntolerance, depending on the cases analysed in
the different countries. The objects of toleration intolerance vary in function of the cases.
Discourses may define how much non toleration nigstallowed in public space, either through
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discourses (Denmark, Germany, Spain) or practiGesgce, Spain, Hungary). Others may refer to
how much toleration must be granted to the prastiaad expressions which are perceived as
conflicting with the majority values and practi¢@enmark, Hungary, Greece, Spain).

The content of the public discourses can also Widetl between explicit and implicit intolerance.eTh
first rely on anti-immigrant or anti-minority disamses, use stereotyped representation of these ones
and go far beyond intolerance to reach racism atideaexclusion of minorities. These discourses are
mainly put forward by radical-right groups in théfefent countries but can at times be retaken by
mainstream actors (Thilo Sarrazin or the Populatyp&presentative in Catalonia for example). The
second type of discourse is more connected toerdgnte embedded in political correctness. The
targeted groups are not migrants or native mirewiths a whole. This type of discourse targets
determined practices or values that are assocrdthd (cultural, social, religious) difference ween

the in group/majority and the out group/minorityndther strategy is to target not practices andeglu
associated to culture but to draw tolerance boynithathe minority group, separating the “extremist”
or “radicals” who cannot be tolerated and the ah&his kind of discourse has been put forward by
all kind of mainstream actors during the controieeys

Different ways of framing what is tolerable and wisanot have been analysed in the different cases.
We will outline the main common frames among theinty cases and present briefly national
particularities in the boundary drawing discourses.

The main common discourse drawing boundaries betwaerable and non-tolerable refer to legality,
securitisation and culture and identity.

Discursive frames on legality have had a major @lacthe controversies in Denmark, Spain and
Greece. This frame proposes a clear contributidootmdary drawing and justifies toleration or non
toleration depending on the cases and controvelsidd3enmark, legality has been employed mainly
as a discursive strategy to justify the tolerantpublic meetings. It has been used to depolititiee
debate on public meetings but it is also foundedilmeral grounds that claim that same toleration
boundaries must apply to all groups. The only etpoaindary applying to all groups is the one stated
by the law and intolerance must be correlated ¢ole¢lgal framework. But this “tolerance-as-a-legal-
must” does not mean that other members of sociatyn@ protest publicly against the views
expressed in the meetings. In Spain, the argunientabout legality has been used also to justify
tolerance, for example to oppose the illegal bannsfocumented immigrants or the ban of lthega
Conversely, legality has also been integrated écofbposition to racism and hate speech in theafase
the stigmatisation of the Roma. The Courts aregreed at the same time as the ones which are
entitled to make respect the boundaries of toleraitie discontent about their effective action to
condemn racism does not lead to their delegitirnomabut rather to the need for the political power
strengthen the capacities of the Courts. The framéegality has also served as a justification for
intolerance. In the Greek case, the unauthorisiedtgin of many immigrants is a justification for
intolerance. The fact that immigrants comply witte taw is perceived as a precondition for their
tolerance by the Greek society. This was also tigeinaentation of the actors in favour of the
exclusion of undocumented immigrants from socgthts in the city of Vic. The main characteristic of
this frame is to consider that tolerance/intoleeaiscnot a matter of moral judgement but of equalit
before the law. That said legality frames are aised to extend intolerance in many situations. The
use of the “law and order” frame is often part afiscourse on the duties of minorities and the need
for them to respect the same rules as the natioBatghis is part of an argumentation that esaéisé

the cultural traits of certain groups (such as gaigy, genital ablation or violence against women) t
justify intolerance toward the minority group.

Secondly, law and order frame or security frameeh&éeen dominant in the majority of the
controversies. In Denmark, the securitizationhaf dlebate and the perception of the public meetings
as a potential threat for the Danish society aradestespecially for the debate on the war in
Afghanistan, have been the main justification faplerant stances. In Hungary, Roma culture is also
constructed as a threat for the security of Humagapgeople. The popularisation of the term “Gypsy
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crime” has been a (successful) attempt to framedasnbringing insecurity to the Hungarian society.
For the extreme right, this essential threat mostomly not be tolerated but also actively foudiyt,
substituting state forces if necessary. The sarsé#fipation exists in Greece, especially among
radical-right representatives. Xenophobic attitudes justified as reaction against insecurity amd f
the safeguarding of public order. In Greece as wsllin Hungary, this discursive frame allows
reversing the roles of the victim and the perpetraEven in crimes against the minority, this
discourse turns the local into the victims of aviyes general crime (the insecurity felt because of
migrants/national minorities) which justify react®of self-defence.

The third main discursive frame common to the cguoases is the frame about culture and identity.
This frame is in general a justification for intcdace toward minority practices. This frame stresse
explicitly or implicitly the existence of a “leadjrculture” with its own rules and values that mersbe
of the minorities have to adopt in order to be pdrthe national (and local) society. The stanags o
the leading culture have been central to the recsitipn of discourses and policies about migrants
and Muslim integration in the ultimate years in @any. This was connected to the stretching of the
limits of intolerance, notably because of the distue strategies to reinforce the perceived difiees
between the in group/majority and the out groupémty. The same process of differentiation
between the majority and the minorities has bedheaplay in Hungary. It has been endorsed notably
by left-wing media, experts and politicians whassed the right to difference of Roma. But theystud
shows that despite this tolerant approach, thehtrigp difference” has led in the country to a
disinterest for the integration of Roma in the Haman society. The question of the compatibility
between cultures and their implicit or explicit taichy is also a major component of the discoufse o
the conservative parties in Catalonia, notablyelation to Roma and migrants from Muslim countries.
Intolerance expressed through cultural/identityriea present cultures as incompatible and reinforce
the differentiation between 'us’' and 'them’, asaietmated in the Greek case. Either cultures of the
majority and the minority are perceived as homogaseand exclusive. In that view, the boundary
between what is tolerable or not tolerable is e@drand not subjected to negotiations and change.
The only way to be tolerated is then for individutd comply with the rules of tolerance.

Other discursive frames have had a prominent rolenie (or more) of the national case but was less
present or even absent of others. This shows thiéicydar configuration of discourses and the
differences between intolerance boundaries drawintipe different countries. They will be briefly
presented.

A major intolerant frame is characterized in Huryghy the “biologisation” and essentialisation of
difference. This frame is connected to securitratbut present the threat of Roma population as
being biological and essential. Roma are thus eeifleserving respect nor tolerance because of their
innate inclination to crime. Radical-right mediadaparties establish a clear hierarchy between the
Hungarian and the Roma cultures and genetic. Bhiké most explicit form of racism among the
country cases under analysis. The major issue cdnoes the progressive penetration of such
discourse into mainstream politics, notably constve media. The idea of an irreducible difference
between Roma and Hungarians, whether due to gemetualture, is one of the main components of
the debate on the definition of the limits of talece. In Germany, Sarrazin's stances about imntigran
from Muslim countries also relied on biologicalgstiatisation and racism. He notably stressed the
alleged difference of IQ between these migrants@ednans, which, in his view, is one of the main
dangers for the economic and social developme@eomany.

An important frame in Spain and Greece is relatwdvelfare and the economic crisis. In both
countries, many actors explain the need to exphadimits of intolerance in order to preserve the
local population in times of crisis. This form oflfare protectionism or welfare chauvinism is not
only related to the current economic situation i tountries. Rather, the crisis has led to a clear
reduction of tolerance toward migrants, especisdlyamong poor migrants living in the city centre of
Athens and undocumented immigrants. The “crisisn&a contributed to expand the limits of
intolerance in both countries.
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Finally, another transversal frame refers to theaalge that intolerance can cause to other minarities
This frame, in-between the security and liberablerance frames, can be summed up as “intolerance
for intolerance”, especially when intolerance camnh psychologically another group. We already
presented the rhetoric of the extreme right whacéntain countries such as Hungary or Greece
strategically reverse the positions of the victpnegented as the majority group) and of the offende
(presented as the minority group) to justify noferation. But in other cases, the justification of
intolerance is to preserve minority groups. This@e case in Denmark when the opposition to the
public meeting on Afghanistan was justified by thek that such a public debate would harm Danish
veterans. But it is also an important componentthaf rhetoric of anti-racist organisations and
opponents to anti-immigrant discourses and rat¢&ements that advocate for intolerance towards
such discourses.

These frames are not exhaustive and others havérpsdtant roles in shaping the debates on the
limits to tolerance toward cultural and religiousadsity. Nevertheless, many of the discursive am
or positions on the controversies have been idedtifs central in the majority of the countries,
despite the difference of nature of the cases. dtosvs that the way in which issues related taucallt
diversity are understood in the different countti@s many similarities, notably in the contenths t
stances. However the dynamics of toleration-bounddmawing reveal differences between the
countries.

Conclusion: the national dynamics of toleration- badary drawing.

Finally, some differences among the toleration-lolauy drawing in the country cases will be
presented. Even if much of the content of the diss®s on tolerance has been common to several
cases, the definition of the limits of toleranceidg the public debates refer to dimensions whieh a
particular to the national context, the cultures tistory of migration and the definition of citimhip

in each country.

Breaking the taboo and political correctness

In two countries, Germany and Hungary, the mairagdyigs in relation to the limits of tolerance has to
do with the perception that intolerant (and racititements about minorities have broken a taboo on
important issues faced by the country. Even aatdis oppose anti-Muslims or anti-Roma discourses
and publicly condemned them, acknowledge the “p@siside” of such discourse in unbinding
political expressions. The criticisms to the digseuof Thilo Sarrazin address the way in which he
presented his ideas rather than the validity ofdbitent. Criticisms to the naturalisation of Gypsy
crimes are accompanied with a major discourse eméed to get rid of political correctness and talk
about “real problems”. In both countries, thereaiscommon tendency to blame liberal-leftists,
researchers and human rights or anti-racist asgmwafor stopping any discourse on the limits of
tolerance toward migrants. Stances on the relatioft cultural differences and the need of equal
treatment of majority and minority are perceived aas imposition of political correctness. This
remembers also the important frame on anti-estabint in Greek cases. This process is
accompanied with a re-centring on the majority gréun group and its interest, while the needs,
rights and interests of the minority are disregdrda relation to boundary drawing, this dynamics
clearly points toward an extension of the limitdrablerance.

Liberal intolerance and minority participation ir@mark

The dynamics of the Danish intolerance boundarwihg clearly rely on a deliberative process. This
deliberative process in the public space has tinked with the deep liberal culture of the country
Either tolerant or intolerant positioning was myidkiven by liberalism. The principal arguments for
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tolerance were related to the centrality of freeegh considerations, its guarantee by law and the
preference to discuss the ideas which one disappriovthe public place rather than forbidding them.
One of the two main intolerant positions defendedndy the public debates was also in relation with
the modalities of “liberal intolerance”. But thethors show that the modalities of “liberal intoleca”

are reinforcing mechanisms of “othering”. The opfols is expressed not only towards the illiberal
views of minority representatives, but also to tHgliberal identities” which are put in oppositicto

the Danish liberal and democratic principles.

This explains the effect of the boundary drawingcess on Muslims and migrants’ political
participation. Liberal intolerance tends to inhithie participation of actors from minorities, evée
more moderate ones. The suspicion of illiberaliswh he need to publicly demonstrate their adhesion
to central liberal values, while this prerequisitenot asked to Danish natives, discourages the
participation of immigrants. Boundary drawing is deadifferently in function of the groups. This
consideration applies to all country cases andonbt to Denmark. The suspicion towards “radical”
Muslims has been extended to all Muslims, whichhitttheir political participation. This negative
effect on political participation has also beenhtighted in the analysis after the debates on Thilo
Sarrazin's book and its perception by young imnnitgra

Boundary drawing from below and redefinition oizdnship in Catalonia.

In Spain, the culturef/identity frame has been aomapmponent of intolerance-boundary drawing.
However, its particularity is to not provide a dalefinition of the “leading culture” migrants hate
respect. In the Spanish context, there is no causeon a national culture or in its componentshén
Catalan context, however, the building of a commational culture has effectively been at the centre
of political mobilisations and of Catalan polici€®ut intolerant frames about identity and migration
are poorly connected to the “Catalan common cultwiéch has been historically defined as a land of
migration and in which residence citizenship prisvdn that sense, identity frames are aiming at no
only changing the boundaries of intolerance bub alschanging the meanings and principles of the
Catalan citizenship, from a civic definition to altaral/ethnic definition of citizenship. But this
process is fundamentally made from below and, tedpe laissez-faire attitude of the government
and of mainstream parties’ leadership, this hayebked to extend radically the limits of intolacz.

New nationalist intolerance in Greece

Despite the presence of conflicting frames in thblip debate on the limits of tolerance in Greehe,
authors show that these competing positions arenoiled by the depoliticization of intolerance,
presented as a logical reaction and realism. Hadd to a naturalisation of the differences between
the in-group and the out-group, as well as thefication of the preservation of the in-group memse
and their self-defence. This led the authors tegmise this form of intolerance as a “principled
national intolerance”, which subscribe to the ideat the world is naturally divided into nations,
which need to preserve their autonomy as well ag ttultural and ethnic cohesion. This form of
intolerance relies also on a securitization of @iiign, as it considers that the violation of prptes of
cohesion and “purity” is a threat for the society.

A depoliticisation of tolerance?

Despite these different national dynamics in drawioundaries of tolerance, one common dynamics
is important to stress as a conclusion: the tendemconsider that tolerance and intolerance ateano
political matter and therefore should not be palied. Diverse strategies of de-politicisation have
been underlined, such as securitisation, “new sed|i legalism or techniques to avoid entering the
boundary drawing process or to shifting the resiiaitg on others. The depoliticisation is mainly a
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strategy of government leaders and persons in ehergesist the attempt of other actors in the
opposition to challenge their power. But in all oties this depoliticisation has given the oppaitiun
to certain actors to test — and extend — the liofiiatolerance.

References

Burchianti F., Zapata-Barrero R. (2012), “Intoldr@iscourses about Migrants in Catalan Palitics”,
ACCEPT-PLURALISM 4. National Case Studies - Patititife; Final Country Reports.

Kouki H., Triandafyllidou A. (2012), “Migrants angin)tolerant Discourses in Greek politics”,
ACCEPT-PLURALISM 4. National Case Studies - Patititife; Final Country Reports.

Lindekilde L. (2012), “Negotiating Limits of Tolemae in Public Debates in Denmark: The case of
political meetings arranged by ‘radical’ Muslim at”, ACCEPT-PLURALISM 4. National Case
Studies - Political Life; Final Country Reports.

Mihe N. (Working under Prof. Werner Schiffauer) 120 Extending the Limits of Intolerance: The
Sarrazin-Debate and its effect on members of thgeted minority, ACCEPT-PLURALISM 4.
National Case Studies - Political Life; Final CayrfiReports.

Vidra Z., Fox J. (2012), The Rise of the ExtremglRiin Hungary and the Roma Question: The
radicalization of media discourse, ACCEPT-PLURALISMNational Case Studies - Political Life;
Final Country Reports.

28



Local and national policies of exclusion

Chapter 2. Local and national policies of exclusion
Maurizio Ambrosini and Elena Caneva

Introduction

For a certain period of time, in the 1970s and $9&0might have been assumed that the recognition
of cultural diversity and the rights of minorityayps was destined to be gradually imposed in the
liberal democracies in Europe. For a few years, var, the issues of tolerance and of respecting
diversity have to be considered alongside theiotise tendencies of admission and asylum policies
(Zetter 2007), of the efforts to combat unauthatisamigration (Triandafyllidou 2010) and of the
tendency to make the civic integration of new immaigs compulsory, including through the
prescribed use of procedures to be followed and tese passed, especially in the fields of laggua
and knowledge about the national cultural herit@@eodman 2010): this was defined by Joppke
(2007) as “repressive liberalism”, while Grillo (&) spoke of it as a “backlash against diversity”.

The economic crisis and anxiety related to glob#b® are worsening the situation: in various
countries, these factors reinforce estrangement fflovernments and from traditional political forces
they create scepticism towards the European madklcasmopolitan perspectives and they nurture
votes in favour of new political organisations whiare generally defined as “populist” and whose
success is largely based on opposing immigratidbeiazzi and McDonnel 2008). The issues of
legitimate belonging, citizenship and physical agthbolic borders have once again become present
day concerns. To sum up, as the economy becomesasiegly globalised, the policies tend to
renationalise.

One of the emerging core issues is that of tenseween the resurgence of nationalism and the re-
assertion of identity of both old and new minogtpups.

The second question concerns the relationship leetwee national and local contexts: if and to what
extent local policies reflect and even reinforae éimerging restrictive orientations at nationakleer
whether they stay away from them, thereby favoutimg goal of including the various resident
populations.

Finally, the third problem concerns the relatiopgbetween political institutions, minority groupsda
civil society: to what extent civil societies syntipige with policies of exclusion and approve of the
limitation of minority groups’ rights, or whethendy side with minority groups and with immigrants
and asylum seekers in particular, forming advoaamglitions which can influence the formation and
implementation of policy decisions.

This report will analyse these topics by compafowg National cases: Bulgaria, Ireland, Italy dhel
Netherlands. For some purposes other countriedeithentioned such as Greece and Spain.

The report is structured as follows: first of dhere will be a review of the general context af th
progress of restrictive policies applied to new am-assimilationist immigration from a cultural
perspective (Section 1). There will then be anysislof the relationship between national and local
policies, with particular reference to the polica@sthe exclusion of immigrants, asylum seekers and
the Roma minority (Section 2). Thirdly, there wik a discussion on the role of civil society actors
and the importance of the part they play in theede¢ of immigrants’ and minority groups’ rights
(Section 3).
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1. The European context and the increase in redtisie policies

The issue of governing migration has grown in intpace over the last few years, and it has become a
priority on the political agenda of all Europearuatries. The backlash against multiculturalism has
spread throughout all European countries and matigmal leaders, such as Blair, Cameron, Merkel
and Sarkozy, have openly criticized this concepltaiked about the “end of multiculturalism”.

The belief that multiculturalism has failed has trimuted to the diffusion of a kind of neo-
assimilationist approach. The most meaningful exampf this is the introduction of special
“integration agreements” (Joppke 2007) which immaigs have to formally sign in some countries in
order to prove their commitment to learning theioral language, their political loyalty to the host
country and their adaptation to some types of natigalues.

Besides that, in the last few years, European ciegnbave managed the issue of migration based on
two principles: the closure of national boundaged the hardening of national rules that conceth bo
resident and irregular immigrants.

In relation to the first issue, the importance ofibdaries and national belonging has been emplaasize
by governments (Balibar 2012), as has been the riapce of entry and resident permits (Duvell
2006), and of the agenda of civic integration (Goad 2010). While the flows of capital, goods,
information and cultural products grow, the goveents respond to increased human mobility by
reaffirming their national sovereignty (Wihtol deevwlen 2009), and their role as defenders of the
borders against the entry of outsiders from poocoeintries.

Strict policies of the control of migrants have baealized reinforcing not only external but also
internal controls (Faist 2002; Mitchell 2002). Rigions that limit minorities’ rights or obstrudidir
claims have been recently introduced in order tdgut the national identity. A tendency towards "re
ethnicization of citizenship" (Baubdck et al 200@)s been observed in several countries which draw
the boundaries between insiders and outsiders d&ffirming a supposed unit of culture, territory,
language and religion in contrast to the diversftimmigrants.

The countries considered here, i.e. Bulgaria, melathe Netherlands and Italy show this neo-
assimilationistic tendency in various ways. Soméhefm apparently adopt a liberal approach, such as
Ireland, where EU and non-EU citizens who are edidn the country can vote at local elections,
non-citizens can work in the public service seetad they are eligible for naturalization after %nge

of residence. However, this open-minded attitudatrests with some recent developments. Instances
of intolerance and racist discourses have emerged the years, particularly towards the African
community. An emblematic case of the assimilatioaititude occurred in 2007, when a Sikh man
applied to join the Garda (Police) Reserve. Belmieig commissioned, the man was informed that he
would not be allowed to wear a turban with his ami. The man refused to accept this, and did not
take up his post. The issue sparked a significaedianand political debate, involving journalists,
politicians, NGOs and Sikh communities. The casthefSikh man is a clear example of the difficulty
of recognizing and respecting minorities’ claimeybnd the declared inclusive approach. The efforts
to engage with the ethnic and religious minoritiase often been superficial (Honohan and Rougier
2012).

Unlike the other three countries discussed heeertimorities in Bulgaria are not of immigrant origi
but represent historical communities living in tBelgarian lands for centuries. As such, the people
belonging to minorities enjoy the same rights as thajority population (Bulgarian speaking
Orthodox Christians). And yet, despite the nomixguiality before the law, in practice the minorities
(above all, the Roma community) suffer from diséniation in many areas. In the recent years, the
Bulgarian politics made a clear turn in the direactiof nationalism and populism, and under the
current government (in power since 2009), the im@nto limit some rights of the Bulgarian
minorities was openly stated. One of the areasdhate under attack were the political rights of the
Turkish minority. In 2011, the government has pdsthe new Election Code, which limited the
voting rights of those Bulgarian Turks, who haweigrated to Turkey and have dual (Bulgarian and
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Turkish) citizenshig. Different authors give different figures about tember of people with dual
Bulgarian-Turkish citizenship, but the highest mstie is around 380,000 people (Ozgiir-Baklacioglu,
2006, p. 322; Smilov and Jileva, 2010, p. 19). P®41 Election Code introduced a six-month
residence requirement in order to vote in locatt@eas. The residency requirement and some other
restrictive provisions in the Code have drawn @sth from international institutions, Bulgarian
human rights watchdogs and other civic organisatiaand some political actors. Although the
regulation seemingly affects in the same way allgBuan dual citizens regardless of their ethnic
background, it in fact has much more serious camsecps for the political representation of
Bulgarian Turks. The reason is that the Bulgariamgeants of Turkish origin are considerably more
active and organised voters than the ethnic Budgarin emigration. For example, results from tis¢ la
few elections show that the Movement for Rights &ndedoms (MRF), the main political party
representing the Bulgarian Turks, received betviseand 60% of all votes cast abroad. The attempts
to disenfranchise Bulgarian-Turkish dual citizemsrefore have a very practical goal — to decrease t
electoral success of the MRF.

The approaches of Italy and the Netherlands towandsigration are less explicit but generally we
can say that assimilationistic concerns are nowaliag. Italy has only recently become an
immigration country and has never planned its ovadeh of integration. The citizenship code remains
strict (ten years of residence), even towards #wersd generation. The shared approach among civil
society actors (and also educational staff) is dhatterculturalism, which is aimed at recogniziugd
appreciating diversities (not only tolerating). ldetheless, there is great discrepancy betweerdad |
and the national approaches and between the saatials and the institutions. At national level a
policy of recognition of cultural and religious fdifences does not exist, but a sort of assimilaion
approach prevails. The involvement of immigrant<iwvil, social and political life is very weak or
absent. The only accepted integration is the ecanome, in the low ranks of the labour market: a
kind of “subordinate integration” (Ambrosini 2011n addition to this, in the last few years a
restrictive approach has spread in some contextecat level. The meaningful examples of this
approach are the “local policies of exclusion”, lazal measures introduced to clarify in variowsys/
the difference between "us" (the native citizendosved with full rights) and "them" (the immigrants)
who are assumed to be a threat to security, wedfiaglecultural identity.

The aim of these local policies was apparentlyrtiget general interests (e.g. urban standardghwhi
were compromised by the presence of annoying bepgand to suppress behaviours that were
considered inappropriate. Nevertheless, most odethmeasures have actually resulted in limiting
immigrants’ rights, directly or indirectly, and fawring their exclusion.

The Netherlands has changed its approach to imtingran the last few years. In contrast with the
previous image of the country as one of the moktrdat in Europe, the demand to restrict
immigration has recently increased and Dutch mignapolicy now has a reputation as one of the
strictest in Europe. Among the most meaningful eplasy of this change are the recent rules about
asylum seekers. These regulations have hardenelistioguish between those who (a minority)
actually are “true” refugees and are granted resialepermits on humanitarian grounds, and those
(the majority) who have no right to live in the oty because they are irregular or rejected asylum
seekers. The Dutch asylum policy has provoked dpposand protest, especially for the expulsion of
asylum seekers, a matter which became the cenpabdit and political debates.

2 According to the 2011 census, there are 588,318sTin Bulgaria. Considering the large number of peayho did not
declare their ethnicity, the experts estimate thatmore accurate number is around 700,000. Théeuof Turks who
have emigrated from Bulgaria between the establishmiethe Bulgarian state in 1878 and today excdedsllion. If
we look only at the 1989-2011 period, over 400,B0@yarian Turks left Bulgaria and now reside in TeykA large part
of people from this most recent emigration wavedhduial Bulgarian and Turkish citizenship (Zhelyazkow998;
Maeva, 2006).
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In this European context characterized by incregsiifficulties in recognizing and managing the
diversity of populations, the political parties thamphasize a closure to migration in their
programmes have gained ground (Swank and Betz 2AQ@&rtazzi and McDonnell 2008). The
closure of national boundaries, stricter controithiwy the national territory in order to guarantee
public security and combat irregular flows and therdening of immigration laws are seen as
important objectives for the public and politiciaievertheless, they also contribute to the groefth
populist and xenophobic attitudes and behaviowadiqularly towards those who are in an irregular o
dubious situation, or who are perceived as comlgletéerent, such as Roma minorities. Research
done by Jaworsky in the United States (2011) ifiestithree public frames associated with the
irregular flow of migrants. In the first irregulamigrants are described in the public discourse as
invaders, who do not respect the boundaries angriygerty of the natives; in the second they are
seen as criminals who do not respect native womenchildren; the third frame represents them as
people who do not respect democracy, native culdincelifestyle. Even though in this research these
kinds of frames concern irregular migrants, theresentation of them as invaders/outsiders also
occurs in the case of foreign (regular) residenis i& is used by populist parties to obtain paditic
consensus. Indeed, these frames have sometimdisaiafi the language and programs of more
moderate and institutionalized political forces ii@eBull 2010).

Populist parties have grown in importance and wotens in the last few years in many European
countries. In Italy, the Northern League party oted 8.3% of votes in the last political electiarsl
entered the right-wing government in 2006-2011ld&ling representative, Mr. Maroni, was assigned
to the Ministry of Home Affairs and, under the righing government, different measures gathered
together under the label of “Security Package” ibwgs rules aimed at controlling immigration and
particularly irregular migrants) were approved @02-2009.

In Bulgaria, in the second half of the 2000s twpudist parties shattered the typical left-right digy
model. The GERB (Citizens for European DevelopnoéiBulgaria) was established in 2006, and the
extreme nationalist party Attack in 2005. The wigtof GERB in the 2009 election made it possible to
introduce the Election Code to limit the votinghtg of the Turkish minority.

The spread of populist parties has also occurreattiar countries, such as Greece, where the party
Golden Dawn has obtained a large consensus amangublic, despite its openly racist and
xenophobic stances. In Spain the problem is monidd, but the Platform for Catalonia emerged in
2003 with its anti-immigrant discourses. But thegence of populist parties has increased in many
European countries in the last few years, suchustri&, the Netherlands, Denmark or Belgium.

In Ireland the situation is quite different, becatisere is not a real populist party. Neverthelsss)e
anti-immigrant social movements or discourses lswvead, such as the Immigration Control Platform
(ICP), an anti-immigrant voice which is not regist as a political party but which ran candidates i
the 2002 and 2007 Irish general elections . Besidag some instances of intolerant and racist
discourses emerged over the years in Ireland, wimgthe African community in particular.

This anti-immigrant climate, with its shared pero@p of the failure of multiculturalism, is common
in all European countries and influences nationdllacal policies regarding immigration.

2. The local policies and their responses to thdioaal policies

In the governance of migration, local policies nloawve a significant degree of autonomy with regard
to national policies. Indeed, they have often tti@dompensate for the limitations and shortcomings
of national policies, moving away from the nationabdels (Alexander 2003) or even contradicting
them.

Many services and resources for citizens are deldvéocally, so the possibility of using them for
immigrants depends on decisions, organizationatgsges and ordinary practices that are developed
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locally, in the education system, in housing pelgiin assistance to families in difficulty and in
employment services (Ambrosini 2012).

Some scholars have noted a discrepancy betweaifitial positions taken at national level and lboca
practices. In France, for example, at national llekre myth of cultural homogeneity prevails, but
locally the mayors implement multiculturalist padis (Martiniello 1997).

Local policies are usually seen as more inclusamed at promoting measures and interventions for
the benefit of immigrant populations (Pennix et 2004). Nevertheless, local governments often
encounter difficulties and obstacles in implememtpolicies of inclusion, because of the lack of
resources and regulatory frames. In addition, enlfist few years new political discourses havenrise
at the local level too, emphasizing urban secusiygial cohesion, assimilationist instances and
generally a more hostile attitude towards migrapégsticularly irregular ones. Consequently, besides
local policies which try to move away from, opp@se&ompensate for national policies, in the lagt fe
years we can observe the growth of local policlest teinforce the restrictive or assimilationist
approach of the national level policies.

As local policies that are openly hostile to mities can hardly be promoted in democratic regimes,
city governments react in two ways: either theyndd implement immigrant integration measures
without taking a clear stance, or they introducealopolicies which do not overtly appear
discriminatory but which actually are. To do thisey adopt measures which are apparently
universalistic and aim to protect general interésig. security, urban decency, hygienic conditiohs
cities), but actually damage or exclude specifiengonents of the foreign population, such as
residents with an irregular status, vagrants, lslaminorities, or the Roma minorities (Ambrosini
2012).

So, besides the traditional concept of the locdicigs as more open approaches than the national
ones, constraining policies have recently increasaedany European contexts, promoted by populist
parties and often supported by other right windiparand sometimes also by left wing parties.

Among the case studies considered here, the Natitwlis the only country where the local level
reacted positively to the exclusive national pefcilt follows the pattern we were used to, i.ealo
policies which are more willing to promote the umsibn of minorities than the national ones. The
restrictions introduced to the Dutch asylum poliyythe national governments from 1998 onwards
were cushioned by several local governments. Inrashwith the indications of the Linking Law
(1998), which excluded irregular migrants from sbeervices and work, some municipalities offered
shelter and support to immigrants. They also waoltter to the Secretary of State that they woold
longer exclude rejected asylum seekers from fasliand accommodation. In the following years,
because of the continuing restrictions (e.g. theadled Return project in 2003) imposed at national
level, and following incidents related to the asylissue (see Versteegt and Maussen 2012), the local
level reacted once again: 40 local aldermen andrsayf the Green party showed their willingness to
continue offering support for irregular migrantdaejected asylum seekers, writing a manifesto and
organizing a demonstration.

These mobilizations “from the bottom”, even thoughy involved a small number of municipalities,
demonstrate that the local governments do not avfejow and implement the national guidelines,
but bypass them in order to manage their multiethities and favour the integration of minorities.

The Italian context is different, because at Ideaél intolerant positions have emerged, suppaateti
promoted by the Northern League party but also theroright wing parties. City governments,
particularly those ruled by Northern League mayamgoduced stricter measures than the national
rules, which were already constraining. We caltegit “local policies of exclusion”, to refer to tkeos
measures introduced to guarantee urban safety apdress any behaviour that is considered
annoying, indecent or ill-mannered (e.g. beggindplis gatherings e.g. to play cricket in public lar
eating in parks, praying in rooms which are notc#jmally designed this purpose, etc.). Even though
the declared aim is to protect general interesty (@ban standards, hygienic conditions of cities,
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restoration of city centres), they actually limmirhigrants’ rights indirectly or directly and favoieir
exclusion. In Italy several local policies, themefo“go beyond" national policies, thus hinderihg t
process of integration for immigrants.

Nevertheless, the reasons why these measuresdbedrtroduced are often well-structured and they
can impress lItalian citizens favourably. They plgpn the interests and rights of natives, intemvgni
in issues that affect the daily life of people dhdir lives in the local community. Firstly, thechd
policies of exclusion respond to the demand fousgcand social order on the part of the citizens.
Thanks to them, places of worship are controlléay tonstruction of mosques is banned, the
concentration of immigrants in specific areas @f tities is monitored. Secondly, they regulate s&ce
to social benefits and welfare provisions. Becaafghe scarcity of the economic resources needed to
meet social demands, these measures give priorihetrights of Italians before those of immigrants
Italians have rights because they are citizensyedseimmigrants are guests, they are not parteof th
nation, so their rights are secondary to thos¢atibhs, or in extreme cases immigrants have rusig
Finally, the local policies of exclusion are usetibls for defending the Italian identity, histcemd
culture. The ban on “non-traditional activities”time city centre (e.g. the opening of kebab shaps),
on opening mosques and Islamic cultural centrggeaking languages which are different from Italian
in public places, are all measures aimed at praggttalian history and culture from the invasioh o
immigrants. Foreign people are in fact seen aseatho the Italian culture, traditions and valiaas
their customs pollute Italian cities. Exclusion édndakes on a more symbolic meaning linked to
identity.

The issue of preserving the identity of a natiobhesoming fashionable again and it is often used in
anti-immigrant discourses. People are used to ifinkf their country as a unit of language, culture
and religion. This unit and homogeneity is theamaie behind the construction of the modern states
and the basis of nationalism. Faced with globdbratand the transformation of societies in a
multiethnic sense, this principle has been reidrand has become the basis of nationalist
movements and anti-immigrant political discourske§e movements and parties reinforce their anti-
immigrant positions on the grounds that immigraetdtural and religious practices are incompatible
with the national culture and values, and with Hmmogeneity of the nation. Like the Northern
League party in Italy, the Spanish far right patstform for Catalonia has used the issue of itenti

to justify its hostility towards immigrants. It igteresting to highlight that the intolerant discsrs
used in the Spanish context by the far right parg/the same as the discourses used by the Northern
League Party in ltaly: besides the issue of themss of national identity, both parties build their
political programmes and actions on the need toagiee urban security and to safeguard access to
social benefits for natives. The topic of secunitg|fare and identity, are the main frames usethby
populist parties both in Italy and in Spain.

The similarities between the two countries arekistgi and show that the issue of local policies of
exclusion regards not only the Italian context &lsb other European contexts. Like in Italy, in ipa
some measures were taken at local level in ordex¢tude migrants. The decision of the city of Vic
to exclude undocumented migrants from the municipglsters and consequently from the right to
access basic social rights is a case in point.ohdr cities have taken similar measures, sucheas t
ban of the full veil in public buildings in otheiities in Catalonia. Besides that, the intolerant
discourses are used not only by the populist gaNierthern League and Platform for Catalonia, but
they have also become part of the programmes @ gahrties, which think they can obtain public
consensus through these discourses.

In Ireland the topic of identity is the most poputd the three, and it is the reason why the Garda
Uniform is kept alive and preserved, as HonohanRmdgier explain (2012). The police uniform is a
strong symbol of identity, and the standards ofsli@nd behaviour are part of the Police’s tradition
also projects an image of impartiality and représemt only the police but also the state, and its
secularism. For this reason the case of the Sikihwie was not allowed to wear his turban with the
uniform (see paragraph 1) sparked debates in blelan
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It is interesting to note that the Irish nationallipies on immigration are considered inclusive,
compared to other European countries. The citizpriatv in one of the least restrictive in Europe& an

in the political arena anti-immigrant parties da erist. The country was also one of the leadiagest

to put a National Action Plan Against Racism incalg§2005-2008), followed by the Migration Nation

document (2008) in order to provide instructions #oinclusive society. Besides that, a national
institution was set up in 2007 to develop and atirate integration policy across Government
departments, agencies and services, i.e. the Qffitke Minister for Integration (OMI). The task of

this office, which became the Office for the Proimotof Migrant Integration (OPMI) in 2011, was

the promotion of the integration of immigrants.

Even though Ireland seems inclusive in princigheré is a gap between good intentions and practices
and some claims for recognition have not been aocwmtated, such as in the case of the Sikh man.
But this case reveals that the issue at staketi®miyg the accommodation of cultural and religious
differences, but also the definition of Irishnes®iiohan and Rougier 2012). The emphasis on the
importance of the Garda uniform reflects the fehrosing identity. Ireland shows an inclusive
approach but also the need to maintain controlsandreignty.

The issue of identity is very important in Bulgadad it is related to the political participatioh o
Bulgarian minorities. In contrast with Ireland, whdrishness can be reconciled with diversity,reve
in principle, in Bulgaria there are strong posifi@yainst Bulgarian minorities, which are perceiasd

a threat to national identity. This is particulaglyident in the case of Bulgarians with dual Bulgar
and Turkish citizenship who have voting rights botlBulgaria and in Turkey. The demand to limit
their voting rights has increased since 2005, bezad the populist parties GERB and Attack. It is
worth noting here that this intolerant position tods Bulgarian Turks gained popularity (and noyonl
among the populist parties) because it was linkedetection tourism”, a phenomenon which is
largely condemned. “Election tourism” is the preetiof organizing trips of large groups of voters
residing in Turkey to their native towns in Bulgarin order to cast their votes. This strategy of
obtaining votes is used by the Movement for Rigirid Freedoms (MRF), a party which represents
the rights and interests of Muslims in BulgariaeTiesentment over the MRF, which many ethnic
Bulgarians perceive as yielding too much politieald economic power, has produced a negative
attitude towards Turks in general. Beyond theséipal aspects, intolerance towards Turks is rooted
in the perception of their diversity. Indeed Turksident in Bulgaria are a close and well-organized
community, they usually live separately in specé#reas, but at the same time they participateen th
social and political life of the country. They diguish themselves from the majority through
different cultural traditions, ethnic origin andigeon. For these reasons they are perceived assli
people who are not part of Bulgaria (even thoughy thlso have Bulgarian citizenship) and who
should not have rights there. Moreover, their amtivin the social and political sphere is seen by
some as an attempt to sustain the interests oEyurk

The Bulgarian Turks are, therefore, a minority vdoone up against tolerance issues because of their
diversity. Their identity is a challenge to natibigentity, and the majority reacts by limiting the
rights — especially trying to diminish their paipiation in the political life. In this case the [piés of
exclusion are national, formulated “from above” amithed at excluding those minorities which
represent a threat to national identity.

The issue of identity, therefore, emerges in alk foountries, showing that the common aspect in the
approaches to minorities is the new trend towass$ralationism: those who demonstrate that they
have been assimilated (in the sense of “becomimjasi’, see Brubaker 2001) and do not want to
guestion the fact that national identity can beepted and integrated. If the intruders (in the
Netherlands), the guests (in Italy), those whontléhie imposition of identity markers in the public
arena (in Ireland), those who want to be loyalwo ttountries and maintain dual citizenship (in
Bulgaria) do not assimilate, and put aside theitucal backgrounds without making claims for
recognition, they will have to face various formé political exclusion. They will be expelled
(Netherlands), their integration will be impeded lbgal policies of exclusion (ltaly), their voting
rights will be limited (Bulgaria) or their claimsilvnot be accommodated (Ireland).
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In conclusion, the Irish national policies are morgusive than the other three. The Netherlands, o
the other hand, has restricted its national pdicie immigration (particularly on asylum seekers) i
the last few years but the city governments haeetesl by opposing or bypassing them. Italy and
Bulgaria are the countries where the interplay ketwthe local and national level has led to most
restrictive outcomes in recent years. Besides #oe that Italy has restrictive national policies on
citizenship, in the last few years several localiges have adopted a particularly exclusionary
overtone, aimed at separating Italian citizens frtthe guests”. Finally, in Bulgaria the local
responses to the restrictive national policies laghly diverse. In municipalities dominated by the
governing GERB party, they are accepted and shdmadjn municipalities where other political
parties (especially the Movement for Rights andeBloens) are in power, these policies are opposed
and resisted. Of course, in every country civilisycactors have reacted to the national and/alloc
policies of exclusion in different ways, dependiog their power and visibility as well as the
constraining structural factors.

3. The responses of civil society actors

In the relationship between national and localgdedi, a third actor often intervenes, i.e. orgaiopa
and movements within the civil society which uspdight for the rights and claims of minorities.
They include a broad range of forces: religioustitimgons, charities, NGOs, anti-racist social
movements, ethnic associations and trade unions.

These groups and movements are able to intervetteipublic arena and sometimes can affect the
local policies. In some cases city governments oslythese groups and movements, or collaborate
with them in order to implement actions for theemgration of minorities. Furthermore, civil society
actors are particularly active in supporting irfegumigrants and asylum seekers, so local
governments often delegate the issue to them.Haratases these civil society actors oppose local
governments because of their restrictive policiesheir discriminatory measures. In any case these
civil society actors fill the gap between laws aadulations that produce exclusion, and sociatisee

to which society has to respond, for humanitareesons or because of general interests (e.g. health
care).

In the Netherlands, Ireland, Italy and Bulgariastheivil society actors have different roles and ca
influence the local policies using various degrekepower. It is worth noting that in every country
considered here, these movements and organizatmmsst mostly of natives, whereas immigrant
communities and minority associations have litttluence in the public and political arena. This
depends on many factors, which differ from coumtrgountry and are affected by the characteristics
of the immigrant populations living there. Nevelt#ss, the national policies on immigration have
considerable influence on their presence and paténtial to be active socially and politically.

It is no coincidence that in Ireland immigrant coomities can intervene in the public arena. As
mentioned above, in Ireland the legislation on igmaiion is more inclusive than in other countries
and allows non-citizens to participate in polititié¢. For example, in the case of the Sikh turban
the Garda Reserve, the Sikh community intervened publicly expressed its opinion, openly
opposing the decision of the Garda. The Irish &kluncil was founded in 2004 in order to provide
various services to the community: information gas, education and training, cultural events, etc.
The Council is usually engaged in public Irish dgere.g. St Patrick’'s Festival Parades, and
collaborates with several Irish institutions. Aft@f11, with the increasing racist events involving
Sikhs, the Council also began to offer supporttfe victims and acted as an advocacy group in
disputes.
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Some obstacles to the participation of minoritiespublic and political life occur in Ireland, too.
Political parties do not encourage their politipatticipation, while minorities lack information @it

the rules and have difficulty in creating politicatworks. Ethnic communities and organizations act
in this regard by organizing campaigns to encounaiggants to vote.

The Dutch and Italian cases are completely diffedeecause minorities do not intervene in the gubli
and political arena. Their claims and rights ariedéed by native associations and organizatiortdy su
as NGOs, operating on behalf of migrants, Chur@res religious or humanitarian NGOs involved
with charity. In the Netherlands, NGOs involved dpecific issues (i.e. rejected asylum seekers,
refugees and/or undocumented migrants) and inten@torganizations (i.e. Amnesty International,
Human Rights Watch) have also intervened followthg introduction of restrictive policies on
asylum seekers. In Italy, trade unions supportegranis in their fight against the local policies of
exclusion, joining other organizations in the acd@c In addition to these organizations, both i th
Netherlands and in Italy there are some civil dgcetors who have expertise in legal issues arl wh
actively defend migrants’ rights in court. In Itedy association of volunteer lawyers, called Av¥ioca
per Niente (transl.: Association of Pro-Bono Lavgyenvas founded to guarantee justice for the weak,
and is usually called upon by trade unions anditieamwhen providing legal aid to defend migrants.

The lack of ethnic organisations which represergranits’ interests and rights is counterbalanced by
these active actors in civil society both in thehiéelands and in Italy. The main discourses theytas
justify their support for minorities are: the nesigsto guarantee human rights to everyone anayta f
against discrimination (in Italy), the need to rgese the refugee status for those who are real
refugees, to offer solidarity because of globalstie, to support particularly vulnerable peopid a
finally to favour the inclusion of those who febky belong to the country (in the Netherlands).

Advocacy groups and human rights watchdog orgdaoisah Bulgaria were among the most vocal
critics of the 2011 Election Code. Their pressureombination with the opposition of some politica
actors (most notably the president Georgi Parvarastually forced the government to amend the
Election Code in June 2011 and shorten the resyjderguirement for participation in local elections
from twelve (in the first version of the Code pabkse January 2011) to six months. Such views,
however, remained a minority. Many civil societytas, even though they generally show tolerant
views, saying that minorities should be politicalypresented, also express positive opinions aheut
Election Code, thereby supporting national poli@é®xclusion and intolerance. Most civil society
actors are highly critical of the political partiasd believe that they are not interested in waykor
the minority integration and political participatiobut only want to manipulate minority groups in
order to obtain votes. This general distrust iresiastitutions and the political class most likelgo
influences the attitude and behaviors towards ritiserand their political participation.

Regardless of their opportunity to influence nagicend local policies on immigration, the activéero

of civil society actors shows that the assimilabmpproach is not generally shared and cannot be
successful. It also shows that good practices aframodating diversity at local level should be take
into account in order to improve local/nationalipels on minority groups’ issues.

4. The policies of exclusion and the issue of irence

The national and local policies of exclusion in Netherlands, Ireland, Italy and Bulgaria are foohs
intolerance which are introduced and shared byonatiand/or local institutions. This is the most
worrying aspect: intolerance is legitimized andrpoted by institutional bodies which in principlear
liberal and democratic.

The forms of intolerance that emerge in the foumtoes are grounded on two different justificaion
In the Netherlands and Bulgaria intolerance igfjest by national policies based on the legal stati
people.
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In the Netherlands, illegal migrants are not tdkslaor even accepted, so they have to be removed
from the country. Those who try to enter the copas asylum seekers, but are not recognized as such
by the receiving State, cannot be accepted asen dfaippened in the past. In these cases strategies
such as detention, fines and expulsion have toské.untolerance against those who have no legal
rights to live in the country becomes tolerance nvihdgrants await the outcomes of an appeal or
because they are under age. In these cases ta@eimmoanifested through assistance in order to
prevent homelessness and destitution for asylunkesge especially for vulnerable groups like
children, the sick and the elderly. Even thoughythee seen as “intruders”, the national and local
governments have a duty of care towards them. Aaoep occurs only when migrants are recognised
as “victims” (Anderson 2008, Fassin 2005).

In Bulgaria the legal status which affects the l@fd@olerance/intolerance is related to citizepsiiot

to legal residence in the country (as is the cagbé Netherlands). Although the intolerant atiitsid
against the Bulgarian Turks are manifested in naegs, the intolerance is most openly displayed in
case of those members of the community who resideéurkey, but have a Bulgarian citizenship,
which gives them the right to vote on the electionBulgaria. Besides the fact that they are peszbi

as culturally and ethnically different, their dwdtizenship is considered incompatible with loyatiby
the Bulgarian nation.

The kind of discourses used in Italy and Irelandusiify intolerance is based on the ethnic and/or
religious differences of migrants and minoritiesople are tolerated or not tolerated because of the
‘difference’ and their cultural or religious claimshereas their legal status is less important.

In Italy, public and political campaigns againségial migrants have also been made, but the local
policies of exclusion have been mostly introduaeéxclude people who were legal residents but part
of specific ethnic/religious groups. We are refggrabove all to Muslims, whose claims (such ag thei
demands to build mosques or recognise some placpaees of worship) have been opposed by the
local governments. Intolerance is grounded ondleethat certain actions and practices are potbntia
harmful to society, and they can threaten publousgy and social order. But it is also based am th
consideration that certain cultural and religiouacpices are too different from the Italian oned an
can damage “social cohesion”. The basis of s@clésion is in fact solidarity and solidarity esled

on uniformity: when values, norms and beliefs(atpposedly) shared.

In Ireland intolerance is also grounded on a vistdnnational identity which is threatened by
migrants’ claims. In this case intolerance emerglesn cultural and religious claims are made within
the state institutions. This produces a sort ofetdevity” in tolerance and the accommodation of
diversity, depending on who or what is toleratetere it is tolerated and why. Accepting the wearing
of the hijab in Irish schools is a case in poirtieTissue concluded with broad acceptance withirt mos
Irish schools, with the incorporation of the hijimito the schools’ uniforms. By contrast, intoleranc
towards the claim of the Sikh man to wear his taraéth the Garda Reserve uniform is explained by
the need for individual religious and cultural bgkunds to be invisible and irrelevant in a state
institution. The difference in accepting the hiafschool and not accepting the turban in the potic
due to the fact that the majority of Irish schoale not state institutions, whereas the policestate
institution. Besides that, most schools are religigmainly Catholic) and it is a great challenge fo
them to accommodate different religious groupsc8mtrast, the police is not a religious organizatio
so it is not obliged to deal with accommodatinggieus diversities. The police has to be neutral
because it is a state institution. Ireland is tfeeeeselective in the nature and the amount ofrditye
accommodated.

Bearing in mind the whole attitude spectrum whideg from intolerance to tolerance, acceptance,
respect and recognition, it seems that in the foomntries under study the political arena is
characterized by signs of growing intolerance. Hyproach on the part of the state institutionisshi
to tolerance when the diversity of migrants andarities is not a threat for national identity and
social cohesion. In order not to be perceived #isr@at, minorities have to avoid making specific
cultural claims (e.g. not asking for places of vgpsor not wearing turbans), they should become
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similar to the majority of the population, showitiwat they have adopted national customs, traditions
and the language, and they should be loyal tottte.dn the Netherlands, for example, a discoarse
“rootedness” has emerged in the last few yearsigaide the introduction of stricter asylum policies
it is wrong to evict a person who is well integdhiato Dutch society and feels they belong to the
country. Migrants are therefore tolerated if they eulturally assimilated and if they show williress

to “embrace Western values”. In Bulgaria, loyatiythe state is required in order to become integrat
into the society. To have only one citizenship, Beilgarian, is the first step to being tolerated,
whereas integration occurs when people are no fopgreeived as aliens but prove they want to be
part of the state.

Despite the fact that Ireland has declared thaaé adopted the model of interculturalism (based on
which cultural diversity should be acknowledged aatered for), when minorities demand to follow
their traditions or ask for their differences to fespected in public services, these demands dre no
easily accommodated. Minorities are tolerated wheir diversity is not apparent in public placed an
when they do not claim recognition. Similarly, italy, migrants who do not come to ltalian urban
areas with their different symbols and practicdsowo not ask for the same rights as Italians amal w
do not claim recognition might be tolerated.

To sum up, it seems that in the Netherlands, Bidgdreland and Italy the accommodation of
diversities is evolving towards a policy of limiteéolerance and within a broader discourse based on
assimilation.

Conclusion

From our analysis we can first of all confirm ththere is a trend towards restrictive and neo-
assimilationist tendencies in European policiesnamigrants. The spirit of accepting the recognition
of cultural diversity seems to be taking a stepkbacds (Irish case). Long-standing distrust of
resident minority groups and their loyalties haesurfaced and have been institutionalised under new
forms (Bulgarian case). The long-standing practi€eccepting asylum seekers has become more
selective and less tolerant (Dutch case). Locaties! traditional pragmatism and liberalism arevno
questioned and at times overturned, thereby folignand nurturing xenophobic attitudes (ltalian
case).

There appear to be three reasons for this exclu$toa first concerns security issues: the fightraga
international terrorism is closely linked to regise® defend the national territory from invasion b
unauthorised foreigners. The second reason cortfigte claim to be given priority on the part of
national citizens in terms of the distribution oélfare benefits, whereby immigrants and refugees ar
seen as potential exploiters of the generosityhef receiving countries. The third reason concerns
defending national and local cultural identity aghiclaims for settlement, legitimisation, and bl
visibility of minority groups which are consideredtsiders in terms of the country and its history.

These policies of exclusion all share a common dyidg feature: they reaffirm the boundaries of
belonging and the legitimate community, they diptiish between “us” (national citizens who feel
they are the legitimate owners of the territoryl dthem” (the threatening outsiders), they thus
rediscover a kind of community cohesion which reessthe precedence of the majority over the
claims of the minority. These minority groups arvereasingly required to conform to the norms of the
majority if they want to be accepted or they aguieed to be less visible or troublesome.

For these reasons, many political battles andathrés have an eminently symbolic value. Norms
might even be contradicted by court judgements, praye to be inapplicable or may have very
limited impact on the living conditions of immigtgnand minority groups. What counts is the
message they send out: that a majority communélg fiareatened and intends to defend itself against
intrusion and claims. Social order is restored i aim of recreating a kind of internal homoggnei
and rejecting the forms of “superdiversity” (Vereav2007) which threaten it. Policies of exclusion

39



Maurizio Ambrosini and Elena Caneva

are more threatening because of their culturalifiigmce than because of their actual content: they
tend to indirectly justify other more serious formaé xenophobia and discrimination (Ambrosini
2012).

The cases analysed have shown that the democatic which rewards the wishes of the majority,
can become an instrument of exclusion. It is imgoutrt therefore, to consider the antidotes to the
possible shifts in the absolute power of the pglecof the majority.

The first consists of reinforcing anti-discrimir@ti norms and institutions. European institutions in
particular could take on an even more incisive inl¢he defence of liberal values in the European
framework.

The second antidote consists of supporting andiairiy civil societies. This requires educational
investment, seats for debate and the opportunitglifdogue with the relevant political institutions

The third important response to the growth of petficof exclusion regards the need to give
immigrants, their representatives and their asfioaianetworks more say in matters. Those most
affected by the issues often run the risk of bégfigout of the discussions that concern them. Ithiee
emancipation of the working classes in the past,bitle for the respect for human rights, let alon
for cultural pluralism, will depend on the degreewthich minority groups under pressure manage to
take control of their own destiny.
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Chapter 3. Quests for recognition by Samis, Silesia, Hungarians and
Circassians

Ayhan Kaya

Introduction

Western European states have so far generatedusaniays of dealing with their minorities be it
ethnic, national, linguistic, or religious minoes. One needs to reveal the main features of the
management of national minorities by the westeatestin order to decipher the perception of the
claims of minorities. Management of cultural divierén Western Europe has followed up the ways in
which national minority claims have been perceibbgdhe respective states. As regards the ways in
which the modern states interpret minority claiMgll Kymlicka and Magda Opalski (2002) make a
two-fold separation: perceiving minority claimsaghallenge for national security, or as a quest fo
justice and fairness. They argue that the claimsational minorities are assessed primarily in term
of justice in the West, and on the other hand tmeyassessed in terms of security in former Eastern
and Central Europe.

According to Kymlicka and Opalski (2002), while timee West the goal is to find an accommodation
that is more or less fair to both majority and mityo in the East the goal is to ensure that miiesi
are unable to threaten the existence, or territoriagrity of the state. Accordingly, many demdara
states accepted that justice requires some forgelbfgovernment for minorities, and most of non-
democratic states believed that self-governmeninioorities poses a threat against the state.Harot
words, Western states tend to consider the demarstd by ethno-national minorities as a matter of
justice, which minorities have the legitimate rigbtenjoy as well. On the contrary, former Eastern
and Central European states interpreted the demamaéized by ethno-national minorities as a threat
to the security of the state. The primary reasotneziting minority claims in non-democratic couedri
as such is that minorities were believed to beabadltating with the neighboring countries (e.qg.
Serbians in Bosnia are believed to be collaboratiitig Serbia; or Kosovar Albanians with Albania).

Apparently there is a great discrepancy betweentloe positions summarized above. Justice and
fairness discourse on the one side, and loyaltysandrity discourse on the other. After making saich
comparison, Kymlicka and Opalski (2002) state ttie discourse of justice is of course more
favourable than the security discourse. Then, wghtd be done to refrain from the security disceurs
in the former Eastern and Central European cow®riEhe answer to this question is easy: to
desecuritize the discourse of minority rights byniing that into the discourse of justice and talem
However, the implementation of this answer seertigerado be a difficult task. Kymlicka and Opalski
(2002) also try to explain if it is possible to expthe western model of management of minority
rights to relatively non-democratic countries. Makisuch a proposal, their assumptions were that
Western European values have lately become domadbharound the world; Western discourse of
justice is apparently more efficient; Western moalelld work well if adopted in the then candidate
countries to the European Union; and Western madguite logical and reasonable. They further
claimed that it is possible to export the westeodeh to other countries as well.

The peculiarities of the Western model based ondikeourse of justice and fairness are that the
model has generally been competent enough in magagajor minority claims, which are threefold:
territorial autonomy, language claims, and ingtiual completeness (i.e. sustaining their own
universities). At the beginning of the twentietmttey, only Switzerland and Canada had adopted the
combination for territorial autonomy and officianguage status for substate national groups. Since
then, however, virtually all Western democraciethvgizable substate nationalist movements have
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moved in this direction. The list includes the aitup of autonomy for the Swedish-speaking Aland
Islands in Finland after the World War |; autonofay South Tyrol in Italy, and for Puerto Rico ireth
USA, after the World War II; federal autonomy foat&lonia and the Basque country in Spain in the
1970s; for Flanders in Belgium in the 1980s; andtmecently for Scotland, Wales and Corsica in the
1990s. These changes correspond to the fact thatewiedemocracies have turned out to be
multinational federalisms in one way or anothere Boiccess of Western democracies does not only
lie in granting minority groups the right to tearital autonomy, but also in granting them the ritght
enjoy their culture through bilingualism and unsiges. Consequently, what makes Western
democracies more reasonable and successful isgtitegranted to minorities for effective political
participation by eliminating the threshold systend detting almost all national minority groups
mobilize along political lines.

Former Eastern and Central European states regpdimer distinctly to such minority demands. In
Macedonia, the minority’s demand for a private ensity is considered as a threat to the existehce o
the state. For example, in East and Southeast Eut@pobjection to the idea of collective rights is
that they can be invoked as a basis of secession, threat to national security. Any claim for
territorial autonomy, minority language higher eaklian, collective rights or official language sttu
triggers the security discourse in the East. Oncthrary, in the West, the concern with collective
rights is that they can be invoked to supersedesithahl rights. In the West, quest for collective
rights, or minority nationalisms, only become sé@ed when they involve terrorism, as in Northern
Ireland or the Basque Country. As long as it remaneaceful and democratic, then minority
nationalism is not securitized, even if it explicitimed at secession. Nonetheless, the Westers way
of managing ethno-cultural and religious diverghould not be idealized and essentialized as there
are also various examples, which can be transiatedhe denial of collective rights of various gps

in the European countries. For instance one shoefdember the ways in which the Roma
communities have been treated by the Sarkozy gowvamhin France in 2010, and the ways in which
Muslim origin migrants and their descendants haenlreated in several European countries.

1. Multiple Forms of Managing Diversity

In proposing the Western democracy as a modelherformer East and Central European states,
Kymlicka and Opalski (2002) actually keep in mimétt minority nationalism discourse in search for
secession has lately changed its colour. Europeaonthas evidently displayed a stronger political
unity since the Tindemans Report submitted tocQbmmission in 1975, which prompted the member
states to form a unified political entity with hewn flag, antheme, myths, memories, regions, and
rights and duties granted to the EU citizens. Thnsmplicit assumption that Kymlicka and Opalski
(2002) have in proposing to replace the Eastercodise of security with the Western discourse of
justice is that a strong European Union vision maagourage the national minorities in East and
Southeast European countries not to challengetaite with secessionist or irredentist claims. Tlien,
return, the states can be expected to give up tbmoutse of security. The whole debate here
corresponds to the discourse of ‘unity in diversity

It is beneficial to substantiate the discourseunfity-in-diversity’ by referring to the works of Wi
Kymlicka - a discourse which has dominated the wayshich most of the European countries have
construed the claims of minorities including migsaand their descendants in the 1990s. There are
several political philosophers who have recentigdito provide some conceptual and philosophical
tools in order to lay out a framework around thecdssions on diversity. As stated earlier, Will
Kymlicka (1995), a liberal-communitarian, attemfiscombine ideas of liberal democratic principles
as a basis for a cohesive societal structure (uwit recognition of communitarian rights for auial
minorities (diversity) within the multinational $#a (Unity-in-diversity). Kymlicka claims that
collective rights for minority groups do not cortiet the liberal notion of politics, as they areqgial

for enabling individual freedoms for the membershaf minority group in question (Kymlicka, 1995:
46).
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On the other hand Brian Barry, a liberal, warns teader about the cleavages springing from a
multiculturalist approach, since respect for diitgrdreatens the unity necessary for promotingaéqu
distribution among citizens. This is not wholly aconomic issue, but also one of distributing equal
rights. Barry points to the negative consequenddsymlicka's emphasis on ‘group rights’ when it
comes to sectarian religious groups. He arguesstiat groups could never be granted group specific
rights, if the (liberal) state is to remain trueit® ideal of impartiality and neutrality (BarryP@1.:
165). This approach is characterized by a commitpfest, to basic liberal civil and political righ
Second, Barry endorses the idea of state neutlitypartiality. Third, Barry’s position is egadiian

in the sense that his norm of equal treatment reg@qualizing the resources that individuals Essse
in order to pursue their chosen goals. Fourth pbisition underlines that claims made on behalf of
culture cannot be justified in the name of libgustice, and that the norm of equal treatment megui
rights that are insensitive to those differencest tmulticulturalism prompts us to observe. His
priorities lie at the rule of the majority with pesct for individual rights over the principles abgp-
centred multiculturalism, a kind of “Unity-over-dixsity”.

However, Iris Marion Young (2000: 215), a commurién, questions this ‘unity’ as a necessary
ground for a modern pluralistic society. Instead plomotes a ‘politics of difference’, which aints a

recognizing cultural and social differentiation arggeople settled in a particular region. The peopl

then, do not necessarily need to share the sanie ideals; rather they ought to focus on reaching
agreements and coalitions for political problemvsg (Young, 2000: 216-217). In contrast to

notions of segregation and even ideals of assivglahtegration, Young (2000: 206) postulates a
principle of ‘together-in-difference’. Young’'s p@extive is in tune with the Levinasian view

proposing a deontological ethics to replace thelogical warfare between self and the other. The
main rationale of this stance is to respect thejugmess of the other without trying to assimilate
him/her into mainstream culture.

Kymlicka’'s perspective of ‘unity-in-diversity’ stas somewhere between the two perspectives,
namely ‘unity-over-diversity’ and ‘together-in-odfence’. What Kymlicka implicitly proposes by
‘unity-in-diversity’ is somewhat similar to what &tHes Taylor offers by the model of ‘politics of
difference’. Charles Taylor argues in favour of ialabical model of justification based on the
recognition of the uniqueness of collective idéegit He calls this model the “politics of recogmiti

to distinguish it from the standard liberal moddiieth he terms the "politics of equal dignity". He
characterizes their difference as follows:

"With the politics of equal dignity, what is esteled is meant to be universally the same, anichnt
basket of rights and immunities; with the politafsrecognition, what we are asked to recognizées t
unique identity of this individual or group, thelistinctness from everyone else. The idea is that i
precisely this distinctness that has been ignagexssed over, assimilated to a dominant or majority
identity" (Taylor, 1994: 38).

Thus, while the politics of equal dignity "foughtrfforms of non-discrimination that were quite
‘blind’ to the ways in which citizens differ, theoltics of difference often redefines non-
discrimination as requiring that we make thesdrdiibns the basis of differential treatment” (Tayl
1994: 39). In other words, what Taylor calls ‘pigbt of equal dignity’ is identical with Brian Barsy
assimilationist perspective of ‘unity-over-diveysit

The example Taylor cites in defense of the politiésdifference is that of the French speaking
community of Quebec. They should be granted speals and immunities so as to be able to
preserve their unique collective identity and tantan their cultural distinctness from the majpraf
English speaking Canada. Taylor's model of the tigsli of recognition is neither neutral nor
perfectionist: it rests on the Herderian presunmptib equal worth, namely, that "all human cultures
that have animated whole societies over some ceradite stretch of time have something important
to say to all human beings" (Taylor, 1994: 66)isltdialogic, insofar as it promotes cross-cultural
exchange among different groups and collectivitigdse aim of such an exchange is to enlarge our
understanding of other cultures, so that we ang thay learn something from the dialogic encounter.
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The aim, in other words, is to achieve a "fusiorhofizons" (Horizontverschmelzung), to use Hans
Georg Gadamer (1999)'s well-known formulation, ordther words, to experience a “process of
heterogenesis”, to use Guattari (1989)’s formutatio

In what follows four different case studies will Biscussed in a comparative way in order to fintd ou

the convergences and divergences between the waylsich Sami minority claims are responded by
the Swedish state, Silesian minority claims by Badish state, Hungarian minority claims by the

Romanian state, and Circassian diasporic claimsthgy Turkish state. What kinds of means,

institutions and techniques do they use to raisg tholitical claims? Who are they? How are they

defined by their respective states? These are tlestigns to be answered in the first place. The
comparison will be made in accordance with the dadaided by four different teams who conducted

their own individual studies using different resgarechniques ranging from discourse analysis @f th

official documents, speeches of politicians, mextigerage of the relevant issues to interviewing the
members of minority groups, politicians, scholgwsrnalists, and bureaucrats.

2. Types of minorities?

The term minority is a rather contested term. K kegal, political, sociological and anthropologjica

connotations. Hence, the cases studies compar#dsirwork display different characteristics with

regard to the definition of the term minority. WhiBami minority in Sweden and Hungarian minority
in Romania are legally defined minorities with tlights granted them with regard to their political

representation at both local and national levdlsstans in Poland and Circassians in Turkey ate no
accepted as legal minorities by their respectiatest

2.1. Sami Minority in Sweden:

The Swedish Sami people were given a special statdi£onstitutionally recognized as a minority for
the first time by the Swedish Parliament in 20186%52010:1408). In the introductory chapter it was
stated that the “opportunities of the Sami peopld athnic, linguistic and religious minorities to
preserve and develop a cultural and social liffneir own shall be promoted” (SFS, 1974: 152, Ch. 1
Art. 2). Already in 1993, however, the popularlea@kd Swedish Sami Parliament (Sametinget) was
established in order to grant cultural autonomythte Sami people, and today the parliament is
considered to be the main body to ensure Samids¢dfrmination. In many ways, the situation and
status of the Sami people is highly acknowledged eetognized in Sweden through the Sami
Parliament. The Sami people have also been grapiedal language and educational rights through
Sweden’s ratification of the European frameworkveotions concerning the rights of national
minorities. Members of the Sami people are grathedright to communicate in their own language
with courts and other important state authoritieghe northern parts of Sweden where the bulk ®f th
Sami population are living. Samis have been stingdlor the following claims: to strengthen the
Sami culture, to raise the knowledge of their oamgluage, to represent the interests of the hunting,
fishing and reindeer industry and to increase tity@among the Sami.

However, the recognition of the Sami people seambet challenged, or undermined, by different
forms of discrimination and intolerance in SwedEor the first time in history, the Swedish state
formulated an apology for the discrimination angugtice that the Sami people had experienced
throughout history by the Minister of Agriculturédnnika Ahnberg, in 1998. Questions of
discrimination and injustice are still salient ietpublic debate. For instance, there have beeraev
conflicts during the last few years on the rightue land and water for the maintenance of Sami
reindeer on private property, where the Swedishré3up Court ruled in favor of the Sami for the first
time in the case of Nordmaling in 2011 (HD, 201h).its decision, the Supreme Court also
acknowledged that the Sami people is indigenoug;hwimeans that the members of the group are the
first inhabitants in the territories at stake. ldddéion to these conflicts, there have been severe
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conflicts on the construction of wind power parks traditional reindeer grazing areas. In its
observations concerning how Sweden fulfils the eoions concerning the elimination of all forms
of racial discrimination, the United Nations (UN) riegularly voicing concerns over these kinds of
issues with regard to the fact that the issue ohership of land and water has not yet been
investigated (UN, 2004, Art. 12-14; UN, 2008, Ar®-22).

2.2. Hungarian Minority in Romania:

Romanian population is composed of mostly ethnien®uans (88.6 percent), Hungarians (6.5
percent), Roma (1.7 percent) and some others grddpsgarians constitute the largest national
minority in Romania. After the Second World Ware tHungarians tried to integrate their minority
status and obtain the individual and collectivehtsgthey were promised at the 1918 Union. The
upsurge of the Communist regime in Romania browdittut hope for the Hungarian minority. In
1952, the Popular Republic was creating, undemptiessure of Moscow’s autonomous policies, the
Hungarian Autonomous Region, which was later cdedelin 1968 as a result of an
administrative/territorial reorganization. After €harest abandoned Moscow’s policy favorable to
minorities, Hungarians became "cohabitant natitieali or "Hungarian-speaking Romanians”, in
other words, second class citizens. Although thengduan leaders continued to feature in the
Communist party leadership until the fall of Comismm (Pippidi, 2000), it did not spare the
community of persecutions. The clustering and diatéen of Hungarian schools, the mandatory
assignments after graduation from university, thange in the ethnic composition of Transylvania
through the industrialization process, they ar¢ralcoordinates of Ceausescu’s assimilationigepro
(Andreescu, 2004; Gallagher, 1999).

The Romanian revolution of December 1989 againset @ommunist regime, with its start in
Timisoara by the persecutions of the secret paga@inst a Hungarian pastor, meant a new starting
point for the Hungarians to renegotiate their ageaments with the state: the negotiation of itsustat
and the definition of the institutional frameworleant to protect identity and administer it (Robotin
2005). The first and last violent Romanian — Huragainter-ethnic conflict burst in March 1990 in
Targu Mures in the post-revolutionary confusioneTiiternational background, Romania’s aspiration
to accede to EU and NATO, as well as the domesiiitigal events turned this process into a more
refined one, if not actually entirely abandonedudhthe Hungarians gained significant political,
cultural and linguistic rights.

2.3. Silesians in Poland:

Silesians have often been considered as a certifoige by the Polish state threatening the ugitgt
security of Poland, and right-wing populist partse€h as the Law and Justice Party have named them
as “camouflaged German”. Silesia is a borderlamyiore and the Silesians attempted at creating an
independent polity immediately after the WWI, anecldring their autonomy during the interwar
period. Ethnographically speaking, Silesia wasladual, and prevailingly Catholic region. German
was used in secular public spaces such as sclodfides, and business, while Polish was the languag
of religion. In everyday life and in their privagpaces, Silesians usually used their own dialdagw
constitutes a Slavic language permeated with magyn@n words and often structured according to
the German grammar. Being located at the bordérsi8ns experienced often harsh policies of both
Polonisation and Germanisation since the World Whmek, 1999).

Silesians are not recognized as an official migdoyt the Polish state. They have often been pegdeiv
as traitors and collaborators by the Polish natistsa Silesians have become more outspoken during
the European integration process of Poland in atal has eased the declaration of ethno-cultural
differences of minorities in public space. Populaconstruction of the Silesian identity is also
correlated with the growing impact of the internetiich makes the dissemination of identities
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possible across the national borders. Historicgiigaking, the Silesian minority in Poland has often
been perceived by the Polish state as a threahsigdie national security, or as “camouflaged
Germans” collaborating with Germany. The Law andtide Party, which has a strong populist
tendency, has openly portrayed them as traitordeciying the Polish national unity due to their
ethno-cultural and linguistic claims.

The communist past in Poland was repressive towhedpoliticization of ethno-cultural and religious
claims of minority groups. However, several ethard religious organisations — most often called
‘cultural associations’, had a centralised strugtand they were both financed and controlled by
central authorities. Ethno-cultural and religiousionities were hardly perceptible in everyday lifie.
the process of democratic change they were allaweidrm independent associations and express
their identities. The Treaty with Germany signetl9@1 gave political rights to the German minority
who have self-organised themselves into variouscissons whose members had ‘miraculously’
risen to hundreds of thousands despite several svaf/enigrations in the past. Due to a special
election law for ethnic minorities stating thatmthorganisations’ candidates do not have to nfeet t
requirement of crossing a 5 percent threshold désomationwide in order to be elected to the
parliament, as well as its concentration in the [®pegion, this minority has managed to have its
representatives in the lower chamber of parliamesejm. However, so far only German minority are
able to mobilise themselves enough to have at tesstepresentative in the national parliament.

2.4. Circassian Diaspora in Turkey

The term ‘minority’ has a delicate history in Tuykeas it often has negative connotations in the
popular imagery. There are three legally recognimaabrities in Turkey according to the Lausanne
Treaty signed between Turkey and the Allied Povirerduly 1923. Non-Muslims such as the Greeks
(Roumi), Jews and Armenians were officially recaguli as minorities. In Turkish popular memory,
minorities are often believed to be the causehefdissolution of the Ottoman Empire as they were
believed to have collaborated with the Europeangrsvio dismantle the Empire. The best way to
explain the sources of such a kind of scepticisthfaar among the state elite vis-a-vis minoritetoi
refer to the “Sévres Syndrome”, which is based deaa deriving from the post-World War | era
characterized with a popular belief regarding ik of the break-up of the Turkish state (§m@004:
12).

Despite being a ‘constitutive element’ of the Tshknation, the Circassians became subject to \sariou
discriminative policies in the nation-building pess especially after the 1930s when the spectre of
Fascism and National Socialism was roaming aroumdeurope. In the current Turkish political
context, the Circassians, who have been mobilifmthavith ethno-cultural claims, protest againgt th
suppressive and discriminative policies and prastimplemented by the state throughout the history
of the republic. By mobilizing through ethno-culilirassociations, protests, conferences and
campaigns, along with the other cultural minoritidee Circassians aspire to be one of the driving
forces of the democratization process whereby thegalize their claims for the elimination of
discrimination against ethnic minorities, and fbe trespect for individual rights as well as for the
cultural rights. Therefore, although the politicalobilization of Circassians contributes to the
democratic consolidation of Turkey, the Circassieasnot yet raise their voices through legitimate
political channels as much as they wish to. RatherCircassian challenge vis-a-vis the natiorestat
prevalently handled by the government policies mgka specific reference to all-encompassing
principles and concepts such as constitutionatesighip, equal citizenship rights, and respect and
recognition for cultural differences.

Since the deepening of the European integratiocgs® in the early 2000s, the Circassians have
become more vocal in raising their claims on theogaition of their right to education in mother
tongue, recognition of their ethno-cultural identitight to dual citizenship, recognition of their
contribution to the foundation of the Republic mablg the politicians, military officers and

48



Quests for recognition by Samis, Silesians, Hurageriand Circassians

bureaucrats of Caucasus origin, and removal ofrgimmns of Cerkes Ethem as a “traitor” from
school textbooks (Bilmez, 2011; Yilmaz, 2011). @ssian claims for constitutional citizenship,
recognition and respect, and the government'satinit for a constitutional reform and legal
arrangements to secure political and cultural ggban be categorized as a good example of
accommodation of ethno-cultural diversity challengferring to tolerance in political life.

3. Types of institutions to present minority claifhs

Case studies also differ in accordance with thegygf institutions presenting their claims in pabli
space. As the Samis and Hungarians are officiabognized minorities they have the local and
national parliamentary facilities to present thelaims. However, the Silesians and Circassians
generate some civic, cultural and folkloric asstare to present their claims to the state. Europea
integration process, transnational networks anermet also become strategically important for both
communities to raise their claims in public spddelike the Circassians, the Silesians are incliteed
generate political movements aiming at culturalicadional and linguistic autonomy.

3.1. Samis in Sweden

Contemporary Sami policy has its origins in thetms formulated during the end of the 19th century
around an image of the Sami as reindeer herdedsa &elief that they were physically adapted ts thi
industry and unable to support themselves throughaher profession. In the changing political
climate in the aftermath of World War 11, the Sawere to be assimilated into and integrated in the
full-blown Swedish welfare state. Moreover, by tteemation in 1950 of the first national Sami
organization, Svenska Samernas Riksforbund (SSR),SAmi movement was strengthened. SSR
challenged the Swedish policy in their claims ttieg Sami had older usage of the land than the
Swedish state, and that Sami reindeer herding asadoon the Sami rights to land and water. During
the 1960's SSR started to justify Sami rights mirticapacity of being an indigenous people.

Sami Parliament was established in 1993. The newiyned parliament was given both an
administrative and a representative status. Tha klhind this construction was to guarantee the
cultural autonomy of the Sami people, while makofiyious to them that the parliament was not
completely autonomous. However, with the statuaraadministrative authority, the parliament is not
granted any actual political power, such as a rhparticipation in decision-making, veto-rights
concerning administrative decisions, or independentces of income. The parliament’s opportunity
to act on its own initiative is thus limited by thlgrants from the Swedish state, and as an
administrative authority it ought to observe ohijatt.

3.2. Hungarians in Romania:

Hungarian minority is mainly represented by the Deratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania
(DAHR). The organization was established in Decenit#89 for the purpose of “defending and
representing Hungarian community’s interests”. Apaaliamentary and as a ruling party, DAHR
initiated and contributed to the law-making proctsd resulted in the improvement of the Hungarians
and of other minorities’ status. The Hungariansya$l as the other minorities, obtained the right t
association, to participation and representatioraarational and local level, the right to signage i
mother tongue in the localities and counties witleeeminority reaches, or exceeds, 20 percent of the
population, to use mother tongue in the local mubliministration, in justice and in relation to the
state institutions from the localities where miiprieaches or exceeds 20 percent of the population,
and the right to education in the mother tonguelbaducation levels, including universities.
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3.3. Silesians in Poland:

Silesians are very much engaged in the activitfeth® Ruch Autonomilaska (RAS, the Silesian
Autonomy Movement), which is a regional organizativith an educational, cultural and political
profile fighting for the restoration of the regidreutonomy of Upper Silesia based on historical
grounds. RAS's activities are primarily based oa kiternet, which is an extremely popular tool
reshaping the Silesian identity at both nationad #&mansnational level disseminating the Silesian
claims to those Silesians residing across the matioorders such as Germany. There are virtually no
printed versions of the charter of the organisatianflyers or manifestos — a very broad acceskdo
Internet in Silesia has prospered the RAS, whichuldvde otherwise difficult due to the lack of
external funding.

RAS, an officially registered organisation, has laady defined political aim of creating an
autonomous region in Poland. In 2011, RAS becanseessful in local elections and entered the
ruling coalition in the local parliament of GériSyask/Upper Silesia voivodship. This success and a
coalition with the local branch of the currentlytioawide ruling party, the Civic Platform / Platfoa
Obywatelska, stirred discussions about the admatige and political constitution of Poland, the
ethnic composition of the ‘nation’, and the limaésdemocracy and tolerance. RAS members have so
far raised their arguments, opinions and discoursésa persistent reference to the turbulent gast,
with a tangible focus on the constitutional demogreneeting all formal standards of the European
Union. What is also remarkable for the Silesianarity is the ways in which they try to mobilize the
transnational Silesian communities who live actbs# national borders, particularly Silesian migra
communities residing in Germany.

3.4. Circassians in Turkey:

Circassians have so far been mobile in public spgameans of their ethno-cultural associations. The
rise of the number of ethnic associations (derngk#)e urban space indicates that they often usk s
means to raise their cultural and political claifagnic associations provide diasporic subjects ait
safe haven from capitalist urban life. All assdoias in every city are alike. Each has similar aims
such as organizing language courses, cultural egenfolk dances and trips to the homeland. Ethnic
associations play an instrumental role in the mees of construction and articulation of Circassian
diasporic identity. Historically speaking, Dost Bfardimlasma Dernegi (1946), Kuzey Kafkasya
Kaltir Dernesi (Northern Caucasia Culture Association, 1964)fkka Derngi (Kaf-Der, Caucasian
Association, 1993), Kafkas Vakfi (the Caucasianrféation, 1995) and Birjgk Kafkasya Derngi

(the United Caucasian Association, 1995), and Kaf-BKafkas Dernekleri Federasyonu, Federation
of Caucasian Associations, 2004). Nowadays, theee approximately 80 different associations
throughout the country.

Circassians have recently become more politicizezltd their rising expectations from the European
integration process of Turkey, which has becomeematensive since 1999 Helsinki Summit of the

EU. Circassian associations try to refrain themeselfrom using a minority discourse due to the
negative connotations of the term in the Turkishtegt. Instead, they underline the efforts of their
forefathers in the establishment of the Turkish uRdip as the “constitutive elements” of the nation

similar to the Turks, Kurds and Alevis. Circass@ssociations such as Kaf-Der and Democratic
Circassian Platform abandoned minority politics the early 2000s to contribute to the

democratization process of Turkey on the way toEbeopean Union. As known, the post-Helsinki

period was very decisive in the expansion of satiehovements ranging from employers’

associations to labour unions, or from ethnic gsotgreligious groups. Kurds, Alevis, Circassians,
Armenians, Romans and Assyrians are some of thesgg that vocalized their concerns in the
aftermath of the Helsinki Summit. Such attemptsenveonsequential in weakening the oppressive
hegemony of the Turkish state vis-a-vis non-Sumai-Turkish, and/or non-Muslim groups.
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One of the important elements which differentidte Circassian diasporic communities from the
former indigenous communities is the ways in whibby have recently discovered the power of
transnationalizing their cause in order to makeesgure on the Turkish state for extending politica
and cultural rights to the Circassians. EuropeatiaP@ent and the Council of Europe have become
important venues for the Circassian diaspora toresgptheir concerns in international platform.
Transnational connections and global communicattbannels have shaped the ways in which
Circassian diaspora have recently started to these claims in a way that transcends the hegemonic
power of their countries of settlement such as &wyrkCircassians are no longer content with thesway
in which they are perceived by the Turkish stateeyTwant to be recognized by the Turkish state as a
collective group, but not only as individuals. THesearch also reveals that transnationalizaticdheof
Circassian social movements and the use of thalsoeidia impact the ways in which their claims are
recently being raised in a way that challengestthditional patriarchal structure of the Circassian
communities.

4. Their perceptions by the states?

Finally, a third way of making comparison amongstheases is to see the dynamics of recognition
and mobilization of their claims. One should tryuoderstand if these minority groups (a) are not
tolerated and discriminated, hence they mobilizentelves for the search of tolerance and
acceptance; or (b) if they are socially and cultyraccepted minorities who are mobilizing
themselves for the search of political recognitidmough the right to self-determination, or
incorporation into the institutions; or (c) if theye already institutionally recognized and resgct
minorities, who are mobilizing themselves to haltial-economic discrimination, or the deterioration
of their situation. It seems that the Samis andHhagarians fit into the third category as they are
officially recognized, but still exposed to dischimation and intolerance. However, their political
integration does not necessarily mean that theynate discriminated by the state and society. The
Silesians fit into the second category as theyiragearch of political recognition. On the othentia
the Circassians seem to be fitting into the fiegegory as they are in search of recognition agpe@

by the state.

4.1. Samis in Sweden:

In spite of the demonstration of acceptance ontmma and constitutional level, an intolerant and
stereotypical understanding of the Sami people stemrevail. The research conducted on the
representation of the Sami shows that the Sanstdrdeing discriminated by the state and society
general. The analysis shows that the media disedwas both direct and indirect consequences for the
political representation of the Sami, delimitingithrecognised right to self-determination. Dirgctt
affects the construction of a Sami public sphardispensable for the parliament to function inrdie

as a representative body. The news reporting igeldnin scope as it privileges reporting on intérna
conflicts and individual behaviour and tend to eeglor ignore fundamental political problems of the
Sami people, thus it contributes to a de-polititigaof Sami politics. Furthermore, it contributesa
conception of the parliament as problematic anduhtional, thereby undermining the potential
level of trust of its constituency. Indirectly, tlmmphasis on the democratic and administrative
immaturity of the Sami parliament reproduces stigr@oal images of the Sdmi as unable to handle
their own affairs, thus framing the problem in a&dfic way and limiting the range of possible
political options for the Sami.

51



Ayhan Kaya

4.2. Hungarians in Romania:

Despite the fact that Hungarian minority in Romaisigolitically integrated, they are still accudnd

the Romanian nationalists of generating a dualltpyawards Romania and Hungary. That is why, in
public imagery they are not seen as trustworthigesits, being more attached to their own ethnicity
than to the Romanian state. Furthermore, Romaniajority have generated some fears about the
Hungarian minority with regard to their irredentisclinations towards the neighboring country,
Hungary. Despite the entry of Romania into the BL2007, conflicts between the Romanian majority
and the Hungarian minority have not yet calmed dame should not also underestimate the impact
of the Hungarian state on the Hungarian minorityRmmania. The passage of a citizenship law by
Orban government in Budapest now enables the R@amahkiungarians to acquire Hungarian
citizenship; the escalation of claims by relativetyall but highly vocal groups of local Hungarian
politicians of a special status in the countiefafghita, Covasna, and Mures in Szeklers Land also
reinforces Hungarian minority nationalism; and duelly the representative office of the Szekledlan
in Brussels in 2011 contributes to the dissemimatibHungarian claims across the national borders.

4 .3. Silesians in Poland:

Primarily because of the trauma of the past, thiisfPatate is still far away from identifying the
Silesians as an officially recognized minority. TPelish Parliament accepted the Act on Minoritres i
2005, making a distinction between ethnic minasitd national minorities. A national minority is a
group: a) less numerous than the rest of the statkabitants; b) differentiated by language, celtor
tradition and aiming to maintain the differentiajoc) possessing consciousness of a historical
national community; d) inhabiting Polish territcigr at least 100 years; e) and identifying with the
nation organized in a state. Several groups wefimedk as national minority including Germans,
Belarussians, Ukranians and Lithuanians but nasiihs. Similar to all these national minorities,
Silesians also use their right to organise themaseltiowever, the paradox is that Silesians are not
recognised by the authorities as a minority.

4.4. Circassians in Turkey:

Circassians embody one of the largest ethno-clilwirgorities living in Turkey. Though they are not
legally defined as a minority like the non-Muslininorities (Jews, Greek-Rums, and Armenians),
sociologically and anthropologically they consttat minority. So far, they have not been considered
by the majority society to be facing any major abb since their arrival in Anatolia in the lastger

of the nineteenth century. However, recent studésed out in Turkey demonstrate that it is ndion
the non-Muslims, Kurds and Alevis who have beenjemibto a kind of structural exclusion with
regard to having equal access to political anducalltrights, but also the Circassians have been
through the discriminatory acts of the state arel riajority society since the early days of the
Republic in 1920s (Kutay, 2004).

Circassians have been exposed to some acts ofntdisation by the Turkish state, and that while
having a strong orientation towards their homelarubt of the Circassian population in Turkey still
feel themselves to be guests (Ulker, 2007; Kay&428nd 2005). The fact that the voices of the
Circassians have not been heard so far in the gaphce reflects to some extent the power of both
formal and popular majority nationalisms to whitleyt have been subject. The current Turkish state
policies generated to respond to the Circassidmslaannot be considered as a discourse and practic
of respect and recognition. On the contrary, theies of the contemporary government (Justice and
Development Party, AKP) spring from a discoursetadération towards the Circassians, who are
actually in search of a constitutional citizenshaguality, and respect with regard to their ethno-
cultural differences. The state actors are notgletrant towards the politicization of minority ctes
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as in the case of the Circassians. However, clltarel folkloric forms of representations
demonstrated by ethno-cultural minorities are &kt by the Turkish state.

Conclusions

Four case studies display various characteristidsich are sometimes converging, sometimes
diverging, with each other. Swedish case studyalsvthat Samis have so far gained a full-fledged
right to political representation in both natiorgadd local levels. However, Samis are still far from
experiencing an egalitarian treatment by the statmiety and media as they are still being
stereotypically coupled with backwardness, bad-emegness, and being traditional. It seems that
Samis still need the parental authority and beretdblerance of the Swedish state and societgto b
able to raise their claims through legitimate padit grounds, which are believed to be far frormbei
internalized by the Samis. On the other hand, tlesi&ns in Poland, the Hungarians in Romania, and
the Circassians in Turkey face similar problems mtieey raise their claims in regard to the ways in
which they are perceived by the respective statbsir cultural and political claims encounter a
relatively strong resistance of the state due ¢éocthmmon stereotypes produced about the minorities,
who are believed to be challenging the security iaddisibility of the nation, which is based on a
myth of homogeneity.

Rather than perceiving the claims raised by ethutwwal minorities as a quest for justice and
equality, Poland, Romania and Turkey are more riedito perceive them as a challenge against
national unity, which was believed to be securedHsy majority against all the odds deriving from
former neighbouring colonial powers. Circassiansé a different example in the sense that they ar
a diasporic kind of community, whose cultural amtitiral claims have also become more vocalised
during the European integration process of Turkeyaisimilar way to the rise of the claims of
Silesians and Hungarians as an outcome of thefaramative power of the European Union. The
research indicates that Silesian and Circassidmglaave become more outspoken in line with the
European integration of Poland and Turkey. EU istai@ly perceived as an anchor by these
communities, which help them raise their cultunadl goolitical claims through democratic forms of
participation in politics.

Hungarian claims in Romania and Silesian claimBatand are partly perceived by the state as acts of
secessionism and irredentism. Historical conflosveen Germany and Poland on the one hand, and
Hungary and Romania on the other hand, are siitigoeeproduced by some of the state actors in a
way that securitizes those minority claims. Howewtechnological innovations such as the internet
make it easier now for the dissemination of thokent in and across the national boundaries.
Silesians and Circassians efficiently use theslks inmrder to make their voices heard in transmei
space, thus to make an impact on the decision makiocesses of the respective states. Transnational
element seems to be one of the driving forces afahminorities that are not yet recognized by their
states as officially recognized minorities.

To recapitulate, one could make a comparison antteege four cases in several different ways. First
of all, these cases can be compared with regatidetmature of their claims for autonomy, equality,
justice and fairness. It is displayed that the stilles and Hungarians raise their claims along with
guest for autonomy, the Samis and Circassians theie claims along with political, cultural and
economic lines in order to acquire equality andigesvis-a-vis the majority nation. Secondly, it
becomes apparent that these cases are also cohepaitb regard to the patterns of mobilization
which they generate through either internationabuoeces, or new technologies such as Internet, or
elite or grass-root politics. The Silesians, Hurgas and Circassians have certainly become
politically more active along with the Europeanemtation process of their states. Silesians and
Circassians have also used internet to a greaedegrvocalize their claims across the boundafies o
the nation-states, and to make their claims hegrthé international community. Sami claims are
rather expressed by the newly emerging Sami dilte.ways in which the aforementioned minorities
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are perceived by their respective states and mjoations differ to a great extent. It seems that
Samis and Circassians are perceived by their régpestates as the constitutive elements of the
Swedish and Turkish national identities, whereasidgdmnians and Silesians are not due to their
ambiguous loyalty to the state.

Eventually, one could observe that there are twmpmiing forms of managing diversity in the
European countries: multiculturalist form, and delmanist form. The former corresponds to the
‘unity-in-diversity’ approach, which recognizes weticultural, linguistic, national and religious
differences of minorities. The latter translatesoithe ‘unity-over-diversity’ approach, which is
difference blind and assimilationist. It seems tthet EU is going to continue to be witnessing the
competition between these two models, each of whiashits own advantages and disadvantages for
the minority communities. It is not easy to estientite winner of this race. However, what is cerigin
that the democratic consolidation in the Europgzate depends on the states’ capacity and ability to
interpret the minority claims as a quest for justand fairness, but not as a challenge against the
national security.
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Chapter 4. Minority Mobilisations in France and the United Kingdom: the
Case of Muslim Organisations

Angéline Escafre-Dublet and Jan Dobbernack

Introduction

France and the United Kingdom allegedly displayt@asting opportunity structures with regards to
the political mobilisation and representation offpionmigration minority interests. In line with its
pluralist ‘national model’, British politics is shito embrace group representation and to endorse
ethno-religious identities as legitimate basis fwbilisation. By contrast, French politics is s¢en
confine identities to the private sphere and to/ adlow for the representation of general concerns.
While such characterisations have some basis lityrestark contrasts between the two country cases
appear overdrawn. Individual cases of minority-rliishfion reveal pressures that exist in both
countries as well as opportunities for migratiolated minorities to insert themselves into politica
life. This report considers and contrasts Muslinbiteations around the British General Election of
2010 and the mobilisation during debates abouttéaio France as examples of minority claims-
making in two “old immigration countries”.

The report focuses on minority organisations areir tattempts to articulate claims in the national
context. In ‘multiculturalist’ Britain, minority neresentatives can be portrayed as divisive and in
‘integrationist’ France, organisations strugglentake their claims seem acceptable in Republican
terms. Their ability to express specific concerasr@mbers of minorities may be considered as an
indicator of the level of acceptance within eachrtoy’s political life. Yet organisations also setek
test and extend the boundaries of acceptance. Wargiie that in each national case study, minority
organisations face the challenge of particularignhilghlighting the compatibility of their claims thi

the respective national framework. Rather than idenisig the level of acceptance as a given, this
report suggests that it should be explored asult r@sinteractions, symbolic claims and the extens

of boundaries in which minority organisations aftem centrally involved.

First, the report identifies the differences betwé&eench and British political opportunity strucsr
Second, it briefly presents each case. Third, stulises the implication of each analysis for an
assessment of tolerance in each country.

1. Background Elements

1.1. Political participation and citizenship

Full political rights in Britain as in France arecsired by obtaining citizenship. In both counttigs
currently requires a minimum of five years legadidence. By international standards, these formal
requirements are seen to be fairly liberal. The mamatively easy access to British citizenship has
increasingly been regarded as a problem and measarenake naturalisation conditional upon
command of the English language and knowledge @fsBrhistory and culture were introduced. In
France, naturalisation is conditional upon a dotenf assimilation. Until recently, this was assab

by an administrative officer during a meeting wille applicant. Since July 2012, all applicants must
pass a French language and culture test (decrdelZ®&b of 11 October 2011).
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In France, 40% of the foreign-born population hétdnch citizenship and are thus eligible to vate. |
the UK, immigrants coming from former British coles (India, Pakistan and the Caribbean) are a
special case: they were eligible to vote in nafigraliamentary elections upon their arrival (even
though immigration flows coming from this area weestricted starting 1962). In comparison with
France and other post-colonial migration count(geh as Belgium or the Netherlands), the United
Kingdom has one of the highest ethnic minority dapans with a right to vote in Europe (Cracknell
2012).

Despite significant mobilizations of British Soufsians for labour rights, political participation
among British minority groups remained low in thamediate aftermath of their arrival. Yet in recent
years there have been significant civil society timdiions with ethnic minority involvement. Even
within formal politics, there has been some movetr€or the first time, ethnic minority turnout &t
British General Election 2010 exceeded the majodtyerage. By contrast, despite significant
mobilisation for immigrant rights in the 1970s ab@80s in France, the participation of immigrants
and descendants of immigrants in France remains $amveys demonstrate the low rates of voter
registration among French people with immigrantepts as opposed to those with no immigrant
background (Richard 1998).

1.2 Political representation

Recently, there has been some effort made to isertbee number of ethnic minority representatives in
British politics. The first six non-white MPs in glewar Britain were elected in 1986. The
Westminster parliament now includes 27 ethnic mipdvPs, the House of Lords 48 peers, Scottish
Parliament 28 MSPs and the Welsh Assembly 2 AMs\okliy representation in local government
has remained relatively stable, between 3% and Ba6spns 2009; Cracknell 2012). In France, the
National Assembly includes 10 minority MPs in 20ft#at is 1,8% of the total MPS for an estimated
12% of the population with an immigrant backgrouityen though this is a notable increase as
compared with 2002, when only one representatithefNational Assembly was non-white, France is
evidently still lagging behind the UK or the Netlagids where minority members represent 8% of the
lower chamber.

Minority representatives in France and the UK am@nty left-wing. All minority deputies in the
French National Assembly belong to the SocialigtyPa\s for British minority MPs, most of them
are Labour MPs although the number of Conservdilf?s is increasing. Historically, there was a
clear alignment of interests between Labour andigrant groups, and the Labour Party became the
near-exclusive entry point for ethnic minority zéns into politics well into the 1980s.

Some disenchantment in particular about Laboursifm policy record has made this link appear
more tenuous. Labour’'s Roy Hattersley remarked upatio 1997 when he “heard of a Khan, Saleem
or Igbal who did not support Labour | was both aged and astonished.” Such assumptions about
political loyalties have been put into questionpiarticular by considerable disenchantment among
Muslims about Labour’s foreign policy record. Othgarties increasingly appeal to ethnic minority
constituents and at the 2012 election the Conseegaincreased their non-white MPs from 2 to 11.

As for France, President Sarkozy decided to appminumber of minority politicians to his 2007
government (Rachida Dati, Justice Minister; Ramale/aHuman Rights State Secretary and Fadela
Amara, Urban Development State Secretary); yetetteggpointments were short-lived. In the last
presidential campaign, Sarkozy’s UMP avoided arsculsion about the political representation of
minorities. As for President Francois Hollande appointed seven minority government members out
of 38 that is 20% (notably: Christiane Taubira,tidésMinister; Najat Valaud Belkacem, Women'’s
Rights Minister and Victorin Hurel, Overseas Mieigt He made a point in respecting a gender
balance in the formation of the government (19 woraed 19 men) so as to respect parity and to
increase the representation of diversity in theegoment in comparison with the Sarkozy government
of 2007.
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13 Political claims-making

French and British political structures display trasting features with regard to political claims-
making on the basis of ethnic minority identiti€sere is no general rule in Britain that would et
minority groups from articulating specific concerradthough it may well be the case that such
mobilizations on the basis of ethno-religious mities will be negatively perceived and thus remain
unsuccessful.

France is certainly more averse to ethnic demahdisle 1 of the 1958 French constitution statest th

the Republic: “shall ensure the equality of alizgihs before the law regardless of their origintd an
this has been generally understood as invalidamgmobilisation on the basis of ethnic or religiou
belonging. In Britain, the Labour Party has beerehicle for post-immigration groups to articulate
their interests. Although Labour provided channiate formal politics, it has not unconditionally
welcomed ethnic minority assertiveness and minoggliticians within Labour often faced

accusations of sectarianism and generally neededinttertake additional efforts in order to
demonstrate their concern for the ‘common good’btth countries, ethnic minority mobilizations
face comparable obstacles that pertain to the fuedgal challenges of identity politics: the diffittu

to conciliate the defence of particular interesith whe universal ideal of liberal democracy.

In France, despite the difficulty to articulaterdthclaims, there has been a tradition of mobiligain
immigrant-based organisations. They have learnedticulate their claim in terms that are accemabl
in the French Republican context, by avoiding tmdespecific and by appealing to French common
values. In the United Kingdom, by contrast, spedifiterests can be articulated. In practice palitic
elite still consider ethnic minority assertiveness threatening and minority politicians can be
suspected as particularistic or sectarian. Minorigresentatives need to undertake extra efforts to
convince the majority that they are not only segvthe interest of their co-ethnics. Thus, despite
different conditions in each country, minoritiesdathe similar challenge that their ‘identity piokt

is suspected of threatening the common good. Thietes pressures and particular conditions for thei
political agency, which are explored in the follogi

2. Muslim Mobilisations in France and the UK: Two&%e Studies

2.1 Justification for the case studies

Both case studies deal with minority mobilisatiohs France, the mobilisation around the issue of
laicité was selected as an exemplary case fortisingawhere organisations cannot openly express
their religious belonging (namely their identity Buslim) and, thus, mobilise around the French
value of laicité to articulate their concern ovensim discrimination in France. In the UK, the fecu
on initiatives that mobilized British Muslim constents in the run-up to the General Election 2010
allows analysing a situation where Muslim advocgoyups struggle to repudiate misperceptions of
Muslim claims as sectarian and impossible to accodate. Although the two mobilisations take
place within contrasting political frameworks, bothses explore how minority actors challenge
narrow boundaries of acceptance that threatendioide what they consider to be legitimate demands.
Both cases in question thus involve claims for ptangce as well as the attempt to redefine standards
of acceptability so that it will become possiblddgitimately make political demands.

2.2 The Muslim Vote in the British Election of 201@isrecognition and Political Agency

The case study explores how different mobilizingamisations that specifically addressed Muslim
voters conceive of a number of issues, such asdhef political representation, the ‘Muslim vote’,
and significant concerns about political neutrabityd partisanship. It draws on in-depth interviews

59



Angéline Escafré-Dublet and Jan Dobbernack

with significant actors of the mobilisation of Mumslvoters in 2010, focusing on the construction of
political messages and strategic considerationgadsations and initiatives investigated are the
Muslim Council of Britain (MCB) for its ‘Muslim Vat 2010’ campaign, the Muslim Public Affairs
Committee (MPAC), Operation Black Vote (OBV), Engaand the Youelect initiative.

The case study provides an account of the envirobrf@ Muslim agency in British politics.
Although political rights for British post-immigrian groups have long been established, their
participation in mainstream politics is not unperbhtic. Minority citizens that run for elections or
highlight issues of concern for their communitiéten do so cautiously. Muslim political actors are
faced with special circumstances as their clairessaen to be exceptional, potentially sectarian and
impossible to accommodate.

The analysis draws on the concept of misrecognitishich has recently been appropriated for
identity claims by post-immigration communities (®e2012). Misrecognition is understood as a
distortion that may be based on a partially corpmtception but which ignores features that are
important to the group in question. It reflectsigngicant dissonance between how an individual or
collective identity is experienced and how it iscisfly understood and acted upon. When it
systematically shapes the experience of parti@daial groups with shared ‘interpretive frames’ and
claims for (a particular type of) recognition, ngisognition can motivate collective action.

Three contested issues invited particular refléxitly Muslim advocacy groups and illustrate how

they respond to the experience of misrecognitiarstlif, among the actors of the 2010 mobilization

there was a measure of concern regarding dilemifnde® sepresentation. This concern was about the
way Muslim political actors felt boxed in: they ffdhat they were either forced to abjure their

Muslimness in favour of more encompassing politicintities, or that they were only visible as

Muslim actors and thus unable to articulate clamnsthe basis of other identities, next to their

religious identity, that were as important to them.

The notion of the ‘Muslim Vote’, and how organizats consider or problematize its weight and
coherence, highlights a second challenge. Theiragm is to ‘normalize’ the participation of Bsh
Muslims — to emphasize that a ‘block vote’ no langeists or to argue that block-like voting instsc
need to be overcome in favour of informed politidatision-making. At the same time, respondents
are apprehensive about what they consider to balif@mpowering effects of an individualizing
perspective on shared concerns and identities. Shggest that Muslim identity politics is usually
perceived as markedly different from other typespofitical mobilizations that highlight shared
concerns or identities.

Thirdly, how to forge relationships with mainstregrarties and candidates is a concern among
Muslim political actors. Some organisations seanbedves as ‘service facilitators’ and refrain from
offering recommendations on who to vote for as tisild contradict their idea of self-reliance and
sophistication among Muslim voters. Others offeecific advice and recommendations on the basis
of evaluations of candidates’ policy record. Witltls considerations the organisations respond to a
problematic environment for political positionindi@are mainstream actors consider Muslim claims to
be toxic and refuse to associate with them.

The case study thus identifies five types of misgmition of Muslim claims that can be identified as
distinctive topoi in the rhetoric of various advogarganisations.

1. Misrecognising Muslim identity politics as madke different in kind to other identity
politics (Muslim claims are exceptional)

2. Misrecognition the dynamic positioning and coexidly of Muslim identities and concerns
(Muslim claims are homogenous)

3. Misrecognising Muslim agency as purely reactigeievance-based of pariah politics
(Muslim claims are reactions to stigma)
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4. Misrecognising Muslims concerns not compatibléhvan orientation towards the common
good (Muslim claims are sectarian)

5. Misrecognising Muslim political actors as toxand refusing political association (Muslim
claims are exclusive)

Perhaps most significantly, Muslim political act@®e the diversity of opinion within their diverse
community scarcely acknowledged and find themseduspected of sectarianism and other problems
that are associated, often wrongly, with the pmditiagency of post-immigration groups. While some
groups assert themselves against such mispercegpitors more common for actors to counteract
misrecognition by emphasizing the compatibility tbkir ideas with elements of the mainstream
political framework. The emphasis on the civic mijuand sophistication of Muslim voters is one
such example. The Muslim Council of Britain corsigly highlights its ‘main goal’ of ‘working
towards the common good’.

2.3. Minority Claims of Laicité in the French Refighn Context

The case study explores how minority organisatiadepted the notion of laicité to defend their
interests. Laicité is the French understandingeotigrism that ensures the strict separation ofothu
and state, and confines religious expressionsitatermatters. It is considered as a Republicaneval
However, the discussion of laicité has been repbatesed to respond to the perceived growth of
religious diversity in France, and more specificath the challenge of Islam. This was the case in
2004 when a law in the name of the principle ofitéibanned the wearing of the Islamic veil in
French public school . This was also the case il 26hen Interior Minister Eric Besson decided to
launch what he called an “Official Debate on Islafiie debate was quickly relabelled an “Official
Debate on Laicitée”.

In response to such uses of the term, minority risgéions such as immigrant-based associations or
Muslim organisations, struck back with a mobilieatin “defence of laicité”. They argued that the
governmental use of the principle was a distorbbits original meaning and was not protective of
religious freedom. For instance, a collective o$amsations — including Muslim associations —
gathered on 2 April 2011 to demonstrate against@fécial Debate on Laicité”. It is interesting to
note that minority activists chose not to opposdeitia but rather to reclaim laicité and therefore
articulate their demand in Republican terms.

The case study investigates claims of organisatiositsmobilised in relation to the issue of laigité
general. They include old organisations that addmeghis issue (The Human Rights League and the
Education League) and new organisations that enassnpctivists with an immigrant background:
organisations that are specifically mobilised agiihe passing of restrictive laws pertaining icité

(All Equal Moms); organisations whose mobilisatmmthe issue of laicité is part of a larger objexti

to defend Islam and French people associated héihuslim faith ( Collective Against Islamophobia
in France, Coordination against Racism and Islambjah Muslim Participation and Spirituality).
However, such mobilisations generally involve femople and some activists participate in several of
these organisations.

The case study consisted in interviewing activadtsut their understanding of laicité as a valueifind
they saw laicité as a necessary frame to articat@erity-related claim in the French context. The
point was not to define laicité through these witaws, but rather to analyse the discursive and
strategic use of the notion as a means for mobdisaBy applying discourse-analytical methods with
the aim to identify interpretative frames for claimaking, the case study led to the following
findings:
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Minority organisations that are mobilised on theus of Muslim discrimination and anti-Islam
discourse articulate their claim for equal treattriarterms of laicité to make themselves heardhén t
French context. Although Muslim people in generalyrbe reluctant to adopt the notion (perceived as
anti-religious and also systematically used byrieglia to condemn their practices), Muslim activists
identify laicité as a French tradition and useoitrénder their mobilisation compatible with French
political life. Beyond the strategic use of thentelaicité to articulate claims in Republican terms,
minority organisations are reclaiming laicité armadtigipating in a larger discussion on the defaoriti

of the notion and its link with the fundamentalualof religious freedom.

In this discussion, they are joined by majority amigations such as human rights associations and
feminist groups. How did this happen? In fact, itiigal framing of the first headscarf affair of 89

was essential in linking the issue of Islam witlcik®é and feminism. The wearing of the veil was
interpreted as a sign of religious extremism and tppression of women, which prompted
organisations to mobilize for the defence of l&@nhd women'’s rights, respectively. However, with
the growing stigmatisation of Islam and the syst@nase of laicité to pass laws restricting the
practice of Islam, some defenders of laicité amdriest activists shifted their position to rallytoed
Muslim organisations and denounce an intoleraetjimetation of laicité.

French feminist positioning on the issue of laidéécomplex. Most French feminists support a
restrictive interpretation of laicité because tlirgrpret the wearing of an Islamic veil as a sifn
discrimination against women. Only a limited numbg&feminist activists contest the manipulation of
a discourse on laicité to discriminate Muslim woraed situate the issue at the intersection of gende
and racial discrimination.

What is more, by rendering their mobilisation aéapto the French context, Muslim organisations
have contributed to the articulation of a Muslinrmsciousness. They are highlighting the specifiofty
a Muslim identity in France and the post-coloniahstruction of Islam in France.

In conclusion, the participation of minority orgaations and Muslim organisations to the mobilisatio
in defence of laicité is a way to articulate claifos acceptance of Islam as a component of French
religious diversity, on an equal footing with Pgntism and Judaism. In doing so, minority
organisations are able to propose claims for aacept that are more difficult to ignore by the
majority population.

3. Comparative Perspectives on Muslim Claims-making

3.1. Similar Challenges

Muslim organisations, as representatives of migpodbnstituencies in France and the United
Kingdom, face comparable challenges in the artimrieof their political claims. In each context the

is a tendency to be less tolerant towards Muslaimtd on the ground that they are seen to be saatari
and particularist. In France this is justified e tgeneral suspicion towards religious expressions
the public sphere. The articulation of claims bgugps of people that share one religious belonging
(real or perceived) is seen as infringing uponptecipled separation of state and religion. Moepv
the focus on the veil that is intepreted as a sijreligious extremism tends to overshadow other
Muslim claims. Even though the United Kingdom i®rs¢o be more acceptant of minority claims-
making, there still is considerable suspicion af Hileged sectarian character of Muslim claims in
British political life. In both cases, Muslim clainare seen as exceptional in comparison to othesty
of claims — a suspicion that a number of scholasehecently tried to confirm (e.g., Koopmans et al
2005, Joppke 2010).

Yet from the perspective of our research, whicma$ concerned with aggregates or the media
coverage but with two particular cases, it is stigkthat Muslim adovcacy organisations seek to
emphasize the compatibility of their claims withisting political frameworks. An important
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discursive element in their claims-making is thephasis on normality and the request to be treaged a
any other minority, interest or identity group wobuFor instance, in France, an important element is
the comparison of Islam with other religious mities that are recognised as such (Lochak 1989).
Muslim activists ask that Islam be recognised asraal component of French religious diversity, on
an equal footing with Protestantism and Judaismth&n United Kingdom, Muslim political actors
request a type of socio-political recognition thatuld acknowledge the comparability of their self-
conceptions with other identities on the basis loich political requests can legitimately be made.

3.2. Contrasting Strategies

However, Muslim organisations in both countriesefdéssimilar obstacles that they seek to overcome
in different ways. In the UK, the link between pasmigration groups and the Labour Party, and in
some cases the exploitation of this link throughmi® of patronage politics, means that negative
conceptions of the ‘Muslim Vote' need to be overeommterviews show that the emphasis of maturity
and sophistication among Muslim voters is perh&psniost widely shared point of reference in the
rhetoric of the various initiatives. On the one thathis can be seen as a claim for acceptance of
Muslim voters as normal. Robert Dahl argues thatietpolitical integration process is achieved when
ethnic groups vote for all parties, on the left amdthe right, just as the mainstream populatioah{D
1961).The emphasis of maturity among Muslim voteray be seen as a way to reclaim this
integration in the political process. On the othand, it could also be suggested that the classeistt

of British Muslims align closely with the Labourfa A a preference for Labour among Muslims —
rather than an affinity with the Tories becausdhaf proximity between conservative and religious
values —indicates normality then, not an excejlistatus.

As for Muslim minorities in France, they are in fhi®@cess of negotiating the terms of their visipili

in political life. The framing of their claims isranstance of such negotiations. They are struggtin
render their claims acceptable by French polititahdards, yet the difference with Britain is thegy
insert themselves into a language of universab#tips and draw on core Republican values, such as
laicité, in their claims-making. Their understargdiof political integration is that they are beirees

as equal citizens of the French Republic, with@wimg to abandon their sense of religious belonging

Conclusion

Conceptual Remarks: Identity politics and accepanc

It is important to take notice of problems that éidbheen associated with the involvement of post-
immigration groups in the political process (sushcammunal hierarchies or the position of old and
unelected spokesmen). Yet problems evidently doapgiy in all cases, or may pertain in equal
measure to majority groups, and there is the hakproblems are invoked to disqualify mobilizaton
even when these are bottom-up or civil society-thase

Such biases stifle the civic normalization that tmpsst-immigration groups desire. In the United
Kingdom, the insistence that political claims hawebe proposed in universalistic terms and without
highlighting minority identities creates a burdbattparticularly affects newcomers to the polithey
are expected to live up to particularly high andgiloly unrealistic standards of commitment to the
‘common good'.

Regarding France, there are claims that it maybeopossible to articulate within existing political
frameworks. The case illustrates particularly wediv minority groups respond to the ‘challenge of
particularism’ by “transform[ing] their claims fromnere expressions of self-regarding interests to
appeals to justice” (Young 2000, 115). In reclaignilaicité for the protection of their religious
freedom, French Muslims do not claim acceptanchiwithe narrow understanding of the term. Their
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request for acceptance involves the re-making afhsunderstandings in order to extend the
boundaries of acceptance and respect.

Facing similar challenges of not being toleratedniginstream politics or political elites, minority
groups do not articulate claims for toleration kather take the discourse on citizenship and dguali
at face value and ask to be accepted as equahldyga more demanding request than the claim for
mere tolerance. One could therefore argue that dm@ng intolerance, minorities do not reply with a
claim for tolerance but move on directly to a cldonacceptance and civic recognition.

Recommendations

Obstacles faced by Muslim activists result from Hikged exceptionality of their identities and
claims and can be considered as forms of stigntetisantolerance and discrimination. In both cases
there is a need to raise awareness regardingrtikiance and to highlight the issue of religious
discrimination in political activities.

« In France, it is necessary to raise awareness@iench citizens and politicians about the issfue
religious discrimination. As public expressiongeligious identity are considered illegitimate, rénés
a tendency to justify or downplay the importancetho$ discrimination, which significantly impairs
the contribution that it is possible for minorit§izens to make.

« In the UK, the popular perception of Muslim pialitl actors as ‘toxic’ is a form of stigmatisatitirat
would be unacceptable if applied to other minasitiEor mainstream politicians to go with such
characterisations is damaging. All political pasti€hould develop better relationship with Muslim
organizations, and reach out and encourage paticipin a manner that would facilitate a condait f
the mainstream presence of Muslim actors.

The wish for a certain normalization of Muslim o and identities is evident in both case studies:

» The centrality of the notion of laicité in theeRch value system makes it fitting for Muslim aistis

to articulate their claims along this line and secsupport among French social movements. Muslim
organisations adopt the discourse of laicité to entdemselves heard as Muslims in France. The
mobilisation of Muslim people for the defence ofeith interests (namely the fight against
discrimination) is operating within the frameworkFrench politics and demonstrates their ability to
adopt the standards of French political life.

« In the UK, the wish for certain normalization ca@ conceived as a desire for hyphenated British-
Muslim identities to be recognised as ‘normal’,tjas it is normal among the majority to combine

English, Welsh and Scottish identities with Britglss. Hyphenated identities are in this

understanding a legitimate basis for political nishtion and lobbying, not divisive or disloyal.
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APPENDIX. Political challenges to tolerance: Countr  y cases

Texts of country profiles to be attributed to thehers mentioned at the beginning of the summary.
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Voting Rights Of Bulgarian Minorities: Case of Romand of Bulgarian Turks with Dual
Bulgarian-Turkish Citizenship

Maya Kosseva and Marko Hajdinjak, IMIR

Executive Summary

The debate about the political participation ofgalan minorities and especially about their altidge
disproportionately strong influence on the electiesults is among the most disputed and polarising
issues in Bulgaria. Populist and nationalist pmditiactors have periodically raised demands tat limi
the voting rights of Bulgarian minorities. Theirténtions were partially realised in 2001 with the
passing of the new Election Code.

While introducing numerous positive changes andding some much needed clarity and order into
the previously fragmented and confusing elect@sislation, the Code is highly controversial and ha
drawn criticism from international institutions, Barian human rights watchdogs and other civic
organisations, and some political actors. The npweblematic issue is the six-months residency
requirement for participation in local electiondigh is an infringement on voting rights of numesou
Bulgarian citizens. This restriction is aimed aballeat the large community of people holding aldua
Bulgarian and Turkish citizenship (estimated ataif80,000).

The new Election Code also tries to prevent oradisege some of the most notorious illegal and
illegitimate practices that regularly accompany éfections in Bulgaria. One such practice is the so
called vote buying — a process when people voteafaertain party or independent candidate in
exchange for money or other type of bribe. Romanawst often accused that they sell their votes and
in this way distort the election results. A 2009vey has shown that 40% of Roma are prepared to
vote for those who pay them. The measures are fthierelisproportionally targeting the Roma
community. The media reporting on alleged Roma \&a#ing also strongly contributes to the
prevailingly negative public attitude towards Roma.

The key question the following report thereforedrio answer is how the populist and nationalistic
political agenda on voting rights of Bulgarian mities influences the relations between different
ethnic communities in Bulgaria. The debate on \ptights is an excellent catalyst for evaluating th
attitudes towards minorities — ranging from extrgmetolerant demands for full revoking of existing
political and voting rights to calls for genuinecaptance and respect of diversity.

The fieldwork was conducted between October 201d Bebruary 2012. It included both desk
research and empirical fieldwork. The most impdrtevent that marked the period in which the
fieldwork was conducted were the presidential aadll elections, which took place in October 2011.

During the fieldwork, 14 semi-standardised intensewere taken. The interview guide was divided
into two main groups of questions. The first oneufsed on the new Election Code and its restriction
of the voting rights of people with double citizbigs This topic very directly concerns the politica
representation of the Bulgarian Turks. The secapictcentred on the so-called vote buying — a
notorious practice which seems to spread with sackessive elections. The issue is connected with
the voting of the Roma community, as Roma are mofteh believed to participate in such schemes.

The main part of the desk research consisted déatinlg and analysing the media coverage of the
main political challenge analysed in this repdne 2011 Election code and its consequences for the
voting rights of Bulgarian Turkish and Roma mini@st In addition, statistical data, legal textdjqyo
documents, and proceedings of the National Assemity relevant parliamentary committees were
also examined.

One of the main findings of our research is thatadhanges introduced by the new Election Code have
tainted the pre-election process and the electampaign. They also intensified the inter-ethnic
distrust and confrontation.
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The research has shown that the declarative sup@othe democratic and tolerant arrangements
where all Bulgarian citizens have equal politicghts is quickly cast aside when it comes to the
concrete cases concerning ethnic and religiousrrmélss. The fact that Bulgarian Turks have been
directly affected by the new Election Code has edus barely concealed relief among the majority
population, rather than an open indignation overthdemocratic arrangement. Such an attitude is an
indication of a low level of tolerance towards thénorities and of immature civil consciousness of
the society.

Three main discourses on the state of inter-ettahitions in Bulgaria can be identified:

1) inter-ethnic relations are not on a downwardveurbut follow a cyclical pattern —
deterioration in the election period after whichythreturn to normality;

2) inter-ethnic relations are steadily deteriomgtinot just because of the political games and
manipulation, but because of the economic crisibvanrsening standard of living

3) not only inter-ethnic relations are worseningt belations among all people in Bulgaria in
general

The notorious practice of vote buying and sellingiot confined to Roma, as the popular stereotypes
would have us believe. The October 2011 electiomge hshown that this malicious practice is
spreading. As a result, the majority of the Bulgarioters are becoming increasingly disillusioned
and disappointed over the state of the Bulgariditiged system and prefer not to vote at all, whish
playing straight into the hands of the corrupt drgthonest economic-political actors. Despite ttie,
media and the public perceptions continue to aifieilihis malpractice to Roma, who are therefore
accused that they influence the election resulgiillegal and illegitimate way.

The current research has again highlighted thefgignt discrepancy between the official political
and public discourse on perception and applicadodemocratic norms and values, and the reality.
While the public speech is focused on notions t&rémce and acceptance, the concrete examples and
everyday practices testify about entrenched irtolee that can be easily mobilised in the critical
moments like political, social and economic crisis.

Despite the fact that the central government peradg comes up with different programmes and
strategies for integration of minorities, the piealtimplementation is either lacking or is flawandd
inadequate. The research has shown that the régiohdions tailored to the ethnic, cultural and
religious structure of the population on the loleadel can be far more successful than the solutions
proposed on the national level. The largest probieno find a way to transfer the functioning
everyday tolerance from the local level into théaral context, which continues to be dominated by
intolerant stereotypes and prejudices. A largetored and municipal autonomy to address the needs
and problems of the local population accordingtsospecific features would be a positive step in
turning the unsuccessful top-down approach intmeerappropriate two-way process.

The research has also established that many peopleither ignorant of or tend to disregard the
numerous problems that could provoke or intenstfysions between different ethnic, cultural and
religious groups. Forming and changing the coNectnatrix is a long and contradictory process. Our
recommendation is to intensify the research ofriatlnic relations — not just in Bulgarian context,

but also in the European one. The disclosure ofigmactices and popularisation of results from
similar studies increase the sensitivity of theietycfor such topics. They also stimulate the

willingness of state institutions to look for amdglement more adequate and comprehensive policies.

Keywords

Political participation of minorities; Bulgariangurks; Roma; Bulgarian-Turkish dual citizens; vote
buying; Election Code; populism and nationalisnting rights; Movement for Rights and Freedoms;
intolerance, tolerance, recognition and respect.
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Negotiating Limits of Tolerance in Public Debates Denmark: The Case of Political Meetings
arranged by ‘Radical’ Muslim Actors

Lasse Lindekilde , Aarhus University

Executive Summary

This report analyzes negotiations of tolerationfmtary drawing as they play out in two recent public
debates in Denmark, both concerning political nmggti arranged by or involving controversial

Muslim actors. The two meetings — one arrangedbyotganization Hizb ut-tahrir, and one involving

the Canadian Islamic preacher, Bilal Philips — gatesl intense public debate about the limits of
tolerance and the room for illiberal and anti-deratic views and practices in the public sphere.

First, the report maps and compares the differel@rdtion positions and arguments in the two
debates, building on analysis of the media coverddges analysis finds that while the debate
surrounding Hizb ut-tahrir's meeting was skewedéamig toleration, the debate about Bilal Philips’
visit to Denmark was skewed towards intolerancee Teason for this difference in toleration-
boundary drawing is explained with reference toangnt differences in the sender-message-audience
triad in the two selected cases. Despite theserdiftes the analysis also shows that the same
toleration positions and arguments of boundary drgwre found in the two debates. These recurrent
positions include: ‘toleration-as-a-legal-must’, oldration-but-protest’, ‘toleration-because-
intervention-is-counterproductive’,  ‘intoleranceedto-threat-and-harm’,  ‘intolerance-because-of-
liberal-perfectionism’. The analysis shows how #upport of these different positions of toleration
boundary drawing cut across the traditional pditgpectrum in Denmark.

Second, the report investigates the discursivaesgfies put forward by different actors in pushing
exactly their version of boundary drawing and tbpieg strategies of dealing with pressures of @kin
a stand on the limits of tolerance in the two ca3éss analysis, building on media data as well as
interviews with engaged actors, identifies thremidicant and recurrent strategies; 1) the strateigy
pushing boundary drawing from the political to tegal arena, 2) the strategy of securitization,clhi
pushes boundary drawing into the realm of the epdldical and extra-ordinary, and 3) the stratefly
reframing, adaptation or avoidance of boundary drgwThe central argument in this section is that
the interactive nature of public debates genenadlegive positioning of actors, which co-determines
the toleration boundary drawing of actors and tiseudsive strategies used to legitimize it and cope
with pressures.

As a last step, the report focuses on how toleratioundary drawing in public debates may affect
Muslim actors’ possibilities for engaging in patéi debates in the Danish context. The report argue
that although the controversies regarding the twaetings did not generate any concrete policy
implication, which directly altered Muslim actonsossibilities of using public meetings as a platfor
for political claims making, there seems to be ingnat indirect effects. This has to do, it is ardue
with the fundamental interdependence of tolerarmmbary drawing and processes of othering.
Toleration boundary drawing implies othering, asfuhctions to differentiate the realm of the
recognizable normal and tolerable from the foremmd intolerable. When drawing toleration
boundaries we are at the same time constructirggdaops and out-groups. In the analyzed debates
Muslims in general are often designated as theefgticovering up important differences within the
Muslim community, which may potentially serve tolidét the possibilities of being tolerated as
legitimate participants in public debates and palitlife also for ‘ordinary’ Muslims.
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Concepts and practices of tolerance in French pick life

Riva Kastoryano and Angéline Escafré-Dublet, CEBieBces Po

Executive Summary

Background Elements on the Political Mobilisatidrivbnorities in France

French political life is relatively immune to etbnilemands and claims for group rights, should they
come from immigrant or native minorities (such agional minorities or the Roma community from
France). Article 1 of the 1958 constitution redutst the French Republic “shall ensure the equafity
all citizens before the law regardless of theimgiori race or religion” and this has been generally
understood as invalidating any mobilisation on Hasis of ethnic or religious belonging. This is
regarded as opposed to the civic understandingrendr citizenship that guarantees a vertical
relationship between the state and the citizen. poljtical claim articulated in ethnic or religious
terms is considered favouring the pursuit of patéicinterests over general interest.

Moreover, non-nationals do not hold political rightto the notable exception of European citizens
who can vote in local and European elections sif@9®?) and cannot participate formally to political
life. As for immigrants who acquired French natikityeand French people of immigrant descent, they
hold political rights but surveys have demonstrateeir low participation and lack of presence in
French political life.

However, there has been a tradition of immigranmiebilization in organisations since the post war
period that can be seen as instances where to gtadgrticulation of ethnic interests. France csunt
numerous immigrant associations that have leamedtticulate their claim and negotiate their idignti

in Republican terms. In this process, the state glaged a significant role in channelling the
articulation of their claim. By drawing a line iretveen what could be considered as a reasonable
claim from a minority group and what was regardedeaning towards a separatist claim that would
contradict Republican universalism, public instdos and policy makers greatly impacted the
expression of minority interests. Activists havarteed to navigate French political life and artatel
their claim in Republican terms.

The Focus of the Study on Minority Claims of Lagcit

The mobilisation of associations defending therggeof Muslim community in terms of laicité is an
instance of the adaptation of minority group to &ajgzan universalism.

Laicité is the French understanding of secularibat £nsures the strict separation of church and
states, and confines religious expressions to {erivaatters. It is considered as a Republican value.
However, the discussion of laicité has been repeljt used to respond to the perceived increase of
religious diversity in France, and more specificdath the challenge of Islam. This was the case in
2004 when a law recalling the principle of laiditénned the wearing of the Islamic veil in French
public school . This was also the case in 2011 whtsrior Minister Eric Besson decided to launch
what he called an “Official Debate on Islam “andttkhe debate was quickly relabelled an “Official
Debate on Laicite”.

In response to this, minority organisations such irmamigrant based associations or Muslim
organisations, stroke back with a mobilisation idefence of laicité”. They argued that the
governmental use of the principle was a distortbiits original meaning and was not protective of
religious freedom. For instance, a collective sbaxiations —including Muslim associations —
gathered on 2 April 2011 to demonstrate againsgthernmental “Official Debate on Laicité”. It is
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interesting to note that minority activists chose to oppose laicité but rather to reclaim laieité
therefore articulate their demand in Republicamser

Minority claims of laicité pertain to claims for @@ treatment and tolerance. However, from a
research point of view, investigating minority ofai of laicité, as such, appears as a valuable amgle
discuss the state of tolerance in French politital First, the direct link of this principle withotions

of equality and tolerance allows for a direct erittp a value discourse that is not as easily dised
otherwise. Second, the frequent use of the tertmknwith Islam is a convenient topic to announce
when contacting interviewees while the issue ofji@lis diversity or tolerance to Muslim identity
could be seen as infringing Republican correctijeamely the neutrality of the public space where
religious expressions are not to be discussed).

Methodology

The case study on minority claims of laicité comsisin a literature review, a press review, a
collection of secondary sources on the issue artdriahcollected during fieldwork.

The fieldwork consisted in the attendance to mestiarganised in reaction to the governmental
decisions regarding laicité (demonstrations andipuireetings) and a selection of interviews (n=7).
Interviews were conducted with activists of differeorganisations in an effort to keep an equal
repartition in terms of gender, origin and religgdaelonging.

The organisations were selected so as to keemadgain between old organisations mobilised on the
issue of laicité and new organisations (organieattbat are specifically mobilised against the ipgss

of restrictive laws pertaining to laicité; organieas whose mobilisation on the issue of laicit@ast

of a larger objective to defend Islam and Frenabpjeeassociated with the Muslim faith). However,
the mobilisation involves few people and some &igvparticipate in several of these organisations,
which explain the limited number of interviews.

Interviewees were asked about their understandirigicité as a value and if they saw laicité as a
necessary frame to articulate any minority-relategn in the French context, and if this was theeca
what other options they would see. We paid attentiot to impose the frame of laicité on the
interviewee and interviews also dealt with resosi@emobilisation and individuals’ understanding of
issues pertaining to diversity. The point was motéfine laicité but to analyse its use to artiula
claims with respect to the acceptance of religiiuersity in French political life.

Main findings

1. Minority organisations that are mobilised on theue of Muslim discrimination and anti-Islam
discourse articulate their claim for equal treattienierms of laicité to make themselves heardén t
French context. Although Muslim people in generalynbe reluctant to adopt the notion of laicité
(perceived as anti-religious and also systemagiaadled by the media to condemn their practices),
Muslim activists identify laicité as a French ttamh and use it to render their mobilisation cornigat
with French political life.

Beyond the strategic use of the term laicité tacaldte a claim in Republican terms, minority
organisations are reclaiming laicité and partigiqgain a larger discussion on the definition of the
notion and its link with the fundamental value eligious freedom.

2. In this discussion, they are joined by majodtganisations such as human rights associations and
feminist groups.

How did this happen? In fact, the initial framinfytbe first headscarf affair of 1989 was esserntial
linking the issue of Islam with laicité and femimisThe wearing of the veil was interpreted as a sig
of religious extremism and women oppression, wipcbmpted the mobilisation of organisations
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mobilised on the defence of laicité and feministsspectively. However, with the growing
stigmatisation of Islam and the systematic useaiite to pass laws restricting the practice sl

some defenders of laicité and feminist activistéftesh their position to rally with Muslim
organisations and denounce an intolerant interjoetaf laicité.

3. French feminist positioning on the issue ofit@iés complex. Most French feminists support a
restrictive interpretation of laicité because tlirgrpret the wearing of an Islamic veil as a sifn
discrimination against women. Only a limited numbg&feminist activists contest the manipulation of
a discourse on laicité to discriminate Muslim woraed situate the issue at the intersection of gende
and racial discrimination.

4. By rendering their mobilisation adapted to theerEh context, Muslim organisations have
contributed to the articulation of a Muslim constsness. They are highlighting the specificity of a
Muslim identity in France and the post-colonial siwaction of Islam in France.

As such, minority claims of laicité also qualifyrfolaims of acceptance and recognition of Islam in
France.

Concluding remarks

By focusing on the mobilisation in the defence oludlim rights in France, the case study
encompasses a limited number of activists. It alamalysing the implications of a mobilisation in
terms of laicité for individuals who distinguishétgemselves from the rest of the population by their
religious belonging (real or perceived). Howevhris should not overshadow the restrictive turrhim t
interpretation of laicité in the current Frenchcdisrse and the fact that both right-wing and lafigv
parties tend to follow this path. The change initomsng that we observed among a number of
activists of the Human rights league and eminentigfists on laicité such as Jean Baubérot, could
inaugurate a broader change in discourse. Howtwepoliticisation of the issue of laicité in reéant

to the Muslim presence is pervasive and appeatheasost favoured strategy by politicians right
now.

Policy recommendations

[0 Policy makers should give more audience to NGOk @nganisations that are organised on the
defence of Muslim rights in France.

71 It is necessary to sensitize the population on igseie of religious discrimination and the

construction of racism on the basis of people'mi@ls belonging (real or perceived). A tendency to
see the articulation of religious identities asgdltimate in France has contributed to undermire th
understanding of discrimination on the basis ofgieh, or even, to justify discrimination on the

ground that religious expressions are incompatilifie French society.
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Extending the Limits of Intolerance. The Sarrazindbate and its effect on members of the targeted
minority

Nina Muhe, Europe-University Viadrina, Frankfurt

Executive Summary

This report analyses the national debate aboutbduk “Germany does away with itself’ by the
former politician Thilo Sarrazin, that draws a fi@uscenario of the German nation being
overwhelmed by Muslims, who lower the national Isevef intelligence and economic performance.
The arguments of the author draw on already exjstimages of Muslims as the significant other in
society and take them even further to a point, wheterance towards this other and its religious
practices does not seem appropriate any more. édthahe book does not open a new debate, but
connects to similar discourses in other Europeamtti@s, it takes this debate further and suppbgs
social boundaries towards Muslims being drawn megroThis survey is interested in how this debate
developed and how it can be seen as supportingahstruction of a significant other against whom
fears and anxieties are awaken that are hardly apgnmore for rational deliberation but support
intolerant and even racist attitudes towards Mushwith a large part of the German population. Apart
from the analysis of the Sarrazin debate, the teptso looks at possible effects this national
discussion has on members of the targeted minority.

The main questions of the present study are thas:tHe overall effect of the debate been to make
intolerance towards a specific minority more sdgialcceptable? For this purpose we look into the
development of the debate its effects on social jpoiitical life. Has the political debate about
Muslims and/or minorities and maybe also politicabasurements changed during and after the
debate? And how do these developments, espectadlychanged acceptability of intolerance or
intolerant speech affect the people involved? Hoesdit change both their everyday life, their self-
perception as entire part of the German societytlagid also their engagement in political life?

The analytical frame for analysing these questitnghe interest in discursive mechanisms of
boundary drawing and the construction of a sigaiftcother. The study seeks to collect insight into
these mechanisms as well as their effects on chartigi-)tolerance towards Muslims in Germany and
Europe.

The methodological tools of the analysis are a tskiscourse analysis of two major national
newspapers and expert interviews with members efMioslim community and professionals, who
work within the community. For the media analysis teft-liberal Die Stiddeutsche Zeitung (SZ) and
the rather conservative Die Welt were followed hestw the 30th of September and the 20th of
November 2009 after Sarrazin had already givendehyinoticed interview in the magazine Lettre
International, and between 23rd of August and theo® November 2010 right after the publication of
the mentioned book, that quickly became a bestséltiditionally individual articles were taken into
consideration that appeared about a year aftatehate.

The second part of the analysis deals with thegptian of the Sarrazin debate by members of the
targeted minority groups and reactions of individivuslims towards it. It consists of 6 expert
interviews and one group discussion with a politggaup of 5 young Muslims and one of their group
leaders, who had invited Thilo Sarrrazin in ordemteet the person behind the book and personally
discuss his views with him.

The specific anti-Muslim discourse in Germany ofisthSarrazin is a spokesperson, has an important
function for the construction of a national ideptitspecially in times of fundamental changes of the
country turning into an immigration country and weissing steadily growing (religious) diversity. The
immigrants and/or Muslims and their apparent caltor religious difference is created as the alisolu
‘other’ to German society by attributing with theavery negative aspect that Germans want to
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distance themselves from - from Homophobia to Setnitism and misogyny. Following this
ascription of negative attributes and values treugris then quite justifiably positioned outside th
borders of ‘what can still be tolerated’ by Gernsaciety. At the same time this exclusion of thesoth
helps to construct a common national identity thatherwise hardly to be found regarding the gjron
inner diversity of Germany and other European matidrawing the border towards the significant
other and to what one is not however gives someé &fncommon identity and unifies interests from
very different political persuasions. This proce$sxclusion becomes stronger with the degree of
public fears that the discourse raises. The wordatwe scenario is constructed, in which the
significant other becomes the dangerous other akestover important parts of society, the more
irrational the public fears become.

One of the factors of Sarrazin's success were tready existent anti-Muslim debates in other
European countries and especially the growing psippiéirties, warning the European citizens against
an apparent Islamisation of their societies andugin this scenario creating a common European fear
of the Muslim other, that is like the Sarrazin digise quite untouched by rational deliberationsThi
significant other takes over a similar role on Eh@opean level as it does on the respective ndtiona
levels, as it helps to define Europe through itecgiged borders and ‘limits of tolerance’ and thus
supports the unification process of the diverseopean countries.

The Sarrazin debate reflects many of those argusminatt turn around the ‘limits of tolerance’
towards the marked minority. In the case of Muslims mainly the visibility of religion through
mosque buildings, headscarves or prayers in pthicis negotiated as a limit of tolerance wheee th
still tolerable other, Muslims who do not obvioustientify as such and/or exclusively practice their
religion in private, transgresses the boundary fntblic visibility and therewith the boundary to ath
can still be tolerated. Those issues typically beepublic debates in which those boundaries towards
the tolerable other are negotiated.

Regarding the effects of the Sarrazin debate aedyémeral construction of Muslims as significant
others on members of the Muslim minority, this syrnfound, that it caused detrimental social
divisions by enforcing the perception of many Munsinot to be welcome in German society. Some
young Muslims obviously reacted with drawing bactoitheir smaller communities and looking for
other possible identity concepts than the Germas) ewen if they were German citizens. Especially
young people, who had already been active in @uitiety organisations and projects however
managed to empower themselves and strengthendiigiconfidence by learning more about both
their own religion and German politics and how &mdile both and engage into critical debates and
even social activism.

Besides the empowerment of members of the mindhidy is targeted by the intolerant discourse,
political conclusions could be the countering af tonstruction of a significant other through sgrem
counter discourses and national debates aboutctmstruction of others and its effects in racist
attitudes that have already reached large pattseegbopulation also within the middle of society.

Keywords

Tolerance, intolerance, significant other, natioiggntity, fears, Muslims, Islamophobia, racism,
Sarrazin, diversity, religious difference
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Migrants and (In)tolerant Discourses in Greek pats

Hara Kouki and Anna Triandafyllidou, European Umsity Institute

Executive Summary

During the last 20 years the country has been kap@ahsformed from a migrant sending to a migrant
receiving country and currently about 0.8 milliohits 11 million population is of foreign origin.
Moreover, during the last three years Greece has llaced with a European and international
migration crisis: while increasing numbers of peopre fleeing war and poverty from Asia and
Africa, the Greek Turkish border has become thennggte to Europe. The onset of the current
financial crisis in early 2010 has deteriorated shgation. Unemployment grew dramatically among
long term settled immigrants and working classveati There has been an important increase in the
crime rate and a generalized sense of insecurityertentre of the capital of the country, whileliad

to this, extreme right wing groups have taken theaton ‘in their hands’. Departing from imagesdan
incidents taking place in the centre of Athensatthe more xenophobic discourse started spreading
and dominating the way public opinion interprets thther’ living in the city. Large parts of sogret
appear as prone to morally accept incidents ofta@lence and hate speech.

Central to this change has been the unprecedeas&dfrfar right parties, actions and discoursthen
public sphere. LAOS (The People's Orthodox Rally)considered to be an extreme right wing
formation that won 5.63% of the vote in 2009 nagioelections and 7.14% for the elections for the
European Parliament. LAOS has patrticipated in tloipional grand coalition government formed to
deal with the crisis (from November 2011 till Fedwry1 2012) thus further legitimising its position in
the Greek political system. Golden Dawn, on thesotiand, is a nationalist far right organization,
whose members have been repeatedly accused oingpogyt acts of violence and hate crimes against
immigrants, political opponents and ethnic minesti Golden Dawn, with a clear racist and Nazi
political position, operates in certain ‘troubladban areas in terms of ‘field work’ and establshe
state within a state offering security to localidests. This radical organization won a sit in noijal
elections in the city of Athens (5.3%) and entetfesiparliament in 2012 national elections getting a
6,97% of the national vote.

This re-composition of the extreme right in the mioy runs in parallel with a conservative unfolding
of Greek identity and a generalized political arigihfolding in the 1990s, since when sensitivedssu
of national identity have re emerged and natioaaliqularities surfaced as the opposite pole torref
and globalization. Such a tendency appears seviatelysified during the current crisis. Howeveg th
relationship and dynamics between the extreme dgittourse and mainstream public opinion, party
and official state discourse in Greece has not beeoughly studied.

This study explores the recent discourses on dtyeend tolerance in Greek political life. It
investigates what has been defined by differentipal actors as intolerable, tolerable or accelgtab
cultural difference — hence it questions what ittahce/tolerance/acceptance means for each actor
and how they re-define and use it to draw bounddrieGreek society. These boundaries cut across
and overlap with different dimensions: natives/oraéils and Others/aliens, tolerant and intolerant
people/parties, racist and non-racist, democraticauthoritarian, right wing vs. left wing forces.

We examine here the political and discursive dapleyt of toleration in two different case studies
and see how tolerance relies on the constructioimafies of ‘ingroup’ and ‘outgroup’. Our main
scope is to gain a better understanding of whyvaimein some aspects of difference are rejected. We
seek to answer the question what kind of differdadelerable/acceptable in Greek society and why?
We also examine whether Greek society is becomioig ror less tolerant towards specific groups and
why. Case studies

The first case analysed in this study refers topihigic prayer of Muslim inhabitants of Athens d 1
November 2010 on the occasion of the ‘Id festiyégd of Ramadan) before the sprawling courtyard
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of the country's main university as a peaceful ggbfor the non existence of an official mosque
(Gropas and Triandafyllidou 2009; Antoniou 200%)stprotest event provoked a public debate, the
first on the issue to acquire visibility at theinagl level and took place without problems.

The second case study concentrates on a tragit énatniook place a few months later. In May 2011,
in the very centre of Athens a 44-year old man, dlianKantaris, was cold blood assassinated by
unknown people, believed to be irregular migraités murder triggered a series of violent and tacis
attacks against migrants in the city centre, apeé@ally the 6th city council district that werellby

far right wing organizations, such as the Goldewaand tolerated by both the police and part ef th

residents of the area. These incidents, our secasel study, produced a polarised political dis@urs
focusing around the crisis in the city centre akdd with the issue of irregular immigration.

In those two cases, the social practice of tolematvas played out in the historical centre of the
capital, where deterioration of living conditionashbeen followed by considerable irregular migratio
flows. The above events have generated discusamhgonflicts in national politics regarding more
generally migrants and the immigrant ‘Other’ in €tesociety and the limit of his/her presence in
public. While the political and symbolic exclusioh the immigrant Other is nothing new in Greek
society, what is new is how concepts of tolerantelerance and actions of toleration or lack of
toleration are newly negotiated amidst a generdleeonomic and political crisis. The emergence of
migration as a centre-stage political issue inlélse two years and the spectacular rise of theidat
wing vote ( role of far right parties brings theggestions and by the emergence of far right parties
strong enough to win seats in the Parliament and\tirens municipal council. These political
developments have brought racist and intoleramodise (and actions) centre-stage in the debate on
migration.

Methodology

Our case study included both desk research andrieaifdieldwork. We have analysed the scholarly
literature on the issue of the far right in the moy, while also collecting material on far rightng
parties and groups active at the moment in thecaityre. We also examined newspaper materials: We
searched for articles in five mainstream newspapéts the highest circulation at the national level
(notably Kathimerini, Vima, Eleftherotypia, Ethnds, Nea) and in a selection of far right groups’
websites. Moreover, we examined how the major ipalitparties present in the Greek Parliament in
2011 (Conservative party New Democracy, SocialatypPASOK, left wing party SYRIZA, the
Greek Communist Party KKE, the far right wing parOS and the Golden Dawn party that was not
represented in the national parliament but whosierecand discourse were important for our selected
case studies.

Desk material, thus, has been used so as to spidiuee of the events and positions taken, while o
object of analysis were qualitative interviews coctéd with actors actively engaged in the events
under question. We have conducted 19 qualitatiterviews with representatives of right and left
wing parties and groups, with migrant associatiactsve in the events aforementioned, journalists,
writers and with residents of the city centre thate not taken active part in those conflicts lag s
themselves affected by immigrants’ presence.

Key Findings

There are two competing positions emerging fromitlerviews: Tolerance of Diversity- Intolerance
of Racism and Intolerance of Diversity/ Islamoplabiolerance/ Justification of Racism, correspond
to two competing framings, the political/ ideolagi@nd the cultural/ identity one.

More precisely, those arguing along a politicaabbgical frame sustain a tolerant position towards
diversity and an intolerant one when it comes twstavords and acts. Even if only one interviewee
explicitly attributed her choice to a ‘leftist’ idogy, however, all respondents defended what we
could call ‘new left’ values such as minoritiegjhits, equality and diversity according to a ‘lefght
cleavage’. Tolerance is endorsed in the name sfftaming, but at the same time is proved limited t
reflect accommodation of diversity in contemporamylticultural settings. Racism is perceived as a
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problem not to be tolerated and respondents attéangtase the differences raised between ‘us’ and
‘them’ situating the framing on the ‘them’ tag bkt‘us/ them’ cleavage.

Those framing the events as cultural/ identity ésswn the contrary, put forward the ‘intolerante o
diversity’ position, while justifying if not toletang racist attitudes. The latter category insistte
non political/ ideological nature of their standmoand present it as apolitical, as a non optia, b
instead as a natural reaction to the problem ofratign. Within this framing, racism is a mere
symptom of the problem of migration and toleranceepted in theory but severely limited in practice
due to the ‘us/ them’ dichotomy. Prioritizing natéd identity and culture, thus, those frames cdad
situated on the ‘us’ tag along an ‘us/ them’ clegvand on the ‘right’ tag of the ‘left/right’ cleage

as they prioritize national cultural identity owdie ‘other’s’ rights, without questioning their éital
values and beliefs in a modern society.

Both frames use the law and order master framegdsas the anti establishment critique frame, s0 a
to develop their competing positions. For instaistate migration policies have been either lacking
inefficient and EU regulations contributed to tixplesion of the problem. Concerning particularlg th
city centre, many of our respondents, includingtyparepresentatives and the extreme right
representative, claim that the first to blame isthe migrants themselves, but the state, alonly alit
parliamentary parties, politicians and authoritigst did nothing to prevent or deal with the issue
Moving even further, the populist right represemtaputs the blame for uncontrolled migration te th
exploitation of the Third World countries by the ltimational companies and the dominant economy.

Those arguing for intolerance through the law andeo master frame examine the ‘lamentable’
phenomenon of massive immigration in terms of tffeces on local people, public image and
economy, without taking into account the rightshaf immigrants themselves, or without rating ‘their
rights equally with ‘ours’. The victims of crimirigl and lawlessness are first and foremost local
residents of the central areas of Athens. Eveaspondents acknowledge that immigrants’ rights are
abused, however their public presence in the anearative people’s security further at risk as thi
already the case due to economic harsh situatgingun the same way the crisis frame. So, even if
the law and order frame is presented as a norigablivay to classify and understand social realty,

is however constructed in ethnocultural terms tigdiine the political identities of ‘us’ vs ‘thent ithe
national public sphere.

In the same way, the critique of political powemtthboth frames share, presupposes different
understandings of what is the ‘problem’ and whaassidered to be the perpetrator, the agent of
change and the possible solutions. The cultura@htity frame attributes the role of the agent of
change to the state; at the same time, howeveongtructs ‘them’ as a homogeneous category that is
so different than the national self that co exiseebecomes a cultural problem. So, the dominant
culture is not to blame, while it remains uncleawhhe state could have resolved what seems to be
natural conflicts and unbridgeable cultural diffeses.

Even if respondents pay lip service to tolerancenduthe interview, the solutions suggested through
this frame are quite intolerant. In other word€réhis an inconsistency between the goals fornuilate
on the one hand and the analysis of the probleatséiguire a solution on the other. For instaroe, t
representative of the radical right party attrilsutiee problem of the public prayer to state’s netgle
over building a Mosque; soon afterwards, howeverdhnies any possibility of tolerating Muslim
culture, a culture that rejects women'’s rights. M/hioth positions include the same criticism agains
power, voiced even by those representing powerctstres, however, the cultural/ identity frame
attacks power holders in the name of quite diffeceiteria as it is framed in ethnocultural terms.

Across Europe and along with the rise and gradegitiinisation of ultra right wing rhetoric, hate
speech is often disguised in the name of liberdlesaso as to exclude individuals from citizens’
liberal rights. A new principled intolerance is sgparadoxically, as necessary to protect the sight
individuals, and the rights, values and the idgndftthe majority. Greece is experiencing (already
the past years but particularly so in spring 2Cr?unprecedented rise of far right parties, alorg w
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a notable spreading of incidents of racist violeaod xenophobic discourse in the public sphere. The
actual presence of the ‘other’ in need next torhgonals, who are also through a time of crisis,
renders the issue of tolerance into a centralipalithallenge to be thoroughly examined.

The contradictory diagnoses of the ‘problem’ nogatiie political and principled framing of the
problems by reference to tolerance (if not necégsazceptance) of diversity and rejection of ragjs
and the identity framing where all issues are sofeglito a fundamental dichotomy between Us and
Others (we cannot tolerate others if their presesqeerceived to harm our material or cultural well
being. There are no principles that hold here —rterest of the ‘ingroup’ is the utmost prioritgje
however solved by the strategy of objectification.

Our frame analysis suggests that competing versibngality and of the ‘good’ are reconciled by
presenting ‘intolerance’ positions as apoliticad dngical reactions towards an ‘objective’ reality.
Thus, with the exception of a few clearly left-wimgpnd pro-diversity interviewees, most others,
including those who would classify themselves @$fial to equality and democracy, use the law and
order frame to justify and legitimize intolerancedaracism. This strategy of objectification is also
adopted to strengthen the culture and identity éainis ‘natural’ that the world is divided intas’
fellow nationals and ‘them’ others. Exclusion, ioafity, intolerance, even racist violence can be
justified when what is at stake is the perceiveadriast or well being of the national ingroup. Weyma
call this type of intolerance as the new nationatilerance. What is particularly worrying in @

is that such discourses of principled nationalleremnce (and racism) are increasingly seen agi@akti
and legitimized by reference to an ‘objective’ igalThey thus push the far right wing discourses
centre-stage.
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The Rise of the Extreme Right in Hungary and the Ra Question: The radicalization of media
discourse

Zsuszanna Vidra, Central European University amdrinx, University of Bristol

Executive Summary

In Hungary in the last couple of years we have essed the rise of radical racist discourse. The
radical rightwing party succeeded in setting thenge of political debate and bringing the Roma
question back to centre stage. This resulted is tatbreak taboos’ to allow for a sincere biokagly

and a culturally informed discussion of differenBeth forms of discourse lead to exclusion.

The aim of this case study is to better understaadtrengthening of the radical right in Hungatsy,
openly anti-Roma discourses, and the reactionsadhstream political actors to this radicalism. We
examine the media coverage of two murders, onehichwthe Roma were the perpetrators and in the
other in which they were the victims. We also rawipublic debate on the question of Roma
integration and the end of political correctnessitagppeared in the mainstream media. The two
murders are significant for understanding how tleenR question became increasingly racialised. The
first incident we have ‘Olaszliszka’ after the lteavhere the murder took place. In 2006, a, non-
Roma teacher was lynched by a group of Roma. Quonskcase is ‘Tatarszentgyorgy’, also hamed
after the locale where the murder occurred. In 2@0BRoma father and his son were murdered by a
number of Hungarian men who were known for theio-Nezi political allegiances. Both murders
were followed by serious local conflicts betweer fRoma and non-Roma actors, and both drew
unprecedented media attention that set off natipoditical debates. Our third case addresses the
aftermath of the media representation and the pul#bates generated by the two incidents. The
conclusion drawn by a number of intellectuals wihat tpolitically correct discourse should be
abandoned, as they viewed it as an impedimentaouige’ dialogue on these important issues. This
in turn legitimated the further racialisation oétRoma question by virtually all parties to theateb

Our interest throughout is in examining the waysw/nich both radical and mainstream discourse have
contributed to the reproduction and legitimationaofi-Roma attitudes and actions in Hungary. Our
analysis considers the radical right’s discourseshese issues and how they ultimately fed intoemor
moderate or mainstream political and public debate.

In our case study we analyse media representabibtise two murder cases (with the Roma as the
perpetrators in the first one (case 1.) and themscin the second one (case 2.)); we then conclude
with a debate on ‘Roma integration and the endotifipal correctness’ (case 3.) as it appeareein |
orientated papers. Our main purpose is to showahege of reactions to the radical right and how the
Roma issue was thematised through engagementveitie two murder cases. This sheds light on the
ways in which radical right discourses spread tinsteeam discourses. For the first two cases we
included the following media: kuruc.info.hu, one tbe most important radical right-wing internet
web-sites in Hungary, the left-wing but mainstred#épszabadsdg, and the right-wing (also
mainstream) Magyar Nemzet. For our third case waptied a database by choosing one particular
debate published in a weekly political and economégazine, Heti Vilag Gazdasag. For case 1. and
2. we conducted keyword searches — looking fomtdmme of Olaszliszka and Tatarszentgyorgy — in
both papers and the website to compile a datasefioing all relevant articles published since the
incidents occurred. From the dataset we selectedooparticles and looked for discursive strategies
employed in the articles. For case 3, we usedrallles of one particular debate launched by the
editors of hvg.hu entitled: Why don’t Hungarian Romtegrate?

Our analysis revealed intolerant discourses noy drm@dm the radical right media but from the
conservative as well. In these media the Roma laaieacterised as biologically different: their inmat
inclination for crime means that they cannot beeratled. The leftist newspaper we sampled
emphasizes tolerance through norms of human ragidsnon-discrimination. In the integration debate
we found that the emphasis switching to the Ronpaigported cultural distinctiveness. This more
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culturalist interpretation was nevertheless stitlasionary in its effects, even if it was comirrgrh
the left. The main distinction between the lefttbe one hand and the right and radical right on the
other was in the degree of their exclusion.

We also consider how these discourses relate tanomtolerace—tolerance—acceptance model. We
have argued that both kuruc.info.hu and Magyar Netrdisplayed intolerant discursive strategies that
invoked the putative biological differences of tRema. The Roma are not deserving of toleration
given their genetically innate inclination to crinidépszabadsag in contrast used discursive steategi

that emphasised tolerance through a respect ot lasnan rights and non-discrimination. In the

integration debate we found that the ‘end of pmditicorrectness’ and ‘peculiar Roma culture’ topoi

were used to stress the cultural distinctivenesti@fRoma (not in genetic but cultural terms). The
recognition of this distinctiveness, however, doespoint to the integration of the Roma but on the

contrary, to their continued exclusion, as wascige with kuruc.info.hu and Magyar Nemzet as well.
The main element of the Roma’s distinctiveneshes teliberate exclusion.

These findings point to a growing tendency of noleriant public discourse in Hungary that spread to
almost all corners of the political spectrum. There several political and social processes that
contribute to this trend of non-toleration. Firgihe rise of radical racist discourses which has
accompanied the political successes of the radight wing party, Jobbik, has set the political and

media agenda by thematising the ‘Roma question’.

Second, non-radical political and public figuresnfr both the left and right have responded to this
thematisation of the ‘Roma question’ in a way thas not excluded non-tolerant racist discourses.
Indeed, they have often been complicit in legitimginon-tolerant discourses. By acting as partmers
‘breaking taboos’, they have simultaneously bearaking with the tolerant language that supposedly
accompanied those taboos.

Third, in the current non-tolerant climate, acoegtihe (cultural) difference of other ethnic grotes
become impossible. ‘Roma cultural difference’ iastewas ‘accepted’, though in a somewhat
ambiguous way: its existence was acknowledged,abugrounds for deliberate exclusion. This is
similar to what we witnessed in France in the 19¥Bsn the new right misappropriated the slogan of
the left, ‘le droit a la différence’ for their owpurposes, claiming that immigrants have the right t
difference because their culture is so differeabfri=rench culture that integration is not a po#sibi
Similarly, in the UK, cultural racists have claimddat other (immigrant) cultures cannot be
integrated.

Finally, in Hungary as in some other post-social@intries, non-tolerance has troublingly become a
rally cry of a good number of political and pubdictors, often irrespective of political affiliatioState
institutions, political parties and the media h@ieed forces to fuel suspicion of Roma differenoe,

it biological or cultural. As a result, tolerance @value and discourse has suffered, embracedlpy o
a handful of actors increasingly marginal to thétjgal mainstream.

Hungary is thus a paradox. It recognises the Romauturally distinct; indeed, it reifies and
essentialises their cultural distinctiveness. Big tecognition is not based on respect, as wénsibe
ACCEPT framework. Rather, it is based on racisra:Roma are not just culturally distinct, they are
culturally inferior, and that cultural inferiorifgrevents their full incorporation into Hungariarcisy.
This is intolerance, feebly masked as cultural gadtion. This intolerance may have the radical righ
as its strongest advocates, but what is perhapsdistsrbing from our analysis is the extent to ethi
the racism voiced by the radical right is used liy thainstream media and political actors as well.
There is widespread consensus that Roma probl@mtithat: a problem, and the problem is with the
Roma, and their deficient culture. This in a sered®ves majority Hungarians of responsibility for
accommodating the Roma. Indeed, it becomes an amgufor the non-tolerance of the Roma: their
cultural deficiencies must not be tolerated any&n

This profound intolerance raises important questiabout the relationship between racism and
intolerance. To be sure, racism can be found imims of immigration as well. But whilst this
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racism typically only becomes explicit on the frésgin these other countries (claimed by the radical

right or voiced on extremist websites), the Hurgaicase shows how racism has gone mainstream in
Hungary. The recent incidents we have examined umgdry have been unscrupulously used to

legitimate racism in ways that greatly expandssitape of intolerance.
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Radical right, media discourse, racism, politicarectness, Roma
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The Embodiment of Tolerance in Discourses and Priaes addressing Cultural and Religious
Diversity in the Political Sphere in Ireland

Iseult Honohan and Nathalie Rougier, Universityl€gd Dublin

Executive Summary

This report examines the extent to which cultural eeligious minorities participate as equals ishr
public, institutional and political life, and exameis the avenues and obstacles to their participaho
order to explore the meaning of tolerance and doleg-related concepts in Ireland and their
embodiment in practice.

This issue arises in an Ireland whose populati@spite the economic downturn, has continued to
increase in numbers and diversity in the first decaf the twenty first century,

Political institutions in Ireland facilitate thedlusion of cultural and religious minorities in ta&n
respects. Non-citizens are not excluded from enmmpéy in the public service or in specific
occupations. While political rights in national @iens are confined to Irish (and British citizens)
Ireland has granted political rights to vote arahdtin local elections to those resident for a mimn
of six months, and has thus one of the more inafugbting systems in the EU.

The opportunity to stand for local elections hagrbéaken up by a number of candidates from
minority groups; some of these have been succeasfiilin some cases have achieved considerable
media notice. Political parties, however, were slmyrecognise immigrants until the 2007 local
elections, when most put up immigrant candidatesnibrants have been relatively slow to mobilise
and to register to vote. Aside from conventionactral politics, migrant communities have also
engaged in active participation and representdtiosugh the development of a variety of community
structures and networks.

Access to citizenship, a significant benchmarknzdusion in society and political life, may be seen
(again in comparative European terms) as relativaljusive in principle. Resident non-nationals can
acquire citizenship after five years of residertmg, with a number of other conditions. In addition,
there is complete Ministerial discretion to awardeject applications. For many years, the numbers
of those naturalising were very low, due to smalhber of applications, slow processing and a rather
restrictive approach. In recent years this has gbdnconsiderably. Increasing numbers are
naturalising, and the process has been speedédough the numbers refused are still high, andether
is no process of appeal.

Issues of recognition for cultural and religious@ss have arisen most notably in connection wi¢h th
claim by the Traveller community to be recogniseda ethnic group. This has been supported by the
Equality Authority and the United Nations PeriodReview on Human Rights group, but has been
resisted by successive governments. With respemther areas of recognition, Ireland has not signed
the European Convention of Nationality nor the Ganrtion on Minority Languages.

Migrant inclusion is favoured by the Equality Aethich forbids discrimination on nine grounds,
including race and religion, by a series of govegntranti-racism campaigns, and by the institutibn o
a Minister for Integration, from 2007 to 2011. Toifice of the minister was intended to co-ordinate
policy with respect to migrants across governmeagtments. This has now been replaced by a co-
ordinating office without a dedicated Minister ofate. A consultative Ministerial Council with
appointed migrant minority representatives, whidswet up in 2010, has been discontinued. These
shifts may, along with shifts identified in offitilanguage, constitute a wider trend to interpigtin
integration in a more assimilationist way.

Ireland has not seen the emergence of any redhwiigly, anti-immigrant party, or any significant
campaign against immigrants. Nor has there beeir@ng emphasis on security concerns in
connection with immigrants. At the same time thisrevidence of a significant underlying level of
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racial discrimination, and of intolerant and rad&tcourses, including by political and media figgir

It is not clear whether instances of racially mated violence have increased in frequency or
seriousness or whether they are being better dauecheand it is clear that only a percentage fehe
is reported.

In order to explore in more depth and details tieammg of the three levels of acceptance: intotmran
— toleration — respect/recognition, in politicaldgoublic life, and how they manifest themselvess th
report focuses on a case study of a recent challegigting to religious and cultural diversity nish
public institutions - the controversy that emerged007 when a member of the Sikh community
applied for membership of the Garda (Police) Reserv

While still small in numbers, the Sikh communityqggite visible. After 9/11, Sikh men in Ireland
became more liable to encounter prejudice andmabiscause of their turban and beard, which led
some to equate Sikhs with followers of militantarsl. It is a significant part of the Sikh tradititm
serve in the military and police forces. As thet{tane Garda Reserve was being set up, a Sikh
applicant, who had taken part in the training psscevas informed just before being commissioned
that he would not be allowed to wear his turbarnlie uniform. The man refused to accept this, and
did not take up his post. The issue sparked a faignt media and political debate, in which
journalists, politicians, NGOS and others took dewariety of positions. The case was referrethéo t
Equality Authority, which is still considering it.

Our analysis of this case is based on desk researdhempirical fieldwork, consisting of semi-
structured qualitative interviews with represendi of the Sikh community in Ireland, former and
current politicians, representatives from NGOs waglkwith migrants, migrant candidates, as well as
a discussion group. Combining data gathered thrdbgtdesk research and the empirical study, we
employ a critical discourse analysis to highlightdadiscuss the main argumentation strategies
evidenced in the controversy. We interpret this@asse of official non-toleration of a practicada
non-accommodation of a primarily religious (thouglso cultural), new immigrant minority in the
public service.

Three main discursive topoi were identified in thiban debate.

The first, ‘this is a uniform’ topos, encompasseguments addressing the most basic, obvious and
ostensibly rational arguments advanced: the vefipitien, justification and meaning of ‘a uniform’.
The Gardai emphasised that the uniform represghtednpartiality of the force, claimed to treat all
religions equally, and drew attention to their aament intercultural policies. The opponents of the
ban questioned the possibility or desirability aifogeneity, and the implied secularity of the Irish
state - and of the police force in particular, pioig to the acceptance of Catholic practices, agdexd

for the equal recognition of all religions withihet police force. The argument that the uniform
requirement was specifically important for a polfoece was countered by pointing to its acceptance
in police forces in other countries, including CaaaEngland, and notably, Northern Ireland.

The second topos — ‘discrimination and rights’ enpassed arguments that the uniform argument
covered up more contentious issues, and that ttisiode in fact amounted to religious, if not ragial
discrimination. This was denied by the Gardai, vpminted that they accepted the Sikh reserve on
condition that he wear the uniform hat. It wasoadaimed that the ban was contrary to the
equivalence of rights under the Good Friday Agregnand to the country’s own National Plan
against Racism and Migration Nation policies, whazlled for the reasonable accommodation of
diversity.

The third topos identified was the ‘This is Irelanthow far do we have to go to accommodate?” This
encompasses arguments dealing with the recogrofi@and support for diversity in Irish society, as
the issue of the turban developed into a broadct®n on the perception and accommodation of
religious and cultural minorities in Ireland andtbie nature of Irish interculturalism. Argumentsrave
advanced that newcomers have to recognize thevirashof doing things, perhaps reflecting a certain
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sense of threat to the cultural character of alsooalntry from the novelty and difference brought b
immigrants. Others emphasized the difficulties]udmg segregation, experienced by countries seen
as having pursued strong multicultural policiestdaponse arguments were advanced that integration
is a two-way process, and criticisms of the slowepand limits of accommodation and engagement
with new minorities, even in view of the adoptidnao ostensibly interculturalist approach.

This case provides an interesting contrast to threroversy over the wearing of the hijab in Irish
schools, which concluded with broad acceptance,reviiee hijab could be incorporated into the
uniform. The contrast may indicate the limits desgvity of toleration and accommodation in Iretian

In interpreting the Sikh turban case in terms oé tepectrum of non-toleration, toleration,
respect/recognition, the ban may initially be ustmrd as exemplifying the limits of recognition or
accommodation of diversity in Ireland, in not adijug a policy which creates an obstacle to full
participation of a minority in public institution. may be argued, however, that it also involves t
border between toleration and non-toleration. T@dhktent that the turban is a non-negotiable aspect
of the Sikh faith, and banning it thus effectiv@lyevents any Sikh from joining the police forces th
ban constitutes a policy of exclusion, limiting tfights and career options not only of ‘new migsant
but also of their Irish-born children. It thus repents a case of non-toleration of the practiog neam-
accommodation of religious/cultural diversity iretpublic service in Ireland.

Keywords

Toleration, Sikhs, turban, police, political paip@tion, interculturalism, accommodation, integoati
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Local policies of exclusion: the Italian case

Maurizio Ambrosini and Elena Caneva, UniversityMifan

Executive Summary

This paper deals with those local policies whiclvehdeen introduced in the last few years to
guarantee urban safety, regulate economic actyitidjust the measures of the welfare state, ég. T
aim of these local policies was apparently to piotgeneral interests (e.g. urban standards,
compromised by the presence of annoying beggarg), ta suppress any behaviour that was
considered annoying, indecent or ill-mannered. Nbetess, many of these have limited immigrants’
rights indirectly or directly and favoured their chxsion. We will call them “local policies of
exclusion”.

Before going deeply into the issue, the paper disesl the Italian context as regards the political
participation and representation of migrants. Migsacurrently have few political rights in Italyh&
citizenship law is the most restrictive in EU15isitbased on ius sanguinis and states that citigens
can be obtained after 10 years residence for nom&idnals and after 4 years for EU nationals.
Besides that, the various immigration laws intraetlrom the '90s until today have not dealt with th
political participation and representation of migsaand they have not provided legislative chamges
order to introduce political rights for migrantsvéa at local level). These restrictions and the
unwillingness to change the law depend partly an piblitical climate: the issues of security and
control were central in the political programmedhad right-wing coalition (especially of the Northe
League party) and influenced its victory in the @ections (by contrast, in the 2011 administeativ
elections there was a turnaround). To guarantesettssues, the right-wing coalition sustained (and
still sustains) the necessity to combat the illeml of migrants, fight against crime and repress
public disorder, defend local cultural identitiggve priority to Italian citizens in accessing Veeé
services.

Although at national level most policies are caaising, at local level some initiatives have been
promoted by a few administrations to favour theitmall participation of migrants. Firstly, some
Regions and Municipalities modified their Statusgonomously to give migrants the right to vote.
Nevertheless, these modifications were rejectedheyState Council which declared that national
institutions rather than local bodies should cawerissue of voting rights. Consequently, thesalloc
administrations gave migrants the possibility tatipgoate politically by setting up two special hes,

the Municipal Consultative Body and the Additiokareign Council. In addition, they introduced the
right to vote for non EU nationals at least in Dt Councils, Circuit Councils and Local
Consultative Referenda. But these two solutiong (lodies and the voting rights in sub-local
councils) did not resolve the issue of politicaftiggpation and representation of minorities. Indi¢lee
bodies are consultative and they have no poweedislate. Besides that, the lists of those who are
eligible to vote for the bodies are incompletetha same way, the voting in sub-local councils was
rejected by the Constitutional Court and by thaeS@ouncil, which declared that the issue of voting
rights to immigrants falls under the jurisdictiohtloe national State.

Nor do immigrant associations have political povildrey have actually been built to satisfy cultural,
social and religious needs. They are places whegeanis meet, stay together, share cultural or
religious practices, exchange information. They asaally formed by migrants of the same ethnic
and/or national origins, they are locally organizmud they operate only in their municipalities.
Besides that, they have few relations with Itali@stitutions and they lack a framework of
institutionalization and public support. For alleie reasons they are not suitable for representing
migrants politically. Consequently, migrants’ peigiation in the public arena generally occurs
through the intermediation of Italian associaticarsd organizations, i.e. no-profit and voluntary
organizations, and trade unions. These organizaficstly offered assistance and legal protection t
migrants, facilitated their regularization as resitt and workers and their access to social satvice
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Now migrants are also enrolled in trade unions sorde hold positions within them. Furthermore, in
the last few years trade unions, NGOs and charggrozations have defended migrants as regards
the local policies of exclusion.

The focus of this study

This study focuses on how the issues of intolerataerance, respect and recognition of ethnic
diversity have been thematised in Italian polititBe topic of “local policies of exclusion” is aggin
point and it is a current and debated questioth@se measures became fundamental in local politics
in 2008 and they are still recurrent in severahl@dministrations. An important aspect relatethts
issue is the introduction of the Security Packdge,a set of norms introduced by the Berlusconi
government in 2008 and 2009, in which the citiesayors obtained more power: they could
autonomously introduce measures in order to guagamtban safety, without any approval at national
level. So, many municipalities, mostly governedtbhg North League or by right-wing coalitions,
began to introduce local regulations to maintaitliguorder, guarantee urban standards, defend
citizens from crime, danger, annoying or indecegtidviour. Most of these actually targeted migrants
directly or indirectly, such as the ban on playargket in public parks or the bonus for new-born
babies reserved only for Italians, the requirenafngd minimum income to register in the Registry
Office, etc. For this reason they provoked reactitom above and below. From above, the UNAR
(National Office against racial discrimination) esised the right to carry out checks. It intervemned
the most flagrant cases of local measures whicle wiscriminatory and it expressed its opinion and
asked for the removal or the revision of such messuFrom below, the advocacy coalition of pro-
immigrants gave rise to protest initiatives andhldgattles, often producing positive results. Qfrse,

the introduction of these measures, the protesigtamlegal battles were accompanied by public and
political debates, media outcry and they attrattedattention of public opinion. The aim of thisady
was therefore to analyze frames and discourseshysethyors, politicians, and civil society actass t
talk about the issue of “local policies of exclugio

Data and methods

This report is based on desk research and fieldworterms of desk research we collected statistica
data, policy documents, judgments of courts andspewer articles. The aim was to collect frames
and discourses of the political and social actovslved in the processes regarding the local pdici
of exclusion. This phase started at the beginnfriperesearch and ran in parallel to the fieldwork

The fieldwork was conducted between October 20l Jamuary 2012 in the metropolitan areas of
Milan and Brescia (another province in the Lombayion, where many ordinances were introduced
by small or medium size municipalities) and wasellasn qualitative interviews. More specifically,
we conducted 15 semi-structured qualitative intamg with people from different backgrounds: 4
lawyers, 4 members of trade unions, 4 members gifrafit associations, a member of the opposition
within a municipality, a Regional councillor of tidorthern League Party in Lombardy and finally a
city councillor of the previous administration inileh (centre-right). Most of them were interviewed
because they were directly involved in the processgarding the local policies of exclusion, like t
members of trade unions or the two lawyers who libagainst them in courts. Others were contacted
because they work in associations and organizatidnish deal with defending and representing
immigrants.

The analysis of the interview data was based ortréghtion of qualitative discourse analysis, and a
critical perspective was used to analyze the maguraentation strategies adopted by the various
actors interviewed.

Main findings
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The analysis of secondary sources and of qualtatiterviews highlights that the “local policies of
exclusion” are “institutionalized forms of intoleree”: they are drawn up and enforced by legitimate
bodies (i.e. the Municipalities), which are elec@eimocratically and which influence social life
within the local communities. They are institutibnlstacles to the rights of several minoritiesi{ci
social) and to their freedom of expressing theltucal and religious identity. Nevertheless, thare
justified by mayors using three types of frames.

The first is about urban safety and decency: slowed policies are justified because they guarantee
citizens’ security and preserve urban decorum acdbkorder, e.g. the controls on places of worship
or checks on the conditions of houses in the @tytres. The second frame is the scarcity of ecanomi
and social resources: the local policies are nacgs®cause the social benefits have been redsced,
they have to be set aside only for Italians ortffimse who have been residents in the town for @ lon
period (e.g. bonus for babies reserved only foridgaborn to Italian parents). Only Italian citizens
have the rights to access some social and ecortmnifits, whereas immigrants have to be excluded
because they are “guests”. Finally, the third frasnabout the defence of Italian identity, cultarel
traditions. The prohibition on opening mosques, kelab shops or to ban non traditional activitres i
the city centres is a case in point. Here the Ipcéities are justified because they defend thiatta
(and local) culture from immigrants, who are peredi as invaders. They are seen as necessary to
avoid contamination and changes in Italian citiefture and habits.

By contrast, the main frame used by civil societyoes to fight against these policies is that of
discrimination. These measures are in fact disoamory. They damage fundamental human rights,
such as the freedom of religion, personal freedmgoality among people, etc. Human rights must be
guaranteed, and are not open to debate or subjediitical discretion.. This is also the frame dige
courts, and it has often been cited in judgmeatsmdemning the local policies.

With regard to our conceptual framework, this ststhpws that the local policies of exclusion are
institutionalized forms of intolerance that legitz® xenophobic attitudes and behaviours. Theyrare i
fact formulated and approved within democraticiingons, and justified because they defend ciszen
under three aspects: personal safety and publeraifie distribution of economic and social besefit
the cultural and religious identity of the countBesides that, they have symbolic and culturalctfte
they mark the boundaries between "us" and "theetiyben the legitimate "owners of the land" and
newcomers who expect to settle.

By contrast, civil society actors fight against thislerance of local policies of exclusion refaginot

to the concepts of tolerance or respect or reciognibut to those of human rights. In their discagr
the issue at stake is not that of drawing boundaimong what should/must/can/could be tolerated,
respected and recognised, but of protecting pdomie having their basic human rights compromised.
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Do Silesians Exist and can Silesia be Autonomousfhits of Ethno-Political Tolerance in Poland

Michat Buchowski and Katarzyna Chlewgka, Adam Mickiewicz University of Pozfia

Executive Summary

The report ‘Do Silesians Exist and Silesia be Aotapnus? Limits of Ethno-Political Tolerance in
Poland’, presents the case of the Silesian Autonbtayement (Ruch Autonomislaska, hereafter
RAS), its participation in political life at a remial level, and the efforts in promoting regiornalias
well as the idea of a Silesian nation. RAS is aganisation of an educational, cultural and politica
profile fighting for the restoration of Upper Sile's political autonomy on the grounds of its sfieci
borderland status and a history of autonomy gratdesilesia in the interwar period, and supporting
Silesian identity-building.

This case study was inspired by controversies ar&ilesians and RAS caused by The Report on the
State of the Republic published by the major rightg party Law and Justice (Prawo i
Sprawiedliwd¢ — hereafter PIS). The document is a list of chauagainst the ruling party, Platforma
Obywatelska (Civic Platform, hereafter PO). Théntigying rhetoric of the oppressed nation and the
threat of Polish unity used in the report was a trsed for discrediting PO. The Report... accuses the
ruling party of a lack of patriotism and of indifésice to a progressing degeneration of national
identity. The statement that triggered a heatechtrpiwide debate and immediate reactions in the
circles of Silesian activists (mainly RAS activistad politicians), the German minority and other
minority communities is a short passage expoundingew that ‘Silesianness’ (Silesian identity) is a
‘camouflaged German option’, i.e. connecting S#dasbrganisations promoting autonomy and the
strengthening of Silesian cultural identity withns® kind of an anti-Polish ideology, without even
attempting to explain this notion and casual link.

After this strictly political debate stopped, thentroversies around Silesia and Silesians haveghtou
one remarkable and unexpected outcome, i.e. aaleviuinterest in ‘Silesianness’, Silesians’ natibn
existence, rights and identity. Many people in tbgion have apparently re-invented themselves as
members of the ‘Silesian nation’.

In contrast to most other European countries, natiand ethnic minorities in Poland are numerically
insignificant; the result of the 2002 Census shothed, already then, Silesians were by far theelsirg
declared minority (173 000), followed by German83100). Migrant communities are small and
practically absent in political life. However, tHergest declared minority group is not recognisgd
the state neither as a national, nor as an ethimiority. Silesians are politically active, have ithe
organisations and leaders, and are present ingdisicourses. All this makes Silesians particularly
interesting in terms of the issue of the toleramicdiversity in political life.

The latest Census (carried out in 2011) confirne=l fact that Poland is, at least in comparison to
many other European states, ethnically homogeramg,over 91% of the population declare Polish
national identity (36 007 000). The most numerousonity identities are: Silesian (809 000),
Kashubian (212 000) and German (109 000). Thessltsesonfirmed previous ones, but the
significant changes in the numbers surprised evési& activists. More than two decades after
democratic change, it seems that the growing irerakent of minority activists in the efforts to
promote a minority identity and the increasing bilgly of ‘non-traditional’ minorities’ in public ife
have brought astounding effects.

The case of RAS, Silesians and their political antiural status has been constantly discussed in
Polish public debates since the 1990s, often gitioel to contemporary political challenges. It ssrv
as an example of post-transformational tensionsd®t the policy and practice of national unity and
the grassroots efforts of people in some regionsh@nge the dominant cultural schemata. In the
centralised Polish state, any challenge to undermniis kind of monolithic socio-political setup,
which at the same time is permeated by the imaga bbmogenous Polish nation, any claim to
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recognise not only minority rights, but also thessibility to exercise them, is often interpreted as
dangerous and as undermining nation-state integhAtyempts at implementing constitutionally
granted entitlements to cultural visibility and tegecution of civic rights are perceived either as
unsubstantiated and unnecessary demands of amifitsigt number of people, or as a result of the
overambitious goals of some activists that manipulsistory and people. They are presented as
presenting a threat to homogeneous society.

This case study shows, on the one hand, how thermmities offered as a result Poland’s
participation in the structures of the Europeanddn{especially European support for regional
movements and minority organisations) are actugdd by local activists and minority organisations,
and, on the other hand, how they are interpretéaimihe mainstream political debate. The attacks o
RAS illustrate strong universalising tendencies andying themes present in the rhetoric of the
nationalistically minded segments of the society aightist politicians, who have used the case to
weaken the ruling coalition and frequently usesitaa argument against political opponents. In short
it illustrates how the issue of basic civil rigltsn be a hostage of political stalemate as wetloasit
may unveil the structural mechanisms of politida. |

This report, focusing on RAS'’s reception and régagt raises issue of the limits of tolerance in
political life in Poland in the sphere of the pichitt representation of minorities, and it shows the
boundary-drawing process in the political life lo& tcountry.

The report is based on secondary sources (sceefhtérature on Silesia and Silesians, documents,
reports and expert documents on minorities and haitical participation in Poland, on articles in
newspapers commenting on the ‘camouflaged Germ#anoontroversy), as well as primary data
(interviews) concerning the political activity ofAB. The secondary sources are to a large extent
Internet sources — web sites, forums and commaétis.interviews were conducted in January and
February 2012. Four semi-structured, very longd@rb each) qualitative interviews with RAS leaders
and members in the two main cities of Silesia —oMaéte and Opole — were conducted. In the
interpretation of the materials the method of thiéerenalysis was applied.

The analysis attempts to answer the questions abeuimits of ethno-political tolerance in Poland:
(1) What kind of groups and claims can be tolerategolitical life? (2) On what terms can these
groups express their difference and fight for tledic rights? (3) And, what cannot be tolerated in
public/political life in Poland? In the course bktso-called thematic analysis we identify thregoma
themes and apply discursive means by which weotanswer these three questions.

The analysis revealed that there is a limited acoésninorities to public debates and their pdditic
participation is restricted; it demonstrates a gainkack of support extended to minorities in their
efforts to participate in public life as equal mants (e.g., the accusation that RAS abuses préifdren
democratic rules designed to promote actual etmimorities, such as Germans). This situation can be
classified as a lack of acceptance and recognitighe minorities in the political sphere. This hep
both to the marginalisation of recognised minosit{ehere is a formal possibility of participatiom i
political life), and the paradox of Silesians — thgest, unrecognised minority accused of thestrea

of Polishness.

There is a lack of tolerance at the state level arghrtial tolerance at the local level towards the
identity-based activity of Silesians and its polili manifestations. However, thesupport for RAS in
the region is relatively narrow, which supportsthesis from our previous studies (Buchowski and
Chlewinska 2010; 2011) that Polish society conceivesfitmeh homogeneous ethnic entity, a unified
and integral nation. Public discourse favours pttriand national perspectives and there is no room
for the equal participation of minorities in publife, or, at least, any leeway is constricted thoem

and it is defined by the dominant majority.

However, all this does not mean that there is nehfor change in this area. Due to their growing
effectiveness, modern activity strategies appligdRBS are emulated by other political forces in the
region and elswhere. Silesians are increasinglyroigl as a social force that cannot be longer
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ignored; for instance, RAS activists participatetie ruling coalition at the regional level and

Silesians’ representatives got invited to the pameéntary committee on minorities, which indicates a
change in the politicians’ approach to the phenameaf ‘Silesianness’). It may happen that the
Silesians will pluralise Polish political life witlut necessarily achieving their own goals.

Keywords
Silesia, Silesian Autonomy Movement, toleranceafitigal life, unrecognised minority
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Acceptance or Lack of Tolerance towards MinoritisBRomanian Public Administration

loana Lupea, Alina Mungiu-Pippidi and Narcis lordacRomanian Academic Society

Executive Summary

On the occasion of the Hungarian Revolution DayMarch 15 2010, Mr.Barna performed a public
show in the streets, which portrayed Avram lancutriad and later sentenced to death for crimes
against the Hungarians during the 1848 Revolutiosibi Barna's protest, an ethnic Hungarian,
Romanian civil servant and keen promoter of a Htiagaethnic autonomous region Szekler Land
who hanged a doll representing a Romanian natioera, was a test of tolerance for the society and a
challenge for the Romanian political elite and thkevant public institutions. This event, with its
many implications and developments, is a tolerdyaxendary conflict case between the majority and
the minority. While the Hungarian minority, unactmmed to its minority status, intends to move the
tolerance border by requesting a new public stiiumigh the recognition of collective rights, fhet
majority of ethnic Romanians, the limit is much ExwThe majority is intolerant when it comes to the
institutionalization of any ethnic differences, whiwould require the public presence of ethnic
diversity (Robotin, 2002). Through the Romanian medpolitical representatives and state
institutions, the majority asks the minority to mley a civic loyalty beyond the formal-legal
obligations, and expresses its intolerance towalt# it considers to be the lack of loyalty towérd
Romanian state, through its national symbols.

The case of Csibi Barna proves the paradoxicahtiita of Romania, where a strong legislative and
institutional framework against discrimination daegst, but without any substantial effect becaafse
the intolerance towards the other community’s viewmd interpretation of historical events, which in
turn are used to justify the current political desi. As Mungiu-Pippidi argued (1999) the two groups
have separate and opposite views of entitlememtingted in different interpretations of history.
Despite the strong centralization of the Romanirosl curricula, the two groups are socialized into
two antagonistic versions of history. Amplified hike political entrepreneurs, this leads to an
environment of intolerance and distrust manifeste@very occasion.

Keywords

Csibi Barna, Romanian-Hungarian relationship, daghlty, mithological blockage, authonomy for
Szekler Land, regionalization, tolerance, recogniti
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Intolerant discourses about migrants in Catalan iads

Flora Burchianti and Ricard Zapata-Barrero, Uniitat$?ompeu Fabra, Barcelona

Executive Summary

Spain has become the first country of immigratiorEurope and has received more than 4 million
immigrants since 2000. But unlike other Europeannties, no important extreme-right party in
terms of electoral results has existed in the aguwsihce the re-establishment of a democratic regim
at the end of the 1970s. In addition Spanish pdfeyard immigrants settled in the country is said t
be fairly progressive, in particular because of tisefulness of migrants for Spanish economy and
welfare system. But the financial crisis experiehbg the country since 2008 is setting up a new dea
for how Spanish politics is managing migration eswand cultural diversity. This new situation
deserves to be examined from the angle of politicsdourses. During the two last years, coinciding
with the economic crisis in Spain and several elattcampaigns, anti-immigrant and intolerant
political discourse in relation with migration halbeen at the forefront of public discourses. I
statements have attracted differently media andipatiention. While some have been almost ignored
by media and other political actors, others haweaeted a huge public and media attention and
created important controversies. How to deal whehise of non-toleration is undoubtedly one of the
main challenges that face Spanish politics foryéers coming.

Case study

The study focuses on Catalonia due to its particptssition within Spain. Catalonia is the first
autonomous community to have experienced impoitantigration flows, especially since the late
nineties. It is still one of the autonomous comrtigsiwith the main proportion of resident foreigher
(15.7%) and the second community regarding the gotmm of non-communitarian foreigners
(11.7%). The Catalan policy toward migrants hasagbvbeen considered as the most integrative
policy in Spain and a model of acceptance at Ewogdevel. The Catalan administration and its
policies have always emphasised the acceptancegoambs, especially by recognizing equal rights
between nationals and immigrants and pressing pla@iSh State for a more inclusive policy and the
empowerment of autonomous communities. It also eseabed in articulating the definition of the
Catalan citizenship to the reception of non-Catg@leople (foreigners or Spanish) in a civic-inclesiv
way and not in an ethnic-exclusive way. In Decen@8, the parliamentary groups, except Popular
party, signed the National Agreement on immigratighich reaffirms their commitment for building
inclusion along three lines: “Management of migratiblows and access to the job market”, “Adapting
public services to a diverse society” and “Inteigratin a common public culture”. But, despite its
fairly progressive and comprehensive policy towaudrants, Catalonia has also experienced several
important local controversies about migration ie thst years. The report focuses on three of these
controversies which serve as an entry to underdtamdliscursive repertoires of intolerance toward
migrants and also to understand the context in hwilese discourses are put forward. The three
controversies are:

- The local exclusion from city census and basitfame of undocumented immigrants in the city of
Vic: In January 2010, the city council of Vic (Batona province, pop. 40.000) voted the ban of
unauthorized migrants from the city census (padn@hjch is the only way for them to access public
welfare provisions and services (health, educatioicjal services...). In Spain, this registratierai
right and a duty no matter the administrative situa The ban has raised an important debate imSpa
about the right of municipalities to do so and dbibe possibility for undocumented immigrants to
access basic rights.

- The “anti-Roma campaign” in the city of Badalo@andidates of the Popular Party to May 2011
municipal elections have put the anti-immigranttohie at the centre of their campaign. This was
particularly the case in the city of Badalona (p2p5.000), a close suburb of Barcelona, in whigh th
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candidate and actual mayor of the town has baseddmnpaign on targeting the Romanian Roma who
have settled in the town for bringing insecurityire and incivility.

- The “burga” ban proposals in the city of Lleidadaacross Catalonia: In 2010, several towns of
Catalonia decided to vote proposals banning theiagaf religious veils covering the face, such as
burga and nigab, in public buildings. The first amdst publicized case has been the one of the
provincial capital of Lleida (pop. 131.000), rulbg the socialist party, and which ban has raised
contention across the country. In this case, thetecwion was whether the ban proposals were
stigmatizing migrants or, conversely, decisionsigiiéned by human rights values and ensuring
security.

In addition, the absence of an electorate for ifgintrpolitical parties in Spain is currently chaitged

in Catalonia, where a new far-right political pangmed the Platform for Catalonia (PxC), averse to
migration and, above all, to resident Muslims, hasn created in 2002. Although its electoral scores
are still very weak in comparison with other Eurapecountries (2,4% voters at Catalan level), its
audience is growing fast from an election to thet.ne

Catalonia thus undoubtedly appears as a “laboratorySpanish politics concerning issues related to
cultural diversity.

Method

This report draws on a qualitative research metloggyoto study political discourses and policies
which express intolerance toward migration and ucalt diversity. The methodology chosen to
research on this challenge combines a content sinabf secondary sources and semi-structured
qualitative interviews.

Evidences from other scholars who demonstratechdmeexplicit and ambiguous presence of racism
and prejudices in elite's public discourses havented the research towards the study of discourses
accompanying policies and interviews rather thartypaanifestos or public texts which are much
more controlled by the “political correctness” whiertomes to migration and diversity issues. We
also chose to examine altogether political disesrpolicies and practices. What is the discourse
accompanying the policy? Are all the policy-makansl representatives producing the same discourse
on the topic? Is this discourse changing alongctvroversy which occurred? What are the counter-
discourses and who is producing them? Focusing amraversies and policies and not only on
explicit anti-immigrant discourse of far-right pag enables to emphasize the plurality of actods an
topics involved.

The desk research has been conducted between $eptand November 2011 and consisted mainly
in collecting secondary sources. Newspapers médrave been collected on the three cases studied
for the period between January 2010 and June 28d ¢f municipal elections) in seven Spanish (3)
and Catalan (4) newspapers. The second part oflebk research consisted in the collection and
analysis of administrative, policy and civil sogielocuments. We examined in particular: the minutes
of the city councils of the case studies and Catalarliament during the controversies, public
positions of civil society organisations and pulbéports.

15 semi-structured interviews were carried out keetwwNovember and December 201 with relevant
actors who had taken part in one or more of theethoontroversies (10) and leaders of the main
Catalan political parties (ICV, ERC, PSC, CiU ar®®) PThe list of interviews and interview guide are
provided in appendix.

Main Findings

The report focuses on two dimensions of intoleragrodedded in political discourses on migration.
Firstly, it focuses on the framing of the politiciscourses, especially during the three controegrs
studied. Secondly, it focuses on the role of pmitiparties in the regulation of the discourse in
Catalonia.
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Framing processes offer a great resource to an#tgspolitical discourses on migrants and cultural
diversity in Catalonia. We have identified diffetenodalities of what we call “intolerance” frames,
defined as emphasizing the impossibility to mamtaitolerant attitude toward migrants (or particula
groups of migrants) and the need to preserve ttad wciety and its cohesion above the acceptance o
migrants’ values, practices or accommodation. értice is only one of the way in which migration
and cultural diversity can be framed but we asstiraethis frame has been more and more present in
public discourses since the economic crisis.

Each of the three local controversies appeals fterdnt framing processes on the challenge which
was supposedly faced by political representatigash one being perceived as important for Catalan
politics. Three principal “intolerance” frames adentified in the report.

1) Intolerance based on the perception of migrai®mringing insecurity, delinquency and problems
of coexistence.

2) Intolerance based on the definitions of migrates a threat for the cultural homogeneity of
Catalonia and its fundamental values.

3) Intolerance based on a perception of migrant®agpetitors with locals for limited resources.

Through all these “intolerance” frames, migratierperceived as undermining the social cohesion and
norms of civility that are attached to the locatisty. In the terms of non-toleration, the ones \ah®
perceived as “others” then have to merge in thallsaciety (if possible) or be excluded from iteso

to preserve cohesion.

In the political landscape of Catalonia, two diffier discourses claim to halt the toleration that ha
been implemented so far toward migrants. They btatft from considering that migration and cultural
diversity come along with problems posed to theadamhesion, and cannot be only perceived as
positive for the society. But while some express-taleration to practices and values of migrangyth
deem problematic, the discourse of others go beyamdtoleration to express exclusion, rejection or
hate toward (groups of) migrants or religious mities (Muslims) per se.

The case studies show that non-toleration towagtants is increasingly expressed by representatives
of mainstream parties. Anti-immigrant statementsildde a manner to test the limits of what can be
said or not about migration in Catalan politics. éfging political discourses stretch the limits of
intolerance toward migrants. The second part ofatieysis then focuses on party politics to provide
elements which help understanding the rise of énéwice. Unlike other countries the influence of the
radical-right remains limited and the demand fouglo discourse and policy on immigration is
ambiguous. However, the succession of electorapaagns during the years 2010-2011 in Catalonia,
in combination with the financial crisis, has unbtadly created opportunities for a change of
discourse toward migrants. The relative noveltyirgérnational migration and the rather tolerant
discourse about the “usefulness” of migrants whigkvailed during the years 2004-2008, are
challenged now by the raise of intolerance frarié&g most interesting feature of this situationhis t
laissez-faire policy and the trivialisation of tissue done by the political and administrative é¥ad

We thus shift our attention toward the organisatiatynamics of political parties that could infleen
the way in which the issue is framed. Firstly, finesence of racism in Catalan politics is discatued
political leaders who understand intolerance asekattioneering strategy. The trivialization of
intolerance and racism then explains in part theséz-faire policy. Secondly, the organisation of
parties as stratarchies, with an important autonaevitiiin the party of local and Catalan levels,
explains also the lack of mobilisation and sandicagainst the representatives who express
intolerance even if it goes against party's ideplog

This demonstrates the importance of the context ahgartisan dynamics when it comes to
understanding the use of intolerance frames inpibigical life. In Catalonia, we understand that
intolerance toward migrants expressed by mainstiealitical leaders and representatives is allowed
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by the party as far as it does not undermine ite e@lues or challenge its position within party
competition. Frames must be coherent to the bslgstem and experience of the people who is
mobilized but also to some extent, to the ideolalgsystem of the political party or leader. Demél
racism and the reference to the autonomy of reptatees enables in our view the preservation ef th
position of the party, while testing at the sanmeetithe impact of a new discourse on migration. The
attitude of laissez-faire also serves other purpdse all stakeholders: it appears as a strategy to
marginalize these discourses by not letting thereive media coverage and it serves also to preserve
the representation of Catalonia as a welcoming tafetant territory. And indeed, expressions of
intolerance tend to change the meaning of Catatarership and notably make it pass from a civic-
inclusive definition to a cultural-exclusive onehel backlash against multiculturalism is located
around the question of civic behaviours and vatbassustain citizenship in Catalonia. This takes t
opposite view of the central political concept obtivivencia” (life together), which has been used i
integration policies to stress the positive efiaicthe social plurality and of the coexistence ivkedse
cultures or religions.

The report ends by addressing two challenges opdtieof the fight of intolerance and racism in the
political life. Firstly, the tension between fre@daf speech and the fight against hate speech and
racism, which points toward judicial solutions. &edly, the tension between laissez-faire attitudes
and the institutionalization of anti-racism, whigbints toward the regulation of political discowgse

Keywords

Intolerance; migrants; diversity; political disceas; party politics; radical right; Catalonia.
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The Swedish Sdmi Parliament: A Challenged Recogpit?
UIf Morkenstam, Andreas Gottardis and Hans IngvathRStockholm University

Executive Summary

When the new Instrument of Government was adopyetid Swedish Parliament in 2010, the special
status of the Swedish Sami people was recognisestitgionally for the first time. Already in 1993,
however, the popularly elected Swedish Sami PadigniSametinget) was established in order to
grant the Sami people cultural autonomy, and taayparliament is considered to be the main body
to ensure Sami self-determination. In many ways,situation and status of the Sami people can be
said to be highly acknowledged and recognized ied&m, where the political representation of the
Sami is institutionalised in and through the SamiliBment. This recognition of the Sami people
appears, however, to be challenged or undermineddiffigrent forms of discrimination and
intolerance. There have, for instance, been sewverdlicts during the last few years on the rigit t
use land and water for the maintenance of Samdeeinon private property, and there have been
severe conflicts on the construction of wind poywarks in traditional reindeer grazing areas. In its
observations concerning how Sweden fulfils the eoions concerning the elimination of all forms
of racial discrimination, the UN is regularly vaig concerns over these kind of issues, for instance
regarding the fact that the issue of ownershipaofiland water still has not been investigated, and
over the Swedish Government's passivity in reganddarifying the borders for the reindeer grazing
area. Moreover, according to a report from the Sste@mbudsman against Ethnic Discrimination,
the Sami testifies to harassment in their day-tpid@s connected to their ethnic background. litesp

of the demonstration of acceptance on a national eonstitutional level, an intolerant and
stereotypical understanding of the S4mi people siees to prevail.

In this case study we investigate this potentiatxtgsience of recognition and intolerance in the
Swedish society. Our focus is the Swedish Samiidtagint, as it represents the most radical
institutionalized form of recognition of the Sangigple (and of any national minority in Sweden). The
status of the parliament is as an administrativbaity under the Swedish Government.. However, it
Is a popularly elected administrative authority dne parliament is assigned two different functions

as an administrative authority whose tasks aretlstriegulated by law and as a popularly elected
parliament representing the Sami people. With thris as an administrative authority, the parliamen
is not granted any actual political power, suchaasgght of participation in decision-making, veto-

rights concerning administrative decisions or irefefent sources of income (like taxation rights). In
2010 the Sami Parliament was allocated a total amofi185 146 000 SEK (around 19 405 000
EUR), where all grants were directed towards ils as an administrative authority.

By looking at the media coverage of the SwedishiS#arliament since its inauguration in 1993, we
analyse how the parliament is conceptualised within media discourse. We analysed the media
coverage of the Sami Parliament in eight natiomal lacal daily newspapers during the years 2005,
2009-2011, there are no local or regional newsgajpeSami in Sweden. We also analysed articles
from the election years 1993, 1997, and 2001 (tleotiens) ten days before and ten days after the
elections, and we started out by an analysis oh#allines of all the articles published in threa-n
election years (1994, 2000, and 2011). Is the S@ht to cultural autonomy or self-determination
widely accepted in the Swedish society as portrapgdthe media? Or is this institutional
accommodation of the Sami people challenged bydespread intolerance? If so, what might the
consequences of this intolerance be for the palitiepresentation of the Sami?

Our headline analysis clearly showed that the méidieourse on the Sami Parliament is characterized
by a very limited set of topics out of which thdipcal instability and the administrative performee

of the parliament were most prominent. This istootsurprising as these topics obviously spring out
of the dual role of the parliament as both repregie body of the Sami people and as an

administrative authority under the Swedish govemmimiglore interesting, however, is that these topics
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tend to be conceptualised as major problems andsepted in a negatively biased way, as is often th

case in news reporting on ethnic minorities. Heedlithat refer to what can be considered as the
normal activity of the parliament, like “the Samarkament adopted the budget proposal”, are rather
uncommon; instead, most of the examined headlieed to focus on negative attributes such as,
“pure Balkan war in the Sami Parliament'—a negmtigsort out the chaos”.

When we turned our attention to the more comprdtienanalysis of the Swedish press and its
coverage of the Sami Parliament, our focus was am the problem of the parliament’s political
instability and weak administrative performance waplained in and by the media. What kind of
problem was the parliament represented to be? \Wbaits representations were produced and
reproduced within the media discourse? What wasntédr granted and thus not critically examined?

The political instability of the parliament was lwadly explained in two different ways within
discourse. In the first, the problem is considei@de external to the Sami Parliament, as it is the
institutional design of the parliament that hampissrepresentative capacity and constrains the
political parties and the MPs. In the second wagxplain the limited representative capacity, the
problem is considered to be internal to the paiiamin this view the problem is typically repretesh

to be a result of a persistent and unsolvable mbidfetween the political parties, a firm unwillimgss

to compromise or a personal antagonism betweerMtRs. The first way to explain the limited
representative capacity of the Sami Parliamertiagiever, marginal within the media discourse. It is
the internal explanation that dominates, and mriportant to point out that the order of discourse
remains more or less unchanged during the perioduofstudy. Our ambition is not to discuss or
evaluate the accuracy of the different ways of @xphg the problem. However, the implications of
the different explanations are extremely severthdfproblem is external, the blame for the defetts
the parliament is basically to be put on the Swedtsite; it is primarily the design of the parliarhe
that ought to be in focus of the discussion and wider perspective, Swedish Sami policy at large.
But if the problem is considered to be internal—eaaeption of the parliament that dominates the
media discourse—the blame is to be put on the S#@@niselves. In this perspective, the discussions
tend to focus on the political parties and thevitilial MPs as elected representatives rather than t
institutional prerequisites for their actual work.

As in the case of the depiction of the represardgatapacity of the Sami Parliament, the explanation
of the weak administrative performance of the Sd&pairliament, we discerned two general
explanations regarding the causes of this problafithin the terms of the dominant discourse, the
weak performance was assumed to result from indalidncompetence of the MPs or the
functionaries, immature behaviour or a not fullyweleped organisation and a further explanation
could be strong and deeply engrained internal idingsbetween the subgroups of the Sami population.
The weak performance is thus explained by inteftaais. The alternative explanation to this problem
is once again explained in terms of the institudiatesign of the parliament, i.e. external factdise
conclusion is thus similar to the analysis of thigeo problematic topic within the media discouiige:
the problem is formulated as an internal problame, $ami officials are the ones to blame for the
defects of the parliament.

If we return to our research questions it appearf the recognition of the Sami as an indigenous
people is widely accepted in the news represemmtid the Sami Parliament, and the parliament in
itself and the Sami right to self-determination act explicitly challenged. In the media discourse,
however, a consensus can be found on the limitpeoity of the Sami Parliament to function as a
representative body of the Sami people and onekvadministrative performance, which—if true—
must be considered to be a serious problem. Owrbkehand, the massive critique formulated in the
media discourse could be seen as legitimate antiilanent of one of the major tasks of the meda: t
critically scrutinise political power. From this ipb of view a malfunctioning Sami Parliament ought
rightfully to be criticised, just like any other Iplicly elected body in Sweden (or elsewhere), dred t
elected MPs have to take their responsibility. [keminore, the media discourse might be interpreded a
mainly, or at least partly, reflecting an inter@&mi debate, not the attitudes of the dominant &ed
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society, as the articles often refer to or quotei9dPs and civil servants. However, the internahBa
debate is much more complex than what is usuallyesented in the media. Earlier research also
confirms that the Sdmi MPs are worried about the bwe parliament works in both its roles, but a
fundamental problem according to them is the urmgblgquestion of how the Sami right to self-
determination ought to be interpreted and what duld mean in the day-to-day life of the Sami
Parliament.

On the other hand, this one-sided news representatiproblematic, and has consequences for the
political representation of the Sami, especiallyaicontext where the right to self-determination—
what it means and ought to mean—is negotiated @&Adegotiated in political practice. media
discourse has both direct and indirect consequefarethe political representation of the Sami,
delimiting their recognised right to self-deterntina. Directly, it affects the construction of aria
public sphere, indispensable for the parliameritib@tion in its role a representative body. The siew
reporting is limited in scope as it, as we havensgeivileges reporting on internal conflicts and
individual behaviour and tend to neglect or ignfaredamental political problems of the S&dmi people,
thus it contributes to a de-politicisation of Sgmulitics. Furthermore, it contributes to a conceptof

the parliament as problematic and dysfunction&rehy undermining the potential level of trusttef i
constituency. Indirectly, the emphasis on the deatacand administrative immaturity of the Sami
parliament reproduces stereotypical images of @i &s unable to handle their own affairs, thus
framing the problem in a specific way. And if wdibee that the way a problem is framed affect the
way that this issue is dealt with politically, théme range of possible political options is seripus
limited by the way the Sami Parliament is concelgad in media discourse. If it is the Sami
Parliament (and the Sami politicians) in itselftttsathe problem, and not the Swedish Sami policy o
the relation between the dominant majority soc#tgt the Sami minority, political proposals tryimg t
increase Sami self-determination in accordance thithUN Declaration will, for instance, easily be
rejected within discourse.

Our analysis clearly shows that the recognitiothef S&mi people on an institutional level—the right
to self-determination as institutionalised in ahtbtigh the Sami Parliament—is hampered by the way
the media represents the Sami Parliament. Theigeaat toleration in the media discourse seems to
reach a limit when the Sami claims equal public political status in capacity of being an indigesou
people. By neglecting the relation between the S#aple and the dominant Swedish society in news
representations, i.e. the right to self-determongtiit is obvious that the Swedish State still is
considered to be the sole legitimate authority veiiclusive “discretion over the values that justify
and limit toleration”. The practice of toleratiors & is expressed in the media is thus based on
domination and disrespect, not on recognition aspect. In that way, the media discourse could be
characterised in terms of a limited or very limiteterance.

Keywords

Indigenous rights, political representation, SwedS8ami Parliament, discourse analysis, news
representation, media
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Contested policies of exclusion in The Netherland$ie lamentable asylum cases of Sahar and
Mauro

Inge Versteegt and Marcel Maussen, University ofsterdam

Executive Summary

A large percentage of Dutch voters believe that ignation should be curbed to a minimum and
Dutch immigration and asylum policy now have a tapan as among the strictest in Europe. But
there is also protest: against the unfair treatnoératisylum seekers during their asylum application,
against (rejected) asylum seekers being excludedn fbasic social rights, against the bad
circumstances of alien detention, and many peopl@wabout the situation of children without legal
status. There is also highly mediatized public ggbion behalf of individuals who are at risk to be
expelled and who are said to be “well integrated”.

This is a case study on contestation and proteshsigDutch asylum policy. We are interested in the
reasons and arguments used by the protesters, aheth@y draw on concepts such as tolerance,
toleration and basic respect, and the consequeridbese protests for Dutch asylum and expulsion
policy. We decided the cases of Sahar and Maurolghue two focus points of the study. These were
two young end-of-line asylum seekers who were teXpelled and who became the centre of public
and political debates in 2010 and 2011.

The research aims to answer the following main tipresHow do different actors resist (aspects of)
the execution of asylum policy, what argumentatidaghey articulate in relation to concepts such as
tolerance and respect?

Results

Six main groups of protesters could be identifiedPolitical organisations, politicians, policy nea&
and bureaucrats. 2. Non-Governmental Organizaiihi@&0Os) for migrants. 3. NGOs involved with
human rights or asylum law. 4. Religious and hustanNGOs involved with charity. 5. Academics
specialized in human rights, migration and/or asyl6. Media and journalists.

Five main aspects of policies for (rejected) asybaukers are contested:
1. False rejection and unfair asylum admission gulaces

2. Homelessness and refusal of housing/ socialisgcu

3. Detention, circumstances of detention and crligation

4. Expulsion (protests related to dangerous cirtanegs in country of origin and inhumane treatment
during expulsion)

5. The uprooting of children, and (too) limited udeliscretionary abilities for individual cases

The report shows how the debate about rejectedirasséekers constantly circles around two central
questions: First: should the asylum seeker be firlas a “victim” or an “intruder”? Second, is the
government responsible for providing assistance®ditfierent combinations of answers that are given
to these questions are used to legitimize the sheganeed to be taken for individuals and groégs,
example, whether a residence status should be,gwemergency shelter provided (see table A).

Protest movements tend to argue in various waysagyum seekers should be regarded as “victims”,
not as an “intruders”, and that there is an ohligafor the Dutch state to provide assistance. The
varying ways in which these arguments are beingeldged in relation to broader narratives,
representations and normative positions can be aethppt by distinguishing four discourses. These
are:
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1 Asylum authenticity discourse. In this discouttse leading question is how to know whether or not
the asylum demand has been authentic (but falsggted).

2. Global injustice discourse. In this discourseprmmic refugees are recognized as victims of
poverty. Those who make use of this discourse ddmaore solidarity and more open borders.

3. The duty of care discourse. In this discourge(litcal) government is said to have a duty to @név
homelessness and destitution among rejected asstakers, especially for vulnerable groups like
children, ill people and the elderly.

4. Accomplished cultural inclusion discourse. Thiscourse draws on ideas about “cultural
citizenship” to present the rejected asylum see&l®r has become connected to the (people in the)
Netherlands as a victim of the length of Dutch prhaes.

Seen in this light different discursive strategige available. The protest movement is drawing on
these four different discourses to establish caizgtion of an asylum seeker as “victim”. If one
discourse fails to categorize an asylum seekerctisy another discourse can be used in whichighis
possible. Such re-framing is visible in our two eatudies on Mauro and Sahar. The 13-year old
Afghan girl Sahar, who feared expulsion with hemifg, was successfully re-categorized as a victim,
because she was considered too Westernised to fhdsed to Afghanistan. Because the frame
“sending her into the burga” was initialised by tBecialist Party, the objections of Wilders’ anti-
Islam PVV party were refuted and she was considareduthentic refugee in hindsight. Contrarily,
Mauro, an 18-year old Angolan boy who wished tanité his Dutch foster family, was insufficiently
re-framed as a victim, because he was also fram@ah amposter who still had connections in Angola
and because fears of a honeypot effect could nobbetered (see table B)

Recommendations for policy makers and researchers:

« Awareness that the asylum debate draws on diffedescourses and several ways to determine
whether a person is a “victim” or not, and thatstheategorizations exceed one-dimensional asylum
and refugee definitions.

» Becoming frame-sensitive will improve communioatibetween policy makers, politicians and
protest movement. This requires an understandimtiffeient perspectives in the debate

« More realism and pragmatism is necessary in igslifor undocumented migrants who are reluctant
or unable to return.

Method

In order to answer these questions, a qualitaggearch method was used. Three main sources were
analyzed. The first source consisted of interviewth thirteen experts, policy executioners and
representatives of the protest movement. A secondcs included policy documents and political
debates, motions and reports. A third source ctatbisf various newspapers which described aspects
of the asylum policy. The mediatized, lamentableesavhich we examined in particular were that of
Sahar Hbrahim Gul and Mauro Manuel in 2010 and 2Q&gal procedures (trials and court cases)
and violent protests and extremist activism wer@uged from the research.
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The ‘Muslim Vote’ in 2010. Misrecognition and Polital Agency
Jan Dobbernack, Nasar Meer and Tariqg Modood, Usityeof Bristol

Executive Summary

Immigrants to the United Kingdom, coming predomithafrom Commonwealth countries, benefited
from significant political rights upon arrival. Awas to be expected, political participation was
generally not among the highest priorities for nemers. Institutional obstacles and wide-spread
racism meant that official channels into mainstrgaotitics were barred. Beginning in the 1950s,
initial mobilizations on an ethnic minority-basisowrred largely in response to local experiences of
racial discrimination. The current competition amomhe three mainstream parties, Labour,
Conservatives and Liberal Demaocrats, for ethnicamin votes is a comparatively new phenomenon,
as the Labour Party was historically the main agceste for post-immigration groups into British
politics.

Despite new attention to ethnic minority votersaagsult of electoral competition, there are a neimb
of obstacles that remain in the way of equitableresentation and access into politics. Political
agency that highlights ethno-religious identitigss, example, tends to be conceived as particularist
divisive or sectarian. The implication often wasdao a lesser extent still is, that in order to be
representative, such as to embody a Labour philgsominority politicians need to undertake
additional efforts. It would be their responsiljilito prove the ability to represent. While such
paternalistic motifs have become weaker over theftaw decades, they remain in place and, together
with concerns about extremism, radicalization aderitity politics’, account for features of British
Muslim political agency.

In order to explore such features, the report cw@rsithe case of the General Election 2010 and how
national-level organisations that mobilized Musloonstituents conceived of their objectives and
responded to perceived pressures. It explores db@uaf salient issues, including the act of pdditic
representation, the ‘Muslim Vote’, and significaobncerns to do with political neutrality and
partisanship. Organisations and initiatives inggg8d in this report are the Muslim Council of Birit
(MCB) for its ‘Muslim Vote 2010’ website, the Musii Public Affairs Committee (MPAC), Operation
Black Vote (OBV), ENGAGE and YouElect.

The report firstly shows that among the actorshaf 2010 mobilization there was a measure of
concern about dilemmas of representation. This ewnwas about the way Muslim political actors
were forced to abjure their Muslimness in ordecleim a more encompassing political identity. At
the same time, the notion that increased repres@mtavould provide a remedy to inequality that
could be achieved without a serious and issue-basaunitments was widely denounced. How to
balance the ‘politics of ideas’ with the politick ethnic minority ‘presence’ was a live politicasue

for respondents and reflects a strong concern tateo simplistic or particularist mis-representaio
of their political agency.

Secondly, the notion of the ‘Muslim Vote’, and hoactors of the mobilization consider or
problematize its weight and coherence, points anthfferent direction for our concern with politica
agency. As with political representation, there amiguities to consider that are the reflectiora of
difficult environment. The aspiration to ‘normalizéhe participation of British Muslims — to
emphasize that a ‘bloc vote’ no longer exists oatgue that bloc-like voting instincts need to be
overcome in favour of informed political decisioraking — runs through the rhetoric of all of our
respondents. At the same time, respondents ackdgwléhe strategic usefulness of the appeal to
shared concerns and are apprehensive about wiyatdhsider to be the disempowering effects of an
individualizing perspective on shared concerns.

Thirdly, the appropriate distance or proximity tolipcal parties and candidates is contested among
the actors investigated in this report. Some oggditins see themselves as ‘service facilitatord’ an
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refrain from offering recommendations on who toeviar, as this would contradict their conception of
self-reliance and sophistication among Muslim watelOthers offer specific advice and
recommendations on the basis of strong of canditlatgicy record and their positive or negative
attitudes towards issues of concern to Muslims.suich calculations about endorsements, the
organisations respond to what they perceive askgmatic environment for political positioning.

The report investigates such features of Muslimitipal agency by drawing on the concept of
misrecognition. ‘Misrecognition’ allows for a codsration of how actors respond to perceived
pressures, make claims and project identities pospion to alleged misperceptions or the refusal t
acknowledge desired self-descriptions. We highlfglet specific types of misrecognition:

1) misrecognising Muslim identity politics as madkedifferent in kind to other identity politics;
2) misrecognising the dynamic positioning and caipy of Muslim identities and concerns,
3) misrecognising Muslim agency as purely reactivesvance-based or ‘pariah politics’,

4) misrecognising Muslim concerns as ‘sectariaot compatible with an orientation towards the
common good;

5) misrecognising Muslim political actors as ‘toxamd refusing political association.

While misrecognition has been our focus, we do soggest that it provides a complete or
determinative account of Muslim political agencpdéed experiences of misrecognition are not
understood particularly well if they are viewednasrely oppressive and constraining, limiting spaces
for agency and inviting nothing more than copingatstgies and postures of defensiveness. The
political positioning that is evident among the amgations examined in this report shows that
constraints are often creatively dealt with and fperceived pressures invite a significant degifee o
reflexivity and strategic awareness. Although thastpdecade has been a challenging time for
confident expressions of Muslim identities in Bifitipolitics, there are some indications that paliti
actors succeed in projecting political subjectiviest are not simply determined by the experierice o
misrecognition. The diversity of attempts to deditee such identities, as is evident among the
mobilizations examined in this report, might indeedke it more difficult for Muslim political claims

to be misrecognized.
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Circassian Claims to Equal Citizenship in Turkeynstitutionalizing Political Participation

Ayhan Kaya, Istanbul Bilgi University

Executive Summary

This study investigates the way the regime of tolee has been implemented in Turkey as far as the
political participation of the Circassians is comesl since the late nineteenth century. The parstr f
scrutinizes the political and cultural claims rdid®y the Circassians, and then explores which slaim
have so far been tolerated by the state, whatigailipractices are considered to be tolerant, or
intolerant, and what values/norms are consideregréonote, or undermine, tolerance in Turkish
political life.

Circassians embody one of the largest ethno-clilwirgorities living in Turkey. Though they are not
legally defined as a minority like the non-Muslinminorities (Jews, Greek-Rums, and Armenians),
sociologically and anthropologically they consttat minority. So far, they have not been considered
by the majority society to be facing any major abb since their arrival in Anatolia in the lastger

of the nineteenth century. However, recent studésed out in Turkey demonstrate that it is ndion
the non-Muslims, Kurds and Alevis who have beenjemibto a kind of structural exclusion with
regard to having equal access to political anducailtrights, but also that the Circassians have
experienced discriminatory acts of the state aadhjority society.

The common belief in Turkey concerning the Circassiis that they are more privileged than the
other ethnic groups. This belief may be correcatcertain extent, however research shows that the
Circassians have also been subject to various @rolary acts in the nation-building process. Hence,
the basic premise of this study is that Circassienve been exposed to some acts of discrimination b
the Turkish state, and that while having a strorigntation towards their homeland, most of the
Circassian population in Turkey still feel thems&s\to be guests. The fact that the voices of the
Circassians have not been heard so far in pubéicespeflects to some extent the power of both the
formal and the popular majority nationalism to whthey have been subjected.

Despite being a ‘constitutive element’ of the Tatknation, the Circassians became subject to v&ariou
discriminatory policies in the nation-building pess, especially after the 1930s when the spectre of
Fascism and National Socialism was rampant in Eurépthe current Turkish political context, the
Circassians, who have been mobilized along witlero#thno-cultural claimants, protest against the
suppressive and discriminatory policies and prastimplemented by the state throughout the history
of the Republic. By mobilizing through ethno-culilrassociations, protests, conferences and
campaigns, along with the other cultural minoritiee Circassians aspire to be one of the driving
forces of the democratization process whereby tmgalize their claims for the elimination of
discrimination against ethnic minorities, and fespect for individual rights as well as culturajhts.
Therefore, although the political mobilization ofir€assians contributes to the democratic
consolidation of Turkey, the Circassians cannot naite their voices through legitimate political
channels as much as they wish to. Rather, the SGii@ma challenge vis-a-vis the nation-state is
predominantly handled by government policies makegpecific reference to all-encompassing
principles and concepts, such as constitution&etiship, equal citizenship rights, and respect and
recognition for cultural differences.

Since the deepening of the European integratiocgs® in the early 2000s, the Circassians have
become more vocal in raising their claims to tt@gmition of their right to education in their meth
tongue, recognition of their ethno-cultural identitheir right to dual citizenship, recognition i
contribution to the foundation of the Republic malg the politicians, military officers and
bureaucrats of Caucasus origin, and the remov#hefdescriptions of Cerkes Ethem as a “traitor”
from school textbooks. Circassian claims for cdustnal citizenship, recognition and respect, glon
with the government’s initiative for constitutionadform and legal arrangements to secure political
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and cultural rights, can be categorized as a go@anple of accommodation of the ethno-cultural
diversity challenge regarding tolerance in politida.

This study undertakes a textual discourse anabysigarious policy documents, public statements,
newspaper articles, NGO reports, academic workmysband websites regarding Circassian political
participation. In addition, some in-depth interviewwere held with the community leaders of the
Circassian diaspora and executive members of #s€pciations who are involved in the public
debates and initiatives with regard to the recemsttutional changes and other legal arrangements
regarding the recognition of political and culturaghts of ethno-cultural minorities. | also made
active participant observations in the meetinggasious Circassian associations engaged in preparin
their suggestions for the new constitution.

This study finds that the current state policiesegated to respond to the Circassian claims camnot
considered as a discourse and practice of respdategognition. On the contrary, the policies & th
contemporary government (Justice and Developmemty, PAKP) spring from a discourse of
toleration towards the Circassians, who are agtuallsearch of constitutional citizenship, equality
and respect with regard to their ethno-culturafedénces. The study also reveals that cultural and
folkloric forms of representations demonstrated difino-cultural minorities are tolerated by the
Turkish state. However, the state actors are notojerant of the politicization of minority claimas

in the case of the Circassians.

One of the important findings of this study is ttiz# Circassians have recently discovered the power
of transnationalizing their cause in order to prgsgure on the Turkish state to extend political an
cultural rights to the Circassians. The EuropearigPaent and the Council of Europe have become
important venues for the Circassian diaspora taesgotheir concerns on the international platform.
Transnational connections and global communicatioannels have shaped the ways in which the
Circassian diaspora have recently started to thise claims in a way that transcends the hegemonic
power of their countries of settlement, such akéwrCircassians are no longer content with thesway
in which they are perceived by the Turkish stateeyTwant to be recognized by the Turkish state as a
collective group, not only as individuals. The @sh also reveals that the transnationalizatiotnef
Circassian social movements and the use of thalsoeidia impact the ways in which their claims are
currently being raised in a way that challengestthditional patriarchal structure of the Circaasia
communities.
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