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Ladies and Gentlemen,

First and foremost I would like to thank the Cicero Foundation for inviting me to present the closing lecture of what looks like a very intensive and interesting programme. I regret I was not able to participate in this international seminar, which has pulled together a variety of perspectives and experiences from different integration models and practises. The topic I would like to address in this closing lecture is the “is and the ought” of the EU integration strategy in an era of growing anxiety about failing economic progress and growing unemployment.

Migration as a Security Issue

· If we want to believe the Eurobarometer, migration is seen as an issue which ranks higher than terrorism
. Immigration is a nexus area in the EU, partly because it has links with the labour market, partly because it is related to debates about national identity (and indirectly the loss of national sovereignty). Immigration is increasingly perceived as a worrying, even destabilising phenomenon. To a large extent, as has also been analysed by Bigo, Huysmans and Den Boer, migration has been subject of a securitisation process
. Buzan et al. (1998) argue that an object or phenomenon (e.g. migratory movements) can never be a threat by itself. A security actor or “securitising” actor
 is required to define something as a threat. Moreover, securitisation is essentially an intersubjective process
, where other actors have to join the interpretation of an object being defined as a threat. My thesis would therefore be that we require semiotic vehicles for the promotion of shared security notions: politics, the media and leading institutions can be seen as major transmitters of the securitisation process.

· Anxiety seems to be one of the core drivers of current domestic and European politics. Yet, as we have seen with the rejection of the EU Constitution in France and The Netherlands, anxiety can also become an obstacle in further integration. With the rejection of the Constitutional Treaty, unfortunately, there has neither been an endorsement of the constitutionalisation of the EU Charter on Fundamental Rights, nor of a wider application of qualified majority voting to EU migration policies.

· The Anxiety Society which now emerges is symbiotic with the Risk Society
. In the risk society, catastrophy – being the exceptional condition – becomes the norm. Nowadays, the fight against terrorism – whether incidental or structural in nature – has become the norm in the organisation of safety and security. The perception of risk and anxiety is based on the relative loss of security and trust, to the exposure to a society which becomes more anonymous and more globalised. To some extent, the Anxiety Society is based on the reflective notion of a ‘safety utopia’
, a society in which citizens can live in mutual peace, trust, and solidarity. A crucial element in the debate about the road towards a new society is whether safety is an ideal within reach, or a utopian illusion which is impossible to achieve. It can thus be concluded that the anxiety about migration issues is becoming an obstacle in the European integration process, and has become an easy target for domestic politicians who seek to reinforce national identity at the expense of migrant populations. Beck argues that the utopia of a risk society remains peculiarly negative and defensive: “Basically, one is no longer concerned with attaining something ‘good’, but rather with preventing the worst; (…)”.
 Solidarity from anxiety arises and becomes the new binding political force. [In The Netherlands we are now witnessing the emergence of a solidarity nexus between the extreme right and the extreme left].

· Several recent publications argue that marginalisation of people in societies breeds skepticism and radicalisation. And those phenomena are, in themselves, perceived as a threat to state security: “Ensuring citizenship based on security is therefore a pre-condition to State security, or better, an intrinsic part of State security.”

· From a state security perspective, radicalisation is a worrying issue, therefore (see e.g. annual reports of national security services). In a rather negative sketch of recent immigration developments in Europe, Leiken sketches an image where many jihadists are western European nationals, eligible to travel visa-fee to the United States.
 Within Europe, muslim immigrants have been insufficiently integrated, which has led to societal and geographical ghettoisation. But I would disagree wholeheartedly with Leiken when he claims that European countries, as opposed to the US, have “never learned to integrate newcomers”, and that the collision with immigrant’s retention is the real cause of poor integration. There is also the confluence with other matters, such as social-psychological indicators to be entangled in a criminal career, and the anger propelled by the endorsement of the Iraq war in most European countries. In the analysis of state security services, we seem to be talking about a growing group of “alienated citizens”, who create links with inner bases for the purpose of recruitment. In Leiken’s terminology, we are talking here of a dramatic instance of “adversarial assimilation – integration into the host country’s adversarial culture.”
 Seen from this perspective, integration policy is not merely a question of active implementation, but also of discouraging trends that may be counterproductive to the social integration of immigrant communities.

· Integration policy is more a matter of citizenship than of nationality, but the denial of nationality leads to the deprivation of citizenship. Worldwide, it is claimed, millions of people continue to live without the benefits of citizenship.
 The denial of citizenship is regarded as a challenge to Human Security. The 2003 report of the Commission on Human Security defines human security expansively as covering “the vital core of all human lives in ways that enhance human freedoms and human fulfillment.” The safety and dignity of the individual human person are crucial values, as opposed to the power and authority of the state. Protection and empowerment are essential benefits to be gained from citizenship. Non-citizens cannot benefit from human rights as much as citizens, which is due to their economic, social, political and legal marginalisation.

· When we transpose this discussion to migrants who live in Europe, we should be particularly concerned about the status of undocumented migrants. Often, they are not included as a target group of integration – let alone immigration – policies. Undocumented migrants have basic human rights, and the nation states are required to protect those rights. It is argued that it is in the interests of society and of the migrant, that their access to essential services is protected (e.g. emergency medical care, education for children). Hence, the integration strategy ought to be explicit on the minimum rights of undocumented migrants, with special attention for the protection at work in the event of irregular employment.

Policy Initiation and Coordination

· The EU has taken tentative steps toward a common immigration policy (this not the same as a common integration policy, of course, but they are strongly interdependent). But it ain’t easy at all! It seems that Europe is struggling with two major tensions. The first tension is the ambivalent attitude to migration. The other is the domination of state sovereignty, which hinders the European Commission in taking this policy issue forward. To begin with the first tension: What is rather striking is that the EU has fallen prey to the ambivalence which surrounds the migration issue. Migrant labour is explicitly acknowledged as being an essential complement to the European labour-market, in order to balance the lack of unskilled and highly-skilled workers, and in order to balance the stagnation of the European population whilst the demand for labour continues to rise.  A contrastive argument often ventured in the EU is that the inflow of migrant workers is seen as a major competitor from the point of view of domestic labour markets, mainly because they are seen as a threat to low-wage 
and low-skilled employment.

· This resistance gives rise to forms of protectionism and heated domestic debates about migration policies. In turn, the politicians respond with more restrictive migration policies. The EU has even gone so far to effectively criminalise the act of seeking asylum in Europe. Moreover, the EU’s measures to fight illegal immigration have overshadowed the management of root causes of refugee flight, and the improvement of refugee protection in third countries, which has led to a lack of coherence between the EU’s measures to integrate migration issues into external policies and its human rights and development co-operation policies.
 The securitisation of migration control has resulted in the investment of huge sums of money in the increase of the number of border guards, the strengthening of maritime surveillance, the use of surveillance equipment such as infra-red detection devices, and the use of biometric and fingerprinting equipment.
 The ‘war on terror’ has pushed security concerns to the top of the agendas of all States; restrictions of the free movement of persons feature high on those agendas.

· The second tension is caused by the fact that the influence and power over migration policies still resides with the Member States. In the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice, it is still the Justice and Home Affairs Council which decides on those policy issues with unanimity.
 This remnant form of intergovermental decision-making is seen as an obstacle to progressive development and integrated i.e. common policy approaches. Hence, whilst the EU has a mandate to issue legislative proposals concerning the harmonisation of an EU immigration policy, the results are limited: the cause is the predomination of national politics, combined with a stubborn resistance against the harmonisation of immigration policies. As said earlier, if the EU Constitutional Treaty would have been ratified, voting by unanimity would effectively have been removed for migration instruments.

· What remains is a vast divergence between national immigration policies, also when it concerns regularisation programmes and expulsion policies. Pastore
 observes a “panorama of national normative frameworks on admission”; the approach was “extemely heterogeneous and marked by a deep divide between countries still formally adhering to a policy of ‘zero immigration’ and countries – particularly those in Southern Europe – with an explicit policy of economic migration.” Illustrative in this context was some political moaning in The Netherlands, notably by our own Dutch Minister for Integration, about the recent regularisation programme in Spain. She argued that Spain was too liberal and that such an approach would discredit a common European approach to illegal immigration.

· From this it appears that limited steps towards EU control have been undertaken thus far, actually resulting in a less liberal immigration policy (fewer rights, freedoms and privileges for immigrants). As Ferruccio Pastore claims: “Successive developments since the entry into force of the Treaty of Amsterdam have confirmed a tendency which was already previously evident: mutual recognition much more easily works ‘negatively’ (disfavouring immigrants, by generalizing the effect of negative acts or provisions) than ‘positively’ (by generalizing favourable effects).”
 References are made to the EU legislation concerning visa regulation and expulsion orders. Thus far, the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice has focussed more on the development of repressive legislation concerning the control of irregular migration, than on regular migration.
 It is time the balance tips over to the other side. A lingering but most pertinent issue to be addressed concerns the question whether EU immigration policy is subject to the same standards of democratic and judicial control as national immigration policies.

· It is clear that the European Commission must try to overcome these policy tensions. It must also address the third major tension, namely the securitisation trend that was mentioned before. Migration is increasingly framed as a security problem, particularly in relation to terrorism, but also to a large extent in relation to transnational organised crime. One of the first trends it should counter, is the increasing presence of repressive migration policies in the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice. The Commission should invest more effort into preventive policies against illegal immigration, both in partnership with source countries, as well as by means of harmonising admission policies, which have been presented as an effective tool of clandestine and irregular migration
. As already noted, an integration-based migration policy seeks to promote a regular status of migrants in European societies, thereby seeking to suppress marginalisation and radicalisation trends. Furthermore, the field of family reunification requires further development. EU free movement law applies to third-country nationals of all EU citizens, regardless of whether those nationals have exercised their free movement rights, and they could eventually qualify for the status of long-term residents under EC legislation.
 So far, so good, but it is argued that despite the fact that there is no hard evidence of racial discrimination, the Family Reunion Directive favours EC nationals above third-country nationals. Steve Peers analyses this as an unethical situation and claims that “many non-white people in the European Union cannot enjoy the human right to respect for their family life in the same way as the white majority, even if they are long-term residents of a Member State.”

Steps Towards a Comprehensive Integration Policy

· The issue of how to best integrate migrants is a central policy challenge throughout Europe and is one of the priority concerns of the EU. At the same time, there are deep concerns about the rise of anti-semitism and Islamophobia, about the increase of xenophobia and racism in general. The European Policy Centre in Brussels, together with its strategic partner the King Baudouin Foundation in Brussels, has therefore launched a major initiative to address key developments in the field of migration and integration policies within its Multicultural Work Programme. During the second half of 2004, at the initiative of the Dutch Presidency of the EU, it developed the Common Basic Principles on Integration (CBP). Thereby it seeks to build a constructive agenda of action and support at the European level. First of all, it is acknowledged that public policy has to be organised to manage both immigration and integration effectively: “To develop a European immigration policy without simultaneously framing a European integration policy would be counter-productive”.
 In an era where Europe is also challenged by demographic trends (ageing population, skill and labour shortages etc) and economic developments (e.g. global competition for the highly-skilled), a common policy framework gains necessity.

· The Hague Programme, which was adopted in November 2004, endorses the need for a new integration agenda. The Council on European Union formulated Common Basic Principles in Document 14615/04 of 19 November 2004, endorsing the strategy that integration ought to be seen as an investment, and that equal rights and anti-discrimination policies are at the core of a proactive integration. Furthermore, migration is seen as beneficial to the EU in economic, social, policy political and cultural terms. Notwithstanding its wobbly status, the EU Constitutional Treaty also proclaims – in Article III 267.4 – that a legal basis will be given to integration policies
: “European laws or framework laws may establish measures to provide incentives and support for the action of Member States with a view to promoting the integration of third-country nationals residing legally in their territories, excluding any harmonisation of the laws and regulations of the Member States.”
· The Common Basic Principles of Integration emphasise that integration is a dynamic, two-way process, and that it implies respect for basic values of the EU by each resident. Significant in this regard is that this latter principle takes account of a move that has taken place in several EU-countries, namely from a rights-based approach to integration to a responsibility and value-based approach to integration. Having in mind the citizenship certificates which are now part and parcel of the integration agenda in Great Britain and The Netherlands, there is also a lot of emphasis on the basic knowledge of the host society’s language, history, and institutions. Equal access to employment, education, institutions, as well as to public and private goods and services are seen as indispensable conditions for improved integration. Within European and national governments, efforts ought to be made to mainstream integration policies in all relevant policy portfolios and to develop clear goals, indicators and evaluation mechanisms to operationalise the various policies. Policy integration is thus seen as a prerequisite for integration itself.

· A critical footnote is required here about top-down politics: an integration agenda which is going to be imposed on the European citizens will simply not work. It is therefore crucial to advocate ownership of those integration policies, combined with commitment, engagement, resources, information and transparency. And, last but not least, integration policies cannot be launched from Brussels with the expectation that local communities will pick them up automatically. Therefore, a smart communication and implementation strategy is an absolute precondition for the their success. Ownership however cannot be realised without what I would call “integration agents”, individual and institutional members of society who are genuinely committed to concrete achievements, and who are the essential catalysts in the transformation process

Concluding Notes

· Despite the critical note about top-down integration politics, I cannot see how we can manage without the continuing initiation, encouragement and support by and from collective actors, such as the major institutions within the European Union.

· The European Commission can and must present a cross-cutting policy agenda, demonstrating a comprehensive (holistic) approach to integration policy. According to the  EPC and KBF, “courageous leadership” is required to mobilise (and engage!!!) the different partners in civil society.
 In order to avoid policy segregation, I would support their recommendation that the European Commission installs an inter DG-working party, embracing Freedom, Security and Justice, Social Affairs and Employment, Development, Enterprise, Education and Youth, Public Health, Regional Policy, etc.). Employment, education and housing issues should feature high on the agenda.

· If granted sufficient authority, funding and competence, the future Fundamental Rights Agency can play an important role in combating discrimination of migrants.

· The European Parliament is in the position to initiate, stimulate, endorse and monitor these initiatives. It is particularly well-placed to encourage a comprehensive multi-tiered strategy, which includes integration in the labour-market, social inclusion, inclusion in civil life, equal opportunities and the building of good relations, as well as facilitating an inter-institutional Declaration.

· The European Council underlines the need for greater coordination of national integration policies. Now that the EU Constitutional Treaty has gone into coma, the EU can base its integration policies on action programmes which it did agree on, such as The Hague programme. In it, the European Council states that successful integration of legal residents from third countries and their descendants favours the stability and cohesion of our societies. The Hague Programme further proclaims a comprehensive approach, with the engagement of stakeholders at the local, regional, national and EU level.

· So far, so good for top-down politics. The Member States carry an important task engaging “their public and private authorities, and civil societies, in the implementation” of the Common Basic Principles.
 Special attention has to be given to the local level, where racial tensions are felt most. The development of a widely accessible website on the Internet for the structural exchange of experience and information on integration
 will clearly not suffice…
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