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THEAROLEAOFAECONOMIC,A POLITICAL,AANDACULTURALAFACTORSAINA
IMMIGRATIONAPOLICYAINAFRANCE,ATHEAUNITEDAKINGDOM,A

AND GERMANY 

SheriAL.ARogers,AM.A.

WesternAMichiganAUniversity,A2004A

ImmigrationA policyA hasAbeenA aAcrucialA issueA facingAallAWesternAEuropeanA

countriesAforAdecades;A however,A itAhasArecentlyAbecomeAanAevenAgreaterAconcern.A

MuchA ofA theA literatureA arguesA thatA shiftsA inA immigrationA policyA correspondA withA

shiftsAinAeconomicAconditionsAorAtheApowerAofA far-rightA parties.A OthersAargueAthatA

immigrationA policyA isAprimarilyA aA culturalA issue,A althoughA veryA littleA researchA hasA

beenAdoneAtoAaddressAtheAroleAofAspecificAculturalA factorsAinAdifferentAcountries.A

ThisA paperA looksA atA theA evolutionA ofA immigrationA policyA inA France,A theA

UnitedA Kingdom,A andAGermany,A andAaddressesA theA questionA ofAwhyA immigrationA

policiesA inA eachA countryA targetA differentA groups.A IA argueA that,A whileA economicsA

andApoliticsAareAimportant,A immigrationApolicyAisAinfluencedAprimarilyAbyAaAsenseAofA

nationalA identity,A toA theA pointA whereA evenA economicA factorsA areA viewedA throughA

theA lensAofAnationalA identity.A ByAexaminingAkeyA immigrationA legislation,A economicA

data,A publicA opinionA regardingA immigration,A historicalA circumstances,A andA

immigrationA trends,A thisA paperA willA showA thatA deep-seatedA culturalA normsA andA

institutionsAhaveAaAgreaterA impactAonAimmigrationApolicyA thanAeconomicA factorsAinA

theAUnitedAKingdom,AFranceAandAGermany.A



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LIST OF TABLES .......................................... ·........................ V 

CHAPTER 

I. INTRODUCTION.......................................................... 1 

The Politics of Immigration Policy.............................. 1 

Immigration's Driving Forces.................................... 2 

Fact vs. Perception................................................ 6 

II. POST WORLD WAR II IMMIGRATION HISTORY............... 10 

Introduction........................................................... 10 

France: Official Immigration Policy............................ 11 

Laissez-faire Immigration: 1946-1968.... .. .. . . . . . .. ... 13 

Restricting Immigration: 1969-2004......... ... . . . . . . . . . 15 

United Kingdom: Commonwealth Immigration............. 18 

Colonial Impact on Immigration Policy................. 19 

Progressive Restrictions: 1961 - 2004... ... ... ... ... . 21 

Germany: A Policy of Denial.................................... 25 

Guest Worker System: 1955-1973... ... ... ... ... ... .... 26 

A Contradictory Issue: 1974-2004..................... .. 29 

Conclusion............................................................ 30 

ii 



Table of Contents-Continued 

CHAPTER 

Ill. IMMIGRATION POLICY AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS.... 32 

Introduction.......................................................... 32 

France: Discounting an Economic Link...................... 33 

The United Kingdom: Discounting an Economic Link.... 34 

Germany: Economics as a Partial Explanation............ 36 

Conclusion............................................................ 38 

IV. THE ROLE OF POLITICAL PARTIES IN IMMIGRATION
POLICY...................................................................... 39 

Introduction............................................................ 39 

Right-wing Parties in France..................................... 41 

The Role of Parties in the United Kingdom................... 46 

Right-wing Parties and German Policy........................ 48 

Conclusion............................................................ 52 

V. IMMIGRATION POLICY'S CULTURAL DIMENSION............ 53 

Introduction............................................................ 53 

France: Catholicism and Immigration.......................... 56 

The United Kingdom: Racism and Immigration.............. 62 

Germany: Ethnicity and Immigration............................ 67 

Conclusion............................................................. 72 

iii 



Table of Contents-Continued 

CHAPTER 

VI. CONCLUSION: IMPLICATIONS OF A CULTURAL IMPACT
ON A COMMON IMMIGRATION POLICY.......................... 73 

Introduction........................................................... 73 

A Common EU Policy.............................................. 80 

Obstacles to a Common Policy.................................. 81 

Conclusion............................................................ 85 

BIBLIOGRAPHY..................................................................... 86 

iv 



LIST OF TABLES 

4.1 National Legislative Elections in France (Percentage of the 
First Round Vote and Resulting Seats).................................... 44 

4.2 Presidential Elections in France............................................. 45 

4.3 National Legislative Elections in Germany (Percentage of 
Votes and Resulting Seats)................................................... 49 

V 



CHAPTERAIA

INTRODUCTIONA

TheAPoliticsAofAImmigrationAPolicyA

ImmigrationA policyA hasA beenA aA sensitiveA politicalA issueA particularlyA sinceA

1945A whenAmanyA EuropeanA countriesA beganA recruitingA foreignA laborersA toA helpA

rebuildA theirAcountriesAandAtheirAeconomiesAafterA theAdestructionAofAWorldAWarAII.A

ThisA issueA becameA especiallyA intenseA duringA theA economicA crisisA ofA theA mid-

1970s.A InA recentA years,A immigrationA policyA hasA onceA againA becomeA aA volatileA

politicalA issue;A immigrantsA andA refugees,A especiallyA thoseA fromA developingA

countriesA haveA beenA blamedA forAmanyA economic,A social,A andA politicalA problemsA

withinA individualA countries.A ForAexample,A publicAopinionAhasA increasinglyAshownA

thatA manyA individualsA blameA immigrantsA forA hamperingA economicA growthA byA

stealingA jobsA awayA fromA citizensA andA therebyA increasingA theA rateA ofA

unemploymentA andA strainingA theA welfareA system;A immigrantsA areA accusedA ofA

creatingA socialA tensionAbyAintroducingAotherA languagesA andAcustomsA inA countriesA

thatA perceivedA themselves,A atA leastA atA oneA pointA inA time,A toA beA relativelyA

homogenous;A immigrantsAareAaccusedAofAsignificantlyAcontributingA toAcrimeArates;A

furthermore,A manyA believeA thatA immigrantsA andA refugeesA abuseA liberalA asylumA

lawsAandA generousA welfareA statesA (BetzA 1994,A 83).A AllAofA theseAnegativeApublicA

perceptionsA typicallyA leadA toA politicalA backlashA wheneverA statesA considerA moreA

openAimmigrationApolicies.A

1A



Although? public? opinion? across? Europe? seems? to? favor? restrictive?

immigration?policies,? not?all?experts?view?immigration?in?such?a?negative?light.? In?

recent? decades? birth? rates? in? Europe,? particularly? in? Western? Europe,? have?

steadily? declined? to? the? point? where? population? growth? has? stagnated,? or? even?

declined? (Zimmermann? 1995,?45).? Declining?birth?rates? indicate? that?significantly?

fewer? individuals? will? be? entering? the? workforce? within? the? next? ten? to? fifteen?

years,? yet?during?this?timeframe?a?substantial?percentage?of?the?population?will?be?

retiring,? fueling? concern? regarding?the? capacity?of?the?welfare? state? to?handle? the?

growing?number?of?pensioners.? This?has?led?many?economists?and?politicians?to?

claim? that? increased? immigration? through?more?open? policies? is? the?only?way? to?

expand? the? economy? and? save? welfare? states? by? increasing? the? number? of?

workers? contributing? to? the? system? (Straubhaar? and? Zimmermann,? 1993).?

Although?many? citizens? fear? that? immigration? increases?unemployment?by?taking?

away? jobs? from? citizens,? others? point? to? studies? which? show? that? immigrants?

typically? take?jobs?that?are? low-end?yet?necessary?and?usually? refused?by?citizens?

(Chapin? 1997,? 12);? some? studies? show? that? immigration? actually? leads? to? job?

creation? and? that? immigrants? actually? contribute?more? to? the?state? in? taxes? than?

they?receive?in?benefits? (Zimmermann? 1995,?53).?

lmmigratiqn's?Driving?Forces?

This? paper? examines? the? development? of? immigration? policies? in? France,?

the? United? Kingdom,? and? Germany.? By? comparing? immigration? legislation? to?

economic? conditions,? public? opinion? data,? and? the? justifications? used? by? policy?

2?



makersD itD seeksD toD answerD whyD theseD countriesD haveD divergentD immigrationD

policiesD thatD targetD distinctlyD differentD groupsD despiteD theirD similarD economicD

experiences.D MuchDofDtheDliteratureDregardingDimmigrationDpolicyDbyDbothDpoliticalD

andD economicD researchersD suchD asD AndrewD Geddes,D KlausD Zimmermann,D andD

ZigD Layton-HenryD arguesD thatD shiftsD inD policyD correspondDwithD shiftsD inD economicD

conditions.D Some,D suchDasD Hans-GeorgD Betz,D poi"ntD toDtheDproliferationDofDradicalD

right-wingDpartiesDasDaDkeyD factorD inD restrictiveD policies.D OtherD researchers,D suchD

asD PhillipD Cole,D argueD thatD immigrationD policyD isD basedD primarilyD onD culturalD

factors.D ThisDpaperDwillDargueDthatD immigrationD policy,D whileDeconomicDconditionsD

andDpoliticalDpartiesDcertainlyDplayDaDrole,D isDoftenDtheDresultDofDculturalDfactorsDandD

aDperceptionDofDnationalDidentity.D

WhileDeconomicDfactorsDareDeasilyDmeasuredDandDpoliticalDfactorsDareDoftenD

moderatelyD straightforward,D tryingD toD define,D muchD lessDmeasure,D theD impactD ofD

nationalD identityD isD drasticallyD moreD difficult.D BenedictD Anderson,D oneD ofD theD

leadingD scholarsD onDnationalismDandDnationalD identityD hasD evenD stated,D "Nation,D

nationality,D nationalismD- allDhaveDprovedDnotoriouslyDdifficultDtoDdefine"D (1991,D 3).D

However,D heDgoesDonDtoDcharacterizeDaDnationDasDaDpoliticalDcommunityD inDwhichD

individualsD believeD orD imagineD thatD theyD shareD essentialD characteristicsD withD

membersDofDaDlargerDsocietyDtoDsuchDanDextentDthatDtheyDshareDaDcommonDdestinyD

(6-7).D AnotherD scholarD onD nationalism,D RossD Poole,D pointsD outD thatD imaginingD

sharedD characteristicsD isD notD enoughD toD beD consideredD aD nationD sinceD otherD

groups,D suchDasDreligiousDgroups,DwouldDalsoDqualifyDunderD thatDdefinition.D PooleD

qualifiesD Anderson'sD definitionD byD statingD thatD nationalD identityD asD opposedD toD

3 
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other types of identity "is the public embodiment of the nation's concept of itself. 

As a form of identity, it exists as a mode of individual self- and other-awareness" 

(Poole 1999, 13). It does this on a much broader scale than any other type of 

identity. Regardless of definition, both Anderson and Poole agree that national 

identity is a product of cultural features and norms. 

In examining the economic, political, · and cultural factors behind 

immigration policy I chose to study the United Kingdom, France, and Germany 

for several reasons. First, these three countries are among the most 

economically developed and most politically powerful countries of Europe, and 

therefore their immigration policies are likely to have the most significant impact 

upon both trends in European migration, as well as a common EU immigration 

policy. They have had relatively similar post-World War II economic 

performances, and yet they have very distinct immigration policies, while all 

restrictive, target distinctly different groups. In addition, these three countries 

each have a unique historical relationship with immigration that continues to 

affect national policy preferences; for example, both France and Great Britain 

have historical colonial ties to many non-European countries, which affects policy 

preferences. Also, a distinction can be made among these countries in regards 

to the Schengen Agreement, which, among other things, opened borders among 

13 European countries; this agreement was signed and ratified by France and 

Germany, but not by Great Britain. Furthermore, each country emphasizes 

unique cultural aspects and norms, a key feature of national identity, which have 

the potential to lead to different immigration policies. 

4 
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Following World War 11, many European countries experienced severe 

labor shortages, leading them to actively recruit foreign laborers. Some 

countries, such as Germany, implemented revolving door policies that technically 

required laborers to return home after a specified period of time, typically a 

period between one to five years. As was often the case, however, many 

laborers remained indefinitely, leading to an e·ver-growing foreign population 

within many European countries. During the oil crisis in the early 1970's, high 

unemployment rates and public outcry regarding migrant labor led governments 

to implement "zero immigration" policies, not only ending labor migration, but also 

encouraging past immigrants to return to their country of origin (Zimmermann 

1995, 47). Unexpectedly, however, following the implementation of zero 

immigration policies in the mid 1970's, the number of individuals legally 

immigrating to European countries remained relatively stable attributed to family 

reunifications and liberal asylum laws (Cornelius, et al. 1994, 17). 

Many countries, particularly Germany, instituted a liberal asylum policy in 

the years following World War II; the German government incorporated a liberal 

asylum policy directly into its constitution as a way of making amends for Nazi 

atrocities and as a legal safeguard to prevent such things from happening again. 

One of the reasons receiving countries had such liberal asylum laws during the 

Cold War was the understanding that Eastern bloc countries would prevent their 

citizens from emigrating. Once the Iron Curtain came down and the influx of 

5 
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refugees began, however, asylum laws in most Western European countries 

were quickly tightened (Massey 1999, 311 ). 1 

Fact vs. Perception 

In regards to people's views on immigration policy, what matters the most 

is not necessarily fact as much as perception. Apart from whether or not there is 

a direct connection between immigration flows and unemployment, researchers 

have definitely established a link between unemployment and xenophobia. 

Regardless of its causes, public backlash has been a leading factor of the 

proliferation of radical rightwing parties. Some researchers, however, argue that 

one of the reasons radical right-wing parties have not gained more support in 

recent years is due to the fact that European governments have responded to 

public pressure and the threat of strengthened radical parties, and have created 

policies to curb immigration (Betz 1994, 81 ).2

Another example of how perception and reality conflict is the fact that 

"immigration control has often emerged out of political, social and economic 

imperatives which have little direct relationship with migrants or migration" (Koser 

and Lutz 1998, 10-11). In fact, many researchers argue that the heightened 

tension and increased incidences of overt racism and xenophobia associated 

with immigration are often a result of a social construction of what Europe or a 

particular country is supposed to be, a key factor of national identity (3). In fact, 

national identity is the lens through which all other factors are viewed. National 

1 
See also Betz 1994, 78-80 

2 
See also Kurthen 1995; Freeman 1995 
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identityIisIimportantIbecause,I "nationalIidentityIisIalwaysIaIformIofIdifferenceIandI

thusIaIformIofIexclusion.I OthersIwhoIdoInotIshareIanIidentityIareInotIentitledItoI

participateI inI aI certainI formIofI communalI life"I (PooleI 1999,I42).I ThisIproblemI

hasIonlyIbeenIcompoundedI inIrecentIyears;IasIEuropeIasIanIentityIhasIbecomeI

moreI politicallyI defined,I aI greaterI emphasisI hasI beenI placedI onIdifferentiatingI

betweenI"Europeans"IandI"outsiders"I(8).I

DespiteI publicI backlash,I manyI economistsI haveI arguedI thatI immigrantI

laborIhasIonceIagainIbecomeIimperativeIforIEuropeanIcountriesI(StraubhaarIandI

ZimmermannI 1993,I 232).I ThereIareIseveralIreasonsIthatIincreasedIimmigrationI

andImoreIopenIpoliciesIareIinevitable.I First,I thereIisIanIincreasingIeconomicIgapI

betweenI EUI countriesI andI theirI non-EUI neighbors,I whichI inherentlyI drawsI

citizensI ofI non-EUI countriesI toI theI EUI (226).I MoreI importantly,I however,I

populationsI inI countriesI surroundingI theIEUI haveIbeenIexperiencingI increasingI

birthIrates,IwhileIEuropeanIcountriesIonItheIotherIhandIareIfacingIstagnatingIorI

evenInegativeIpopulationIgrowth.I RegardlessIofIwhetherIorInotIthatIisItheIcase,I

however,I theIchronicIunemploymentIthatImostIcountriesIhaveIbeenIexperiencingI

willImakeImoreIopenIpoliciesIaIdifficultIsell.I InIadditionItoIperceivingI immigrantsI

asI addingI toI theI unemploymentI rates,I inI periodsI ofI highI unemploymentI

EuropeansI alsoI viewI immigrantsI asI takingI awayI theirI abilityI toI controlI theirI

economyI becauseI theyIareIunableI toI controlI theInumberI ofI individualsI seekingI

employmentI orI stateI benefitsI (ZimmermannI 1995,I 45-46).I ManyI believeI thatI

monetaryIandIfiscalIpolicyIareIuselessIifIindividualsIcontinueItoIenterItheIcountryI

seekingI work.I AlthoughI thoseI whoI believeI immigrantsI takeI awayI jobsI fromI

7I



citizens7will7resist7open7immigration7policies7during7times7of7high7unemployment,7

economists7have7noted7 that7 there7 is7a7 "lack7 of7a7statistical7 relationship7between7

the7presence7 of7 foreigners7 and7 the7 size7 of7 a7 country's7 unemployment7 problem"7

(53).7

Although7economic7conditions7are7linked7in7some7instances7to7immigration7

policy,7 in7many7cases7economic7conditions7are7mainly7used7to7justify7policies7that7

promote7 the7dominant7cultural7 identity.7 One7thing7that7is7clear7is7that7policies7are7

not7 static,7 and7 they7have7clearly7developed7over7 time.7 In7addition7 to7changes7in7

immigration7 policy,7 integration7 and7 citizenship7 laws7 are7 intricately7 linked7 to7

immigration,7 and7 therefore7 often7 vary7 in7 correlation7 to7 changes7 in7 immigration7

policy.7 Therefore,7 while7 the7 paper7 will7 focus7 on7 changes7 in7 immigration7 policy,7

citizenship7laws7and7integration7policies7will7also7be7discussed7accordingly.7

As7 stated7 earlier,7 this7 thesis7 seeks7 to7 determine7 what7 factors7 influence7

changes7 in7 immigration7 policy7 in7 these7 three7 countries7 by7 examining7 public7

opinion7data7regarding7both7the7perceived7economic7impact7of7immigrants7as7well7

as7 economic7 conditions,7 comparing7 amendments7 to7 immigration7 policy7 with7

changes7 in7GDP7 and7 unemployment7 levels,7 and7 evaluating7 official7 explanations7

used7to7justify7changes7in7immigration7policy.7 I7begin7by7devoting7a7chapter7to7the7

historical7development7of7contemporary7 immigration7 policy7 in7each7country.7 The7

next7chapter7will7 then7compare7changes7 in7economic7conditions7 in7each7country7

to7 changes7 in7 immigration7 policy7 to7 see7 how7well7 they7 correlate,7 followed7 by7 a7

chapter7that7examines7the7role7of7extremist7political7parties7in7the7development7of7

restrictive7 immigration7 policy.7 The7 two7 subsequent7 chapters7 will7 then7 examine7

87
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the3 role3of3cultural3aspects3as3 a3 factor3 of3national3 identity3on3 immigration3policy3

and3 the3 implications3 it3 holds3 as3 the3 European3 Union3 works3 toward3 a3 common3

policy.3

After3 examining3 this3 information,3 what3 I3 found3 was3 that3 in3 Germany,3

immigration3 policy3 changes3 could3 be3 traced3 to3 changes3 in3 economic3conditions3

along3with3a3cultural3emphasis3on3ethnicity.3 In3 the3United3Kingdom,3 changes3in3

immigration3policy3were3due3primarily3to3a3cultural3emphasis3on3race.3 In3France,3

a3 cultural3 emphasis3on3 Catholicism3as3 well3 as3 the3 influence3 of3 far-right3 parties,3

particularly3after3the3mid3 1980s,3fueled3immigration3policy3changes.3 Even3though3

each3 policy3 is3 restrictive,3 such3 differences3 in3 which3 groups3 they3 choose3 to3

exclude3 or3 include3 have3 made3 the3 formulation3 of3 a3 common3 EU3 immigration3

policy3exceptionally3difficult.3

9 
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CHAPTERKIIK

POSTKWORLDKWARKIIKIMMIGRATIONKHISTORYK

IntroductionK

SinceKWorldKWarK II,K immigrationKhasKbeenKanKimportantKeconomicKasKwellK

asKpoliticalK issue.K MostKWesternKEuropeanKcountriesKhaveK immigrationKhistoriesK

thatKshareKsignificantKcharacteristics,KoneKofKtheKmostKimportantKbeingKtheKfactKthatK

theK SecondK WorldK WarK killedK orK disabledK aK largeK percentageK ofK workingK ageK

individualsK leavingK countriesK ill-equippedK toK rebuildK infrastructureK andK revitalizeK

theKeconomy.K MostKpoliticalK leadersKquicklyKunderstoodKthatKtheKreconstructionKofK

theirKcountriesKwouldK requireK foreignKlabor.K "InKtheKaftermathKofKtheKSecondKWorldK

War,K foreignK workersK providedK theK handsK thatK wereK essentialK toK ensureK theK

recoveryK ofK EuropeanK economies.K AsK theKyearsK passed,KmigrantK laborKbecameK

notKmerelyKaKtemporaryKconvenienceKorKnecessity,KbutKaKstructuralKrequirementKofK

advancedKcapitalism"K(FreemanK1979,K 3).K

ThisK chapterK brieflyK outlinesK theK changesK inK immigrationK policyK inK eachK

countryKsinceK 1945.K ExaminingKtheKimmigrationKhistoriesKwillKclearlyKhighlightKtheK

factK thatK policiesK inK Germany,K France,K andK theK UnitedK KingdomK divergeK

dramatically.K ItK willK alsoK brieflyK drawK attentionK toK theK impactK ofK differentK factorsK

suchK asK colonialK tiesK andK constitutionalK issues.K LaterK chaptersK examineK theK

justificationsKusedKforKpolicyKchangesKinKmoreKdetail.K

10 



France: Official Immigration Policy 

After the devastation of World War 11, the French quickly realized that 

foreign labor would be a necessity. In response to declining birthrates, an aging 

population, and the fact that France lost 2.1 million citizens during the course of 

the two World Wars, in the years immediately following World War II Charles de 

Gaulle pushed for "an active immigration policy designed to repopulate the 

territory" (Freeman 1979, 69). The governmental effort to recruit foreign labor 

began in 1945 with the creation of the National Immigration Office (ONI), which 

was supposed to be solely responsible for the recruitment and regulation of 

foreign workers. Between 1946 and 1974 ONI recruited over 2 million workers 

from more than a dozen countries (Fetzer 2000, 55). 1 Since foreigners were 

allowed in for the sole reason of employment, the government assumed that 

when employment was no longer available, these workers would voluntarily 

return to their country of origin (Feldblum 1999, 20).2 In addition, since the 

government based immigration solely on employment requirements, foreign 

workers could lose their resident or work permits if they sought employment in 

positions for which the French government had ruled that there were already an 

adequate number of French workers (Freeman 1979, 134 ). 

One manner in which the French government did try to manage 

immigration was through the use of bilateral agreements with immigrant-sending 

countries. Between 1946 and 1965 France had signed bilateral agreements with 

Italy, Spain, Portugal, West Germany, Greece, Morocco, Mali, Mauritania, 

1 
See also Money 1999, 107 

2 
See also Freeman 1979, 70-72 
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Tunisia, Senegal, Yugoslavia, and Turkey. No two agreements were the same; 

in fact, "every nationality group had its own set of legal rights and duties and its 

own limits on numbers" (Freeman 1979, 74, emphasis his).3 Indeed, official 

French post-war immigration policy was characterized by bilateral agreements for 

almost thirty years. 

In France the official number of immigrants· entering the country each year 

increased from around 30,000 immediately following World War II to about 

175,000 in 1970, dropping back down to approximately 100,000 in 1972. Overall 

between 1946 and 197 4, over 2 million foreign workers came to France (Fetzer 

2000, 55). Although these are the official numbers of legal immigrants according 

to the ONI, these numbers do not include individuals from Algeria; France initially 

established a special agreement with its former colony, in the hopes that the 

arrangement would preserve its precarious position in North Africa, essentially 

giving Algerians all of the rights enjoyed by French citizens, including the right of 

free entry (Freeman 1979, 22, 75). 

Algeria was certainly the country with which France had the most 

complicated relationship regarding immigration. Beginning in 1947, Algerian 

Arabs were granted French citizenship, and therefore were allowed to enter 

freely. Following Algeria's independence and the signing of the Evian Accords in 

1962, which ended the Algerian War, freedom of movement for Algerians was 

retained, mainly for the sake of the French colonists in Algeria who wished to 

return to their homeland. However, it also led to a high number of native 

Algerians migrating to France. In response to the growing number of Algerian 

3 
See also Hollifield 1994, 151 
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immigrants,C theC FrenchC governmentC signedC anC agreementC withC AlgeriaC inC 1964C

andCagainCinC1968CdesignedCtoCstemCtheCflowCofCpermanentCmigrationCthroughCtheC

useCofCquotasCandCresidencyC permits.C InC1970C theCFrenchCgovernmentCpassedCaC

lawCthatCspecificallyCincludedCAlgeriansCinCaCclarificationCofClaborClawsCthatCmadeCitC

illegalC toC hireC undocumentedC immigrants,C andC inC1972C theC FrenchC andCAlgerianC

governmentsC signedC aC thirdC agreementC whichC furtherC reducedC theC numberC ofC

AlgeriansCallowedCtoCenterCannuallyC(MoneyC1999,C109-110).C

TheCFrenchCgovernmentCwasCawareCthatCmanyCofCtheCcountriesCwithCwhomC

itC hadC signedC bilateralC agreementsC hadC drasticallyC differentC languagesC andC

cultures,C andC fromC theConsetC theyCwereCmuchCmoreC concernedC thanCmanyCotherC

WesternCEuropeanCcountriesC inCassimilatingCimmigrants.C ThisCwasCevidentCinCtheC

factC thatC theyC "expressedCmoreC concernC inC teachingC immigrantsC theirC languageC

andC cultureC...CthanC didC theC British"C (FreemanC 1979,C 40).C Likewise,C "inC theC firstC

yearsC afterC theCwarC immigrationCwasC almostC alwaysC consideredC inC eitherC strictlyC

demographicC orC strictlyC economicC terms,C orC someC mixtureC ofC theC two,C butC wasC

rarelyC linkedCtoCquestionsC ofC race"C (FreemanC1979,C 76).C TheCmainC reasonC itCwasC

neverC consideredC aC racialC issueC isC becauseC immigrantsC wereC viewedC asC aC

temporaryCmeansCofCeconomicCgrowth;CwhenCtheyCwereCnoClongerCneededCitCwasC

assumedCthatCtheyCwouldCreturnCtoCtheirCcountryCofCoriginC (FeldblumC1999,C21C).C

Laissez-faireCImmigration:C1946-1968C

TheC numbersC ofC immigrantsC previouslyC mentionedC areC onlyC legalC

immigrantsCwhoCwentCthroughCtheCONI.C AlthoughCtheCONICaloneCwasCsupposedCtoC
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have the responsibility to recruit and control immigration, both employers and 

immigrants usually bypassed the ineffective system leading to practically 

uncontrollable immigration. It was not that the French government could not stop 

illegal immigration, but rather they chose early on to overlook foreign employees 

who lacked work or residence permits (Hollifield 1994, 151 ).4 The government, 

however, also tacitly encouraged illegal immigration through a process of 

"regularization" in which undocumented immigrants could receive employment 

papers from the government once they found work (Doty 2003, 59).5 Since 

employers had to pay fees in order to use the services of the ONI, many 

employers hired undocumented workers for much lower wages, and since the 

government did not control immigration flows, it also could not enforce wage and 

labor standards for foreign workers (Freeman 1979, 73). 

"[O]ver the years from 1947 to 1967, France slipped into a long period of 

haphazard and lackadaisical control of immigration that amounted to a laissez­

faire approach" (Freeman 1979, 73). "The process reached its peak in 1968 

when over 80 per cent of the introductions that year were regularized and only 18 

per cent entered through the official channels" (Freeman 1979, 77). Because of 

the haphazard manner of immigration and the difficulty in determining accurate 

numbers, adequate housing and medical services were usually unattainable for 

most immigrants leading to slums outside of major cities where illnesses were 

rampant; unlike other European countries, the living conditions of immigrants, not 

race, economics, or politics, became the initial focal point of the immigration 

4 
See also Money 1999, 107 

5 
See also Fetzer 2000, 57; Money 1999, 24, 107 
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issue. Public protest over immigration began in reaction to living conditions, 

forcing the government to attempt to regulate housing and denying work permits 

to immigrants who were unable to prove they had adequate housing (Freeman 

1979, 77). 

Restricting Immigration: 1969-2004 

The tides began turning against immigration itself in the late 1960's. From 

May through June of 1968, countless foreign workers took part in waves of labor 

protests and demonstrations across France. Although these demonstrations and 

strikes primarily included French citizens, many of the foreign workers who 

participated in the protests were actually deported for their involvement (Doty 

2003, 62).6 Over the years it had become increasingly clear that the haphazard 

immigration "policy" had to be reformed. In 1969 the French government 

overhauled the immigration policy in an attempt to curb economically driven 

immigration by creating a selective immigration policy based more on social 

factors such as integration costs; the government also tried to place the burden 

of these costs upon employers, thereby encouraging them to decrease the 

number of foreigners they employed. The Ministry of Social Affairs issued a 

letter intended to halt the practice of regularization. Although it continued to 

occur, the number of illegal immigrants that were regularized dropped 

dramatically (Money 1999, 108). Individuals from European countries were 

encouraged to migrate while from this point on non-Europeans were usually 

prevented from legally entering the country, and those that were already in 

6 
See also Money 1999, 109 
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FranceA wereA oftenA sentA backA toA theirA countryA ofA originA duringA timesA ofA highA

unemploymentA(FreemanA1979,A87-88).7

InA1972,A theA governmentA doubledA theApenaltiesA imposedAuponAemployersA

forA violationsA ofA theA immigrationA policyA (MoneyA 1999,A 111A).A AfterA hisA suddenA

deathA inA 1974,A PresidentA GeorgesA Pompidou,A aA conservativeA Gaullist,A wasA

succeededAbyAtheAslightlyAmoreAmoderateAValeryAGiscardAd'Estaing;A however,A theA

GaullistsA retainedA controlA overA theA NationalA AssemblyA underA PrimeA MinisterA

Chirac.A ThisAchangeAinAgovernment,Ahowever,A didAnotAseemAtoAhaveAmuchAofAanA

impactA inA liberalizingA immigrationApolicy.A ForA instance,A inA 1974,A FrenchA bordersA

wereA officiallyA closedA toA economicA immigrants,A althoughA theA numberA ofA

immigrantsA remainedA relativelyA stable.A IllegalA immigrationA continuedA toA beA

essentiallyA ignoredA andA illegalA immigrantsA stillA hadA theA possibilityA ofA beingA

regularizedA byA theA government;A spousesA andA childrenA wereA legallyA allowedA toA

enterAdueAtoAfamilyAreunificationApolicies,AandAthousandsAcameAasAasylumAseekersA

(FetzerA2000,A 57).8 InA 1976,A theA governmentA increasedA theAnumberA ofA reasonsA

forA whichA anA immigrantA couldA beA deported,A andA theA followingAyearA itA revokedA theA

rightAofAfamilyAreunificationAexceptAinAincidencesAinAwhichAtheAfamilyAagreedAtoAnotA

seekAemployment.A TheAgovernmentA initiatedAaAvoluntaryArepatriationAprogramA inA

1977,AandAinA1978AofficialsAdeclaredAthatAtheyAwouldAcutAtheA numberAofAforeignersA

livingAinAFranceAbyA200,000AeachAyear.A ManyAofAtheseApoliciesAwereAcontestedAinA

court;A theA courtsA ruledA thatA suchA lawsA mustA beA madeA onlyA byA theA legislature,A

7 
See also Doty 2003, 63; Money 1999, 108 

8 
Feldblum 1999, 20 
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essentially revoking these policies; however, similar laws were later passed by 

parliament (Money 1999, 112). 

However, while introducing tighter restrictions in the immigration system, 

beginning in 197 4 the center-right government also began stepping up efforts in 

regards to social issues involving immigrants, especially concerning the issues of 

adequate housing, health, and other welfare services. In 1980 the government 

implemented additional social measures regarding wage standards, adequate 

housing, as well as expanding educational opportunities. In 1981, due to a falling 

out years earlier, Giscard d'Estaing and Chirac ran against each other for the 

Presidency; both lost to the socialist Fran9ois Mitterrand. The socialist 

government beginning in 1984 granted the majority of legal immigrants 

automatically renewable ten-year combined work and residence permits (Doty 

2003, 61 ).9

Although immigration into France began as a solution to employment 

needs, as a significant number of non-European immigrants became a 

permanent fixture in French society, immigration policy shifted to a social issue 

rather than an economic one. In other words, although non-European 

immigrants were initially tolerated out of economic necessity, tolerance waned 

over the years, even while European immigrants were accepted or encouraged 

to migrate. To head off the potential "social danger" posed by non-European 

immigrants, the French government implemented a series of integration and 

assimilation policies (Doty 2003, 61-62). 

9 
See also Money 1999, 114 
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FromGtheGlateG1960'sGon,G toleranceGbecameGtheGguidingGprincipleGofGFrenchG

immigrationG policy.G ItGwasGarguedGthatGFrenchGsocietyGcouldGonlyGbearGaGcertainG

levelG ofG culturalG variation.G InG otherG words,G beginningG inG theG 1970's,G thereG wasG

widespreadGacceptanceGofGtheG theoryGofGseuil de tolerance, whichG "suggestsG thatG

thereG existsG aG thresholdG ofG toleranceG inGanyG societyG concerningG theGpresenceGofG

foreigners,G beyondGwhichGsocialG conflictG isG inevitable"G (DotyG2003,G 62).G AlthoughG

theGconceptGhasGpersisted,G theGexactGplacementGofGthatGthresholdGofGtoleranceGhasG

shiftedG overG theGyears.G AtG timesG itGwasG arguedG thatG theGbrinkGhadGalreadyGbeenG

crossedGintoGaGstateGofGsocialGdangerGandGconflict.G "FromG1977,G theGdiscourseGonG

immigrationG focusedG onG theG immigrantG asG antitheticalG toG theG interestsG ofG theG

nation-state"G (DotyG 2003,G 64).G InG anyGcase,G thereGhasGbeenGaGconstantGstruggleG

betweenGthoseGthatGfeelGimmigrationGhasGalreadyGgoneGtooGfar,GandGthoseGthatGfeelG

thereG isGstillG roomG toGgrow,G evenGamongGgovernmentG officialsG andGpartyG leaders.G

ThoseGthatGbelieveGthatGimmigrationGhasGalreadyGexceededGwhatGFranceGcanGbearG

haveGoftenGgarneredGtheGmostGsupport,GevenGlobbyingGsuccessfullyGinG1993GforGtheG

adoptionGofGaGzeroGimmigrationGpolicyG (MoneyG1999,G105,G114).G

UnitedGKingdom:G CommonwealthGImmigrationG

TheGhistoryGofGimmigrationGpolicyGinGtheGUnitedGKingdomGhasGinGmanyGwaysG

beenG quiteG similarG toG thatG ofG France.G BothG FranceG andG GreatG BritainG wereG

significantlyG weakenedG inGWorldGWarG II,G andG theirG lossG ofG power,G bothGeconomicG

andGpolitical,G hinderedG theirG attemptsG toG retainG controlG overG theirG colonies.G TheirG

effortsG toG preserveG controlG certainlyG hadGanG impactGonG theirG immigrationGpolicies,G
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especially in the decade following World War II in which they reserved favorable 

entry conditions for citizens of their colonies or former colonies. Despite these 

similarities, however, there have also been significant differences. For example, 

France went to war with Algeria in an attempt to retain control over one of her 

most significant colonies, something that did not occur between Britain and her 

major colonies such as India. While immigration policies start on a similar page, 

as time went on the divergence between the two increased. 

Colonial Impact on Immigration Policy 

The government of the United Kingdom realized shortly after World War II 

that immigration would be necessary to revitalize the country; also like France, by 

far most of the immigrants to Great Britain, at least until the mid 1970's, were 

from its former colonies (Freeman 1979, 30). In 1948 Parliament passed the 

British Nationality Act that distinguished between citizens of the United Kingdom 

and its colonies from Commonwealth citizens, but it also "guaranteed the right of 

all Commonwealth citizens as well as citizens of the United Kingdom and 

Colonies to enter the United Kingdom without restriction" (Doty 2003, 45). 10

Commonwealth citizens were defined as citizens of former colonies. From the 

beginning, however, a double standard was evident in which non-European 

citizens of Great Britain, its colonies and former colonies were treated with 

indifference if not utter contempt. Although Great Britain gave her colonies the 

freedom of self-government, she viewed herself as superior to the inhabitants of 

her former colonies (Freeman 1979, 34 ). 

10 
See also Money 1999, 67 
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AlthoughGtheG1948GBritishGNationalityGActGdeclaredGcitizensGofGcoloniesGandG

formerGcoloniesGequalGtoGBritishGcitizens,GeachGpolicyGimplementedGafterGthatGmadeG

immigrationG moreG restrictive,G includingG theG CommonwealthG ImmigrationG ActsG ofG

1962G andG1968GandGtheG ImmigrationGActGofG1971.G "BritishGimmigrationGpolicyGhasG

sinceG1962GbeenGmovingGsteadilyGandGwithoutGsignificantGdeviationGtowardGanGeverG

moreGrestrictive,GmoreGovertlyG racist,G andGmoreGinflexibleGposition,GbutGhasGdoneGsoG

notG byG consciousG designG butG inG retreat"G (FreemanG 1979,G 45).G ThroughoutG theG

yearsG GreatG Britain'sG immigrationG policyG hasG consistentlyG triedG toG differentiateG

betweenG"us"GandG"them"G(DotyG2003,G46,G51).G

BeginningG inG 1948G afterG theG passageG ofG theG BritishG NationalityG Act,G

substantialGnumbersGofGimmigrantsGbeganGcomingGtoGGreatGBritainGfromGherGformerG

colonies,G particularlyG India,G WestG India,G andG PakistanG (FreemanG 1979,G 45).G

DuringG theG 1950's,G thoseG inG chargeG ofG decolonizationG pushedG theG BritishG

governmentG forGopenGaccessG forG inhabitantsGofG formerGcoloniesG inGorderG toGnotG toG

giveG theG impressionG thatG theG BritishG consideredG themG inferior,G aG sentimentG theyG

fearedG wouldG beG detrimentalG toG aG peacefulG decolonizationG processG (FreemanG

1979,G 48).G AlthoughG theGBritishG governmentG initiallyG triedG toGappeaseG citizensGofG

formerGcoloniesGthroughGpromisesGofGequalGrightsGandGaccess,G thisGwasGmerelyGlipG

serviceG andG theG embracingG sentimentsG towardG formerG coloniesG didG notG continueG

forGlong.G PoliticalGleadersGworkedGoutGagreementsGwithGtheGgovernmentsGofGformerG

coloniesG inG whichG theseG governmentsG wouldG controlG theG numberG ofG itsG citizensG

leavingG theirG countryG forGBritain.G TheseGexitG controlsGwereG ineffectiveG andG wereG

eventuallyGabandonedGinG1960G(MoneyG1999,G68).G
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Progressive Restrictions: 1961 - 2004 

Repressed frustration among British citizens shot to the surface during the 

1958 race riots, leading to significant pressure on the Conservative Party by the 

public to which they finally responded by introducing the Commonwealth 

Immigrants Bill in 1961 (Freeman 1979, 49). The Commonwealth Immigration 

Act of 1962 revoked the right of free entry for Commonwealth citizens by 

implementing a system in which "individuals could enter the country only if they 

held Ministry of Labour work vouchers or if they were dependents of someone 

who did" (Freeman 1979, 24). 11 The Act also defined conditions under which 

individuals could be deported 

The Labour Party fiercely argued against the bill in 1961. However, by 

1965, after Labour had gained control of the government, they also began to 

argue that immigration controls were necessary; the Labour-controlled 

Parliament even went as far as significantly reducing the number of work 

vouchers that were available to non-Europeans, the only means of long-term 

entry (Freeman 1979, 53-54). On the other hand, the Labour Party also passed 

the Race Relations Acts of 1965 and 1968; although the Labour Party had 

drastically reduced the number of non-European foreigners entering Great 

Britain, the Race Relations Acts sought to use government policies to reduce 

racial discrimination and "to amplify government efforts in the area of integration" 

(Freeman 1979, 56). 

11 
See also Money 1999, 68-69 
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Despite attempts at preventing discrimination and promoting integration, 

the Parliament hypocritically continued to make immigration and citizenship more 

restrictive and more based on racial rather than economic factors. For instance, 

shortly after the passage of the Race Relations Act of 1968, the Labour­

controlled Parliament also passed the Commonwealth Immigrants Act of 1968 

which severely limited the number of nonwhite UK passport holders allowed to 

enter Great Britain; now only nonwhite UK passport holders who had family that 

had already settled in Great Britain were free from entrance restrictions. It also 

criminalized for the first time the illegal entry of Commonwealth citizens 

(Freeman 1979, 59). 12 The Immigration Act of 1971 expanded immigration 

control once again, denying immigrants from former colonies privileges that they 

previously had over other aliens as well as implementing an expansive system of 

internal controls such as broad police powers in regards to immigrants (Doty 

2003, 50, 52).13 In 1981, the British Nationality Act was passed which 

significantly changed the former policy in which citizenship was based on place 

of birth to a policy in which citizenship is based upon the nationality of the 

parents (Doty 2003, 45). Although "Britain made a number of apparent attempts 

to tie immigration to her domestic labor market. .. these were ineffective and 

primarily designed to provide cover for moves to halt nonwhite immigration" 

(Freeman 1979, 134). 

Although many of these policies were uncontroversial among British 

citizens, they were not implemented without notice. "A group of East African 

12 
See also Doty 2003, 48; Money 1999, 69 

13 
See also Money 1999, 70 
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Asians filed a complaint against Britain regarding the 1968 Act with the European 

Commission on Human Rights in 1970". After the Commission ruled in favor of 

the complainants, "Britain increased the annual quota of entry vouchers" (Doty 

2003, 49). Even when immigrants were granted entry, however, they were still 

relegated by the government to areas within Britain that would still tolerate 

immigrants. In 1988 yet another immigration law was passed which essentially 

bolstered the provisions of the 1971 Act by making entry more difficult and 

expanding the justifications that could be used to deport immigrants. 

In 1981 the Conservative government implemented the British Nationality 

Act, which took away the remaining privileges, including voting rights, 

Commonwealth citizens had over other immigrants. It also restricted citizenship 

rights, which until this point were based on place of birth rather than parental 

nationality. In addition, the 1987 Immigration Act placed penalties on 

transportation firms who brought immigrants without proper documentation to 

Britain, and the 1988 Immigration Act revoked the right of family reunification to 

Commonwealth citizens who settled after 1973 (Money 1999, 71 ). Immigration 

policy in Great Britain today is still restrictive and the police have broad 

jurisdiction over immigrants (Doty 2003, 50). 

Even with restrictive immigration and weak integration policies, "Britain is 

now the most popular destination for immigrants in Europe. A recently released 

Home Office report estimates that between 150,000 and 175,000 migrants from 

outside the European Union will enter the country every year until 2005" (Doty 
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2003, 44 ). 14 While some of these are labor migrants, most are either individuals 

joining family members who have already settled in Britain or asylum seekers. In 

fact, Great Britain has repeatedly received the most applications for asylum than 

any other country in Europe. Even refugees are subjected to the same types of 

procedures as other immigrants. For example, in 1999 the Labour Party 

implemented a policy which forces asylum-seekers to move to various parts of 

the country in order to prevent high concentrations in urban areas. 

Race riots continue to be a serious problem in Great Britain; the most 

recent widespread riots began in the spring of 2001, and escalated drastically 

after September 11. Around the same time, the government began 

systematically rejected asylum applicants who were from a list of "safe countries" 

and increased the number of rejected applicants who were deported or 

imprisoned. In fact, "the United Kingdom has been condemned by the United 

Nations as the only country in Europe to detain asylum-seekers in prison" (Doty 

2003, 54-57). 

Like in most European countries, Britain's restrictive policies have failed to 

curb immigration. Most of the individuals who move to Great Britain with the 

intention of permanently settling are not the work-related immigrants typical of 

earlier decades. In fact approximately 70 percent of immigrants in a given year 

are family members of individuals who have already settled within Great Britain, 

and around 20 percent are asylum seekers. This means that roughly 10 percent 

of immigration is due to all other factors, including labor opportunities (Browne 

2002, 22-23). 

14 
Browne 2002, 20 
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Germany: A Policy of Denial 

Like Great Britain, Germany is one of the most popular destinations for 

both European and non-European immigrants. As of 1999, Germany had a 

higher percentage than France and Great Britain of foreign citizens living within 

its borders at 8.9% compared to Great Britain's 3.8% and France's 5.6% (Klopp 

2002, 12). Even at a time when foreign laborers were actively recruited, 

Germany never considered itself a country of immigration, going even as far as 

formally declaring so in the Alien Act of 1990 (Chapin 1997, 1 ). In fact, until 

recently, citizenship has always been associated with ancestry rather than place 

of birth (Klopp 2002, 35). Immediately following World War II, almost all 

Germans opposed non-German immigration, focusing their attention instead on 

rebuilding and reunifying a war-torn country. 

Even as immigrants and refugees began coming to Germany in large 

numbers in the 1950s and 1960s, a comprehensive policy on immigration was 

never developed. 

Although the Basic Law assigns general responsibility for immigration to 
the federation, there has, so far, been no single, comprehensive 
immigration law. This is no coincidence. It stems from the fact that the 
Federal Republic classifies those entering Germany into several distinct 
legal categories that cannot be subsumed under one general concept of 
"immigrant" (Hoffmann 1999, 361). 

One of these categories was individuals with German ancestors. Virtually all 

individuals who migrated to Germany up to the mid-1950s were ethnic Germans 

from countries to the south and east rather than true "foreigners" (Klopp 2002, 

35). In fact, over eight million of such ethnic Germans legally immigrated to 
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Germany by 1950 alone; this number increased to 15 million by 1990 (Hoffmann 

1999, 360, 362). 

Guest Worker System: 1955-1973 

Another legal category as defined by the Basic Law was foreign workers, 

specifically those from non-Western European· countries. Although at first 

immigrants were essentially only allowed based on German ethnicity, like in 

France and Great Britain, however, it soon became apparent that foreign labor 

would be necessary for economic growth. 

Despite high rates of unemployment in the mid-1950's Germany reached 
a level of full employment (less that 1 percent unemployed) by 1961. In 
order to maintain this incredible economic expansion, the so-called 
Wirtschaftswunder, into the 1960's and early 1970's, it was generally 
agreed that the use of foreign labor was both necessary and profitable 
(Klopp 2002, 39). 15 

Between 1955 and 1968, labor shortages led Germany to sign bilateral 

agreements with Italy, Spain, Greece, Turkey, Morocco, Portugal, Tunisia, and 

Yugoslavia despite protests by labor unions (Klopp 2002, 38-39). These bilateral 

agreements and other policies toward immigrants, which were implemented in 

the late 1950's and early 1960's, were uncontroversial and essentially ignored by 

the public (Chapin 1997, 10). 

One key assumption that was made about foreign worker, however, was 

that they were not immigrants, because their stay in Germany was only 

temporary, hence the name "guest workers". The assumption that these workers 

would return to their country of origin persisted for decades, even when evidence 

15 
See also Bade 1987, 8 
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suggestedKotherwise.K AsKunrealisticKasK thisKbeliefKwas,K theKgovernmentK triedK toK

compelKworkersK toK returnKbyKissuingKworkKandKresidenceKpermitsKthatKwereKvalidK

forK onlyK oneK yearK soK thatK "theK overallK extentK ofK foreignK laborK couldK beK flexiblyK

regulatedKaccordingKtoKtheKneedsKofKtheKeconomy"K(HoffmannK1999,K362).K

"TheK 1965K ForeignersK ActK madeK theK entranceK andK tenureK ofK foreignersK

dependentK onK theKinterestKofK theK FederalK Republic"K (ChapinK 1997,K 13). 16 ItKgaveK

policeK andK theK statesK sweepingK powersK toK issueKorK rescindK workK andK residenceK

permitsKwithKlittleKorKnoKjustification,K andKtoKdeportK foreignersKwhenKtheyKfeltKitKwasK

necessaryK whileK givingK mostK foreignersK noK legalK recourse.K SomeK immigrants,K

however,K wereK protectedK byK theK state;K thoseK thatK hadK renewedK theirK residenceK

permitsK multipleK timesK wereK legallyK protectedK fromK beingK deniedK subsequentK

residenceK permits,K makingK theirK expulsionK byK theK stateK forK economicK reasonK

nearlyK impossible.K TheK FederalK ConstitutionalK CourtK upheldK thisK protectionK ofK

long-termKworkersKinK1978K(HoffmannK1999,K363).K

AlbeitKshort-lived,KforeignKworkersKfirstKbecameKanKeconomicKissueKinK1966K

afterKaKbriefK recession;K "however,K onceK theKrecoveryKbeganK inK 1968,K employers'K

desireK toK useK foreignK laborK returned"K (KloppK 2002,K 39).K SlowlyK theK GermanK

governmentK realizedK thatK theirK revolvingK doorK policyK regardingK foreignK laborersK

wasK unrealistic.K InK additionK toK theK inabilityK toK denyK residenceK permitsK toK

individualsK whoK hadK repeatedlyK renewedK theirK residenceK permits,K theK 1971K

OrdinanceKonKWorkKPermitsKallowedKguestKworkersKwhoKhadKbeenKemployedKforK

atKleastKfiveKconsecutiveKyearsKtoKgetKaKworkKpermitKwhichKwouldKbeKvalidKforKfiveK

16 
See also Hoffmann 1999, 363 
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years instead of one, and it would not be dependent on economic conditions 

(Chapin 1997, 15). 

In addition to offering lengthened work permits, however, the 1971 

ordinance also curbed the recruitment of new workers. Still, in spite of greater 

restrictions, the number for foreigners actually increased due to family 

reunifications and higher birthrates among non-German residents (Chapin 1997, 

16). 17 In 1973, blaming the oil crisis' impact upon the economy, the federal 

government abruptly ended all labor migration. Not only did the government not 

allow new workers to legally enter the country, but it also used different tactics, 

mostly monetary incentives, to encourage workers who were already there to 

return to their country of origin. The government also restricted the number of 

children and spouses who could enter for family reunification purposes. 

However, "the courts lifted many of these restrictions by appealing to the 

protection of marriage and family that is guaranteed in the Basic Law", and 

incentives to leave were largely ignored, allowing the number of foreigners to 

remain relatively stable (Hoffmann 1999, 364 ). It was at this point that some 

German citizens truly began opposing the guest worker system (Klopp 2002, 

39). 18 Germany's lengthy reliance on such a system would have had an impact, 

however, even if all foreign workers left Germany. For instance, even when 

foreign workers did return to their home countries, Germans would often refuse 

to fill the less-esteemed jobs left vacant by their departure (Chapin 1997, 12). 

17 
See also Klopp 2002, 39 

18 
See also Bade 1987, 8; Chapin 1997, 12 
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ANContradictoryNIssue:N1974-2004N

WhenNitNbecameNclearNthatNzero-immigrationNpoliciesN implementedNinN1973N

wereN notN havingN theN desiredN impact,N theN governmentN beganN toN aggressivelyN

pursueN measuresN toN convinceN foreignN workersN toN leaveN Germany.N TheseN

programs,N whichN wereN implementedN andN highlyN promotedN fromN 1981N toN 1984,N

usedN differentN monetaryN incentivesN toN convinceN aN largerN numberN ofN foreignN

workersN toN returnN home.N "AN 1983-1984N programN offeredN aN departureN bonusN ofN

$5,000N forN workersN whoN wouldN surrenderN theirN workN andN residencyN permits.N InN

additionN theirN socialN securityN contributionsN wereN refundedN immediatelyN uponN

arrivingN inN theirN homeN countries"N (ChapinN 1997,N 17-18).N This,N however,N onlyN

causedNaNshort-termNreductionNinNtheNnumberNofNforeignersNwithinNGermany.N

GermanN immigrationN policyN throughoutN theNyears,N insofarN asN thereN isNone,N

hasN beenNpermeatedNwithN contradictions.N ForN example,N inN1990N theN BundestagN

extensivelyNrevisedNtheNForeignersNActNofN1965.N

TheNnewN "AlienN Law"N thatN tookN effectN inN JanuaryN 1991N exhibitedN someN ofN
theNsameN fundamentalNcontradictionsNasN theNoldNone.N OnNtheNoneNhand,N itN
securedNtheNlegalNstatusNofNlong-termNresidentsNforNtheNfirstNtimeNandNeasedN
theN naturalizationN ofN childrenN bornN toN foreignersN livingN inN theN FederalN
Republic.N ButNonNtheNotherNhand,N itN retainedNtheNsupervisoryNcapacityNandN
broadNdiscretionaryN latitudeNgrantedN toN theN immigrationNauthorities.N ItNwasN
notNpossibleN toNconstructNaNconsistentNpolicyNonNthisNbasisN (HoffmannN 1999,N
370). 19 

TheN influxN ofN ethnicN GermansN fromN EasternN EuropeanN andN formerN SovietN

countriesNasNwellNasNasylum-seekers,N theNthirdNcategoryNofNimmigrantsNaddressedN

byN theN government,N afterN theN endN ofN theN ColdN WarN forcedN theN governmentN toN

rethinkN theirN relativelyN openN doorN policyN regardingN theseN twoN groups.N "InN 1990N

19 
Chapin 1997, 18 
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alone, 400,000 ethnic Germans entered the FRG from the Eastern bloc, claiming 

their right to citizenship. At the same time, the number of asylum-seekers rose 

from 370,000 in 1990 to 430,000 in 1992" (Hoffmann 1999, 370). In 1992, the 

government passed a law that restricted the entrance of ethnic Germans, and in 

1993 it amended Article 16 of the Basic Law which prevented the entrance of 

asylum-seekers who entered Germany through a·third "safe" country, a country 

"in which application of the Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees and of 

the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms 

is assured" (Bundesregierung Online). 

Attempts in recent years to loosen immigration restrictions have failed, 

and even today, policy simultaneously tries to restrict immigration while 

condemning xenophobic violence and slowly addressing integration issues. The 

most recent effort to loosen immigration restrictions was attempted in 2001 and 

2002. Both the Bundestag and the Bundesrat passed the bill, however it was 

overturned by a federal court due to a procedural error; a second attempt to pass 

the bill, which would ease immigration restrictions, has been unsuccessful 

(Bundesregierung Online). 

Conclusion 

Beginning in 1945, France, the United Kingdom, and Germany were 

confronted with a variety of issues that forced them to address the question of 

immigration. All three countries required additional labor to rebuild their 

devastated infrastructure as well as fuel a rapidly expanding economy after 
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World2War2II;2 however,2 each2country2dealt2with2a2unique2set2of2 issues2relating2to2

immigration.2 The2 United2 Kingdom2 and2 France2 dealt2 with2 the2 influx2 of2 colonial2

citizens,2 and2 for2 France,2 the2 repercussions2 of2 the2 Algerian2 War.2 Germany2

repatriated2 millions2 of2 ethnic2 Germans,2 and2 established2 policies2 to2 recruit2

temporary2 workers2 from2 other2 countries.2 What2 the2 next2 three2 chapters2 will2

discuss2 is2 how2 these2 countries2 dealt2 with2 the2 economic2 repercussions2 of2

increased2immigration2flows,2 intended2or2unintended,2 after21945.2

312

.. 



CHAPTER:Ill:

IMMIGRATION:POLICY:AND:ECONOMIC:CONDITIONS:

Introduction:

Many: scholars: such: as: Andrew: Geddes,: Klaus: Zimmermann,: and: Zig:

Layton-Henry: argue: that: immigration: policy: is: strongly: tied: to: economic:

conditions.: In:particular:they:argue:that:immigration:policies:become:more:open:

during: times: of: economic: growth: and: more: restrictive: in: the: face: of: high:

unemployment:rates.: Although:a:substantial:amount:of:literature:focuses:on:the:

connection: between: economic: trends: and: immigration,: what: kind: of: impact: do:

economic:conditions:actually:have:on:immigration:policy?: If:economic:conditions:

can: offer: insight: into: policy: formation,: are: they: sufficient: in: providing: an:

explanation?: I:argue:that: immigration:policy: trends:cannot:be:fully:explained:by:

economic: conditions.: Even: Zimmermann: and: Layton-Henry: admit: that: more:

open: policies: do: not: always: occur: during: periods: of: economic: growth,: as: one:

might:expect.:

As: I:will: demonstrate,: although:at: times: countries: have: indeed: tightened:

immigration:control:during:times:of:economic:downturns,:as:many:of:them:did:in:

the: early: 1970s,: there: have: been: other: economic: recessions: in: which: these:

countries:did:not:take:any:steps:to:reduce:the:levels:of: immigration.: In:addition,:

there: were: also: numerous: times: in: which: the: economy: was: expanding,:
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sometimesArapidly,AwhenAgovernmentAleadersAdidAnotAincreaseAimmigration,AevenA

blatantlyAignoringAtheAadviceAofAeconomists.A

France:A DiscountingAanAEconomicALinkA

AAbriefA lookA atA France'sA immigrationAhistoryAwouldA leadA someA toA assumeA

thatA FrenchA immigrationA policyA hadA aA closeA relationshipA withA theA country'sA

economicA conditions;A forAexample,A asA oneAwouldA expect,A FranceA implementedAaA

zero-immigrationApolicyAaAyearAafterAtheAinitialAoilAshockAinA1973AwhichAtriggeredAaA

worldwideArecession.A AAcloserAexaminationAwouldAshow,Ahowever,A thatAanAactualA

relationshipAbetweenAeconomicAconditionsAandAimmigrationApolicyAwasAtenuousAatA

best.A

FranceA beganA restrictingA levelsA ofA immigrationA wellA beforeA theA firstA oilA

shockAinA1973,AevenAimplementingAsevereArestrictionsAinAtheAlateA1960'sAandAveryA

earlyA 1970'sAwhileA theAeconomyAwasA stillA rapidlyA expandingA (MoneyA 1999,A 105,A

112).A WhileA theA economicA crisisA mayA haveA beenA usedA byA politicalA leadersA toA

justifyAtheAzero-immigrationApolicyAimplementedAinA197A4,AeconomicsAhadAveryAlittleA

toAdoAwithA theApolicyAdecisions.A CertainA businessA sectorsA thatA reliedA heavilyAonA

migrantA laborA wereA neverA notifiedA ofA theA possibilityA ofA stoppingA immigration.A InA

fact,A theA ParisianA FederationA ofA Construction,A aA fieldA inA whichA mostA immigrantsA

worked,A wasA outragedA thatA suchA aA policyA hadA beenA implementedA withoutA anyA

warning,A andA theyAandAotherA employersApressedA theA governmentA toA reverseA theA

decision,AalbeitAwithAlittleAsuccessA(MoneyA1999,A146,A151A).A
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Likewise, despite several economic downturns, French governments did 

little to control immigration throughout the 1960's; they even tacitly encouraged 

illegal immigration through a process in which illegal immigrants could receive 

legal documentation. In fact, even as the French government dealt with 

pervasive labor strikes that crippled the country, 80% of all legal immigrants to 

France in 1968 were originally illegal aliens · who had been regularized. 

Furthermore, in 1983 50% of French citizens polled cited unemployment and 

34% cited inflation as the most urgent problems facing France, yet during this 

time the socialist government under Mitterrand expanded opportunities for 

foreigners living within France and began granting automatically renewable work 

and residence permits to foreign workers (Money 1999, 114 ). 1 

The United Kingdom: Discounting an Economic Link 

Similarly in the United Kingdom, economic conditions often had little 

bearing on immigration policy. While some researchers such as Layton-Henry 

argue that economic factors had a significant impact upon immigration policy, 

pointing to the influx of Irish and other European workers, these studies cannot 

explain why Irish and other European citizens were given special consideration 

while all other immigration was increasingly restricted regardless of economic 

conditions. In fact, the first legislation designed to restrict immigration from 

Commonwealth countries, countries that initially had an immigration advantage 

over other aliens, was introduced in 1961 and passed in 1962 when the British 

1 
See also Doty 2003, 61 
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economy was not only rapidly expanding, but at a time "when economists both 

within and outside the government were predicting severe labor shortages", and 

concern for the state of the economy among British citizens was at its lowest 

point in post-World War II history (Money 1999, 66). 

Beginning with the Commonwealth Immigration Act of 1962, almost every 

piece of legislation passed by the British government from that point on 

progressively restricted immigration, regardless of economic conditions. The 

Commonwealth Immigration Acts in 1962 and 1968 revoked the right of free 

entry of Commonwealth citizens, and placed severe limitations on entry 

qualifications, despite the fact that during these times the economy was stable, 

and even growing. In a rare instance of easing restrictions, the Labour 

government in 1974, despite an economic downturn due to the oil crisis, 

lessened immigration restrictions, particularly constraints on family reunification 

(Layton-Henry 1994, 286). Furthermore, although the economy was doing fine at 

the time, both the Immigration Act of 1971 and the Immigration Act of 1988 

placed additional limits on immigration and increased the number of reasons that 

could be used for deportation, and the 1988 act revoked the right of family 

reunification for anyone that arrived after 1973. In fact, the immigration controls 

put in place from 1987 to 1988 occurred at a time when the economy was at its 

highest point in almost 20 years. All in all, even Layton-Henry pointed out "the 

case in favor of immigration in terms of economic advantage, capital investment, 

expanding the labor force, international contacts and trade, and the acquiring of 
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enterpriseCandCentrepreneurialCskillsC hasC little.salienceC inCpublicCdebates"C (1994,C

276).C

Germany:C EconomicsCasCaCPartialCExplanationC

WhileC bothC FrenchC andC BritishC policiesC defyC economicC explanation,C

Germany'sC experiencesC haveC beenC somewhat"C different.C SinceC Germany'sC

immigrationC policyCwasCcreatedC specificallyC toCmeetCeconomicCneeds,C oneCshouldC

thinkC thatC herC policyC wouldC beC moreC closelyC linkedC toC economicC reality.C EvenC

thoughC theCpoliciesCdidCnotCalwaysChaveCtheirCdesiredCeffect,C comparedC toCFranceC

andCtheCUnitedCKingdomCGermany'sCpoliciesCthemselvesCmoreCcloselyCcorrespondC

withC economicC conditions,C especiallyC betweenC 1955C andC 1993.C EconomicC

immigration,C perCse,C reallyCdidCnotCbeginCuntilC1955.C FromC immediatelyC followingC

WorldCWarCIICuntilC theCmid-1950sC theConlyC individualsCwhoCmigratedC toCGermany,C

althoughC theC governmentC didC notC considerC themC immigrants,C wereC ethnicC

GermansC fromCCentralCandCEasternC Europe.C InC1955,C whenC itChadCbecomeCclearC

thatC ethnicC GermansC aloneC wouldC notC beC enoughC toC fuelC Germany'sC rapidlyC

expandingC economy,C GermanyC beganC itsC Gastarbeiter programC withC aC seriesCofC

bilateralC agreements.C TheseC agreementsC wereC signedC withC theC understandingC

thatCwhenCunemploymentC increased,C theCworkersCwouldCreturnC toCtheirCcountryCofC

origin.C When,C inC timesC ofC highC unemployment,C itC becameC clearC thatC foreignC

workersC wereC remainingC inC Germany,C theC governmentC beganC implementingC

policiesCtoCencourage,CandCsometimesCevenCforce,C foreignersCtoCleave.C
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The@oil@ crisis@ and@ subsequent@high@ unemployment@ rates@ led@ the@German@

government@ to@ cease@ all@ new@ economic@ immigration@ in@ 1973@ as@well@ as@ restrict@

family@ reunification.@ Unlike@ in@ France,@ where@ the@ sudden@ halt@ in@ immigration@

prompted@ an@ uproar@ from@ certain@ economic@ sectors,@ these@ restrictions@met@ little@

resistance@from@the@public.@ During@the@economic@downturn@from@1981@until@1983,@

Germany@implemented@a@series@of@programs@to@convince@workers@to@return@to@their@

country@of@origin,@ ending@ these@programs@ in@1984@when@ the@economy@recovered.@

In@ 1992@ and@ 1993,@ additional@ restrictions@ were@ implemented@ at@ a@ time@ when@

Germany@was@ dealing@with@ economic@ integration@ issues@with@ East@Germany.@ In@

all,@ Germany's@ immigration@policy,@ even@if@the@policies@were@ineffective,@ tended@to@

reflect@economic@conditions.@

Even@ today,@ there@continues@ to@be@a@debate@within@ the@government@about@

the@ necessity@ of@ continued@ immigration.@ While@ supporters@ such@ as@ economist@

Klaus@ Zimmermann@ point@ to@ demographic@ concerns@ and@ employment@ needs@ in@

high@ skill@ sectors@ of@ the@ economy,@ opponents@ such@ as@ CDU@ opposition@ leader@

Angela@ Merkel@ point@ to@ chronically@ high@ unemployment@ rates@ and@ the@ lack@ of@

integration@of@foreigners@currently@in@Germany.@ Both@sides@of@the@issue@appeal@to@

economic@ concerns.@ In@2001,@a@government-appointed@commission@presented@a@

set@ of@ proposals@ that@ promoted@ a@ controlled@ immigration@ policy@ in@ which@ a@ point@

system@would@be@used@to@select@20,000@immigrants@annually@based@on@education,@

language@ ability,@ and@ other@ criteria,@ with@ the@ ability@ to@ increase@ the@ quota@ up@ to@

40,000@ in@ the@ event@ of@ a@ labor@ shortage.@ The@ commission@ also@ argued@ for@ the@

implementation@ of@ extensive@ language@ programs@ to@ assist@ the@ integration@ of@
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foreigners4within4Germany.4 Both4 the4Bundestag4and4 the4Bundesrat4passed4 the4

bill4proposed4 by4 the4commission,4 however4a4 federal4court4overturned4 it4due4to4a4

procedural4error.4 During4the4second4attempt4to4pass4the4bill,4 the4Bundesrat4voted4

against4 it,4 quelling4 the4 chance4 of4 a4 similar4 bill4 to4 be4 passed4 in4 the4 near4 future,4

despite4 an4 appeal4 by4 Chancellor4 Gerhard4 Schroder4 to4 do4so4 (Bundesregierung4

Online).4

Conclusion4

Although4many4 assume4 that4 immigration4 policy4 and4 economic4 conditions4

have4a4definite4connection,4 that4is4not4always4the4case.4 In4both4France4and4in4the4

United4 Kingdom,4 immigration4 policy4 has4 often4 defied4 economic4 expectations,4

typically4 by4the4addition4of4restrictions4during4times4of4economic4expansion.4 This4

means4that4some4other4 factor4must4 be4driving4 immigration4 policy.4 Germany,4 on4

the4other4hand,4seems4to4have4a4close4connection4between4economic4conditions4

and4 immigration4 policy,4 even4 if4 those4 policies4 have4 not4 had4 the4 desired4 effect.4

Does4 that4mean,4 however,4 that4economic4conditions4tell4 the4whole4story?4 In4the4

next4chapter,4the4role4of4political4parties4will4be4examined.4
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CHAPTEREIVE

THEEROLEEOFEPOLITICALEPARTIESEINE IMMIGRATIONEPOLICYE

IntroductionE

AlthoughEmanyEfactorsEdriveEpolicyEchanges,E politicalEpartiesEclearlyEplayEaE

profoundE roleE inE theE formulationE ofE immigrationE policy.E "AsE theE politicsE ofE

immigrationE andE incorporationE intensify,E politicalE institutionsE inE generalE andE

politicalE partiesE inE particular,E comeE toE centerE stage.E DemandsE forE greaterE

immigrationEcontrolEorEchangesEinEnationalityEorEcitizenshipElawsEwillEbeEchanneledE

throughE politicalE partiesE andE partyE systems"E (HollifieldE 2000,E 170).E WhenE oneE

thinksE ofE politicalE partiesE inE regardsE toE immigrationE policy,E radicalE right-wingE

partiesEareEtheEmostEsalient.E

AlthoughE theEresponsibilityEofEallEpoliticalEpartiesE isE toEchannelE theEdesiresE

ofEitsEconstituents,EsomeEargueEthatEradicalEright-wingEpartiesEinEparticularEactuallyE

fosterExenophobiaEratherEthanEmerelyEprovidingEanEoutletEtoEexpressEitE (Schain,EetE

al.E 2002,E11E). 1 OtherE researchers,E however,E disagree,E arguingE thatEwhileE radicalE

right-wingE partiesE mayE useE immigrantsE andE asylumE seekersE asE scapegoats,E

economicE factorsE suchE asE unemploymentE haveE aE muchE moreE dramaticE impactE

uponEsupportE forEsuchEpartiesE thanE immigrationEperEseE (GivensE 2002,E146).E ForE

example,E oneE suchE studyE inE FranceE hasE shownE thatE theE numberE ofE immigrantsE

admittedEeachEyearEhasEhadEnoEstatisticalEeffectEuponEsupportEforEtheEradicalEright-
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wing party, the National Front, while unemployment has often had a dramatic 

impact upon levels of support (Fetzer 2000, 84).2 

In many cases, regardless of how or why they gain support, because 

these radical parties often do not gain enough electoral strength to be a viable 

part of the government, they usually do not play a direct role in policy formation. 

Rather if these parties have enough potential electoral support to be perceived 

as a threat by mainstream parties, they "can force traditional parties to rearrange 

their policy platforms, their priorities for government, and, ultimately, the very 

nature of immigration policy reform" (Adolino and Blake 2001, 106). In other 

cases, traditional parties may take the lead in restricting immigration without far­

right pressure, thereby preventing the development of radical parties before they 

even become an electoral threat. 

In each of these three countries, if radical parties became viable at all, it 

was not until the mid to late 1980s, despite the fact that immigration was already 

a significant political issue in the 1960s and 1970s. If immigration was the 

defining issue for far-right parties, why, when immigration first became a critical 

issue as early as the 1960s, did far-right parties not experience much electoral 

success until the mid to late 1980s, particularly in France and Germany? In the 

case of the United Kingdom, the single-member district system hindered the 

development of any third party, including the British National Front. In France 

1 
See also Karapin 2002, 211; Schain 2002, 232 

2 
Givens also points to studies in other countries that show that the number of immigrants has 

little or no statistical impact upon support for radical right-wing parties compared to economic 
factors, and the number of immigrants is not at all an indicator of how successful a radical party 
will be (2002, 148). See also Karapin 2002, 193,207. 
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and in Germany, mainstream parties often responded directly to public pressure, 

or responded to the threat of electoral viability of extremist parties. 

This section will briefly examine the role of political parties in Germany, 

France and the United Kingdom. As mentioned earlier, in the United Kingdom, a 

single-member district electoral system hindered the development of a viable 

radical right-wing party. Since immigration was clearly an issue in Great Britain, 

in order to win votes, both the Conservative and Labour parties needed to 

develop a coherent strategy for immigration. France and Germany, on the other 

hand, both have electoral systems that allowed for the development of third 

parties, but still have had different experiences with far-right parties. In France, 

the National Front has gradually established itself as a potential electoral threat, 

even on the national level. In Germany, however, constitutional requirements 

and suspicion of anything that resembles a fascist ideology have hindered the 

electoral success of far-right parties, at least on the national level. 

Right-wing Parties in France 

Of the three countries under consideration, post-World War II radical right­

wing politics have probably been the most prominent and have had the most 

impact in France. The National Front (FN), the French party notorious for its 

xenophobic platform, was created by Jean-Marie Le Pen in 1972. The National 

Front provided a political outlet for nationalist sentiment, usually in its most 

extreme forms. Although the party embraces many mainstream conservative 

ideals such as a free market economy, it also heavily promotes ultra nationalist 
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and racist principles. While the party has campaigned on economic issues such 

as unemployment and trade, the issue with which it is most frequently associated 

is immigration. 

Le Pen founded the National Front as a means to unify a variety of right­

wing groups; however, its effectiveness in pushing immigration as a political 

issue did not become evident until the late 1980s and early 1990s. For example, 

despite the economic downturn caused by the oil crisis in 1973, immigration was 

not a national campaign issue in either the legislative elections of 1973, or in the 

presidential elections of 197 4. This was even true of Le Pen, the National Front's 

presidential candidate; during the 1974 presidential campaign, "none of his 

national campaign literature or his nationally televised speeches incorporated an 

anti-immigrant platform", although he discussed his xenophobic views at local 

campaign events (Money 1999, 141 ). 

In the first round of national elections in 1993, the National Front won over 

12% of the vote, the most it had ever received in a national election. "The 

emergence of FN as a serious force within the political system became evident in 

1993, when the party demonstrated its ability to win significant electoral support 

in most parts of the country" (Schain 2002, 227). By 1997, the party had gained 

even more electoral support, becoming a significant political contender at the 

local level in every region of the country, gaining most of its strength in areas with 

high concentrations of Muslim immigrants (Schain 2002, 229). Demographically, 

the National Front has had a tendency to draw support from both the far-right as 

well as left-leaning workers who view immigration as an economic issue. 
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While the National Front is known for its xenophobic platform, it is the 

mainstream parties that have had a tremendous impact upon immigration policy. 

Because public support for restricting immigration was so strong, from the late 

1960s on, French governments continued to implement policies that were more 

restrictive regardless of what party was in power. For example, when the 

socialist-led government came to power in 1997, it vowed to remove many of the 

restrictions that had been implemented by more conservative governments. In 

response to political pressure, however, the socialist government only amended 

the restrictions rather than repealing them, which led to a sharp division within 

the governing coalition. When it finally passed a more moderate law in 1998 that 

repealed many of the harsher restrictions, Prime Minister Jospin expressed 

concerns "of playing into the hands of right-wing extremists" by pointing to polls 

which showed that 92% of the French public was in favor of additional restrictions 

on immigration (Adolino and Blake 2001, 126-127). 

France's unique electoral system has certainly had an impact on party 

distribution within the government; it is neither a simple single-member district 

system, such as in Great Britain, nor do they use proportional representation. 

The French electoral system uses a double-ballot in which a set of two elections 

are held to determine who will become a member of the legislature or who will 

become the President. If no candidate receives an absolute majority of votes in 

the first election, then all legislative candidates who receive at least 12.5% of the 

vote, or the two Presidential candidates who receive the most votes, compete in 

a second run-off election. While France is divided into legislative districts, unlike 
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a simple single-member district system, the double-ballot system allows for the 

possibility for third parties to gain legislative seats, or potentially even the 

Presidency. In addition to the double ballot is a tradition of electoral coalitions. 

In other words, if two small parties with similar ideologies win enough votes to 

advance to the second round of elections often they will form coalitions in which 

one party will withdraw their candidate while encouraging their members to 

support the candidate of the other party. They do this with the hope that the 

candidate who remains in the race will be in a better position to win the election 

than if both candidates had competed. 

The following tables demonstrate the ability of third parties, such as the 

National Front, to gain access to the political system. As the statistics below 

demonstrate, support for the National Front steadily increased through the 

1990s, even garnering 15% of the vote during the first round of legislative 

elections in 1997, and almost 17% of the vote in the first round of Presidential 

elections in 2002. However, other conservative parties have been reluctant to 

form electoral coalitions with the National Front, hence the reason they have not 

gained more legislative seats. 

Table 4.1 National Legislative Elections in France (Percentage of the First Round Vote and 
Resulting Seats) 

1981 1988 1993 1997 

PCF 116.2 (44) 11.3 (27) 9.2 (24) 9.9 (37) 
PS 37.5 (269) 34.8 (276) 17.3 (53) 25.6 (246) 
PRS (14) 1.1 1.8 (6) (13) 
Other Left 2.2 (6) 2 2.6 (8) 5.2 (16) 
Moderates - - 1.2 
UDF (Giscardians) 19.2 (61) 18.5 (130) 18.6 (207) 14.7 (109) 
RP� (Gaullist) 20.8 (83) 19.2 (128) 19.8 (242) 16.8(139) 
Other Right 2.8 (11) 3.0(13) 4.4 (36) 4.6 (8) 
FN 0.4 (0) 9.7 (1) 12.4 (0) 15.1 (1) 
Les Verts 1.1 (0) 0.35 (0) 10.7 6.3 (8) 
Source: Hossay 2002, 327 
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Despite+ the+ fact+ that+ Le+ Pen+ received+ less+ than+ 18%+ of+ the+ vote+ during+ the+

second+ round+ of+ Presidential+ elections+ in+ 2002,+ the+ fact+ that+ he+ was+ even+ a+

candidate+ in+ the+ second+ round+ was+ very+ significant.+ After+ all,+ an+ extremist+

politician,+ who+ many+ viewed+ as+ a+ threat+ to+ democracy,+ actually+ received+more+

first-round+ votes+ on+ a+national+ level+ than+ numerous+ other+ candidates,+ including+

the+Prime+Minister,+ Lionel+Jospin.+

Table 4.2 Presidential Elections in France 

1981 

Mitterand (PS) 
Giscard d'Estaing (UDF) 

Chirac (Gaullist) 
Marchais (PCF) 

Others 

1988 

Mitterand (PS) 
Chirac (Gaullist) 

Barre (UDF) 
Le Pen (FN) 

Others 

1995 

Chirac (Gaullist) 
Lionel Jospin (PS) 

Edouard Balladur (Gaullist) 
Le Pen (FN) 

Robert Hue (PCF) 
Others 

2002 

Chirac (Gaullist) 
Le Pen (FN) 
Jospin (PS) 

Fran�ois Bayrou (UDF) 
Arlette Laguiller (LO) 

Jean-Pierre Chevenement (MDC) 
Noel Mamere (Les Verts) 

Source: Hossay 2002, 327 

First Round 

25.8 
28.3 
18.0 
15.3 
12.5 

34.1 
19.9 
16.5 
14.4 
15.0 

20.7 
23.3 
18.0 
15.1 
8.7 
13.7 

19.9 
16.9 
16.2 
6.8 
5.7 
5.3 
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Second Round 

51.8 
48.2 

54.0 
46.0 

54.0 
47.4 

82.2 
17.8 



In the past couple of years, however, support for the National Front has dropped 

somewhat since mainstream parties continue to implement or support 

increasingly restrictive policies. 

The Role of Parties in the United Kingdom 

Whereas in France a radical right-wing pa·rty emerged as a threatening 

force to mainstream parties and therefore often had an impact on policies chosen 

by more moderate parties, party politics in regards to immigration policy has 

been a completely different issue in the United Kingdom. Although they might 

differ on the degree, both the Conservative and the Labour Party have 

consistently tightened restrictions on immigration for both Commonwealth 

citizens as well as other aliens. Because there has been support among both 

parties for restrictive immigration policies, support for the radical right-wing British 

National Front party, which was quite small to begin with, essentially fell apart 

after 1979 (Adolino and Blake 2001, 131 ). 

Great Britain began restricting immigration several years before either 

France or Germany, partly because of the race riots during 1958. Over the 

course of a week in August 1958, riots occurred nightly between whites and 

blacks while police not only did little to stop them, but they even discouraged the 

press from referring to the riots as racial riots; no one was fooled. In response to 

increasing racial tensions, the Conservative Party introduced the Commonwealth 

Immigrants Bill in 1961. The Commonwealth Immigration Act of 1962 revoked 

the right of free entry for Commonwealth citizens by implementing a system in 
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which "individuals could enter the country only if they held Ministry of Labour 

work vouchers or if they were dependents on someone who did", as well as 

created conditions under which individuals could be deported (Freeman 1979, 

24).3 

The Labour Party fiercely argued against the bill in 1961 and 1962, 

however, by 1965, after they had gained control ·of the government, they also 

began to argue that immigration controls were necessary; the Labour-controlled 

Parliament even went as far as significantly reducing the number of work 

vouchers that were available to non-Europeans, the only means of long-term 

entry (Freeman 1979, 53-54 ). The Labour-controlled Parliament also passed the 

Commonwealth Immigrants Act of 1968, which severely limited the number of 

nonwhite UK passport holders who were allowed to enter Great Britain; now only 

nonwhite UK passport holders who had family that had already settled in Great 

Britain were free from entrance restrictions. It also criminalized for the first time 

the illegal entry of Commonwealth citizens (Freeman 1979, 59).4 The 

Immigration Act of 1971, passed by a Labour government, expanded immigration 

control once again, denying immigrants from former colonies privileges that they 

previously had over other aliens as well as implemented an expansive system of 

internal controls such as broad police powers in regards to immigrants (Doty 

2003, 50, 52).5

3 
See also Money 1999, 68-69 

4 
See also Doty 2003, 48; Money 1999, 69 

5 
See also Money 1999, 70 
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InK 1979,K theK ConservativesKonceKagainK gainedK controlK ofK theK Parliament.K

WhichK partyK controlledK Parliament,K however,K seemedK toK haveK littleK impactK onK

immigrationK policy,K sinceK bothK majorK partiesK continuedK toK giveK inK toK publicK

pressureK toK restrictK non-EuropeanK immigration.K InK 1981,K theK BritishK NationalityK

ActK wasK passedK byK theK ConservativeK government,K whichK significantlyK changedK

theK citizenshipK policyK fromK oneK basedK onK placeK ofK birthK toK oneK basedK uponK theK

nationalityK ofK theK parentsK (DotyK 2003,K 45).K TheK BritishK NationalityKActKalsoK tookK

awayK theK remainingK privileges,K includingK votingK rights,K thatK CommonwealthK

citizensK hadK overK otherK immigrants.K InK addition,K theK ConservativeK governmentK

ratifiedK theK 1988K ImmigrationKAct,K whichK revokedK theK rightKofK familyK reunificationK

toKCommonwealthKcitizensKwhoKsettledKafterK1973K(MoneyK1999,K71K).K

Right-wingKPartiesKandKGermanKPolicyK

WhereasK France'sK double-ballotK electoralK systemK opensK theK doorK toK

potentialK electoralK successK forK aK wideK rangeK ofK politicalK parties,K andK Britain'sK

single-memberK districtK systemK hindersK thirdK partyK development,K GermanyKhasKaK

mixedK electoralK system.K InK Germany,K "eachK voterK castsK aK 'firstK vote'K forK aK

particularK candidate,K andKaK 'secondK vote'K forK aKparty.K HalfK theKmembersK [ofK theK

Bundestag] areK electedK throughK proportionalK representation;K theK otherK halfK areK

electedKinKsingleKmemberKdistricts"K (HossayK2002,K 329).K InKotherKwords,KnotKonlyK

doK GermanK citizensK voteK directlyK forK aK specificK candidate,K butK theyK alsoK voteK

concurrentlyK forKaKpartyKlist.K Germany'sKmixedKelectoralKsystemKhasKcertainlyKhadK
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some impact upon the development and electoral success of Germany's far-right 

parties. 

Despite having the largest percentage of foreigners of any European 

country, radical right-wing parties have never mustered any real strength in 

Germany, at least not on the national level; in fact, in the 2002 election the three 

far-right parties, the Republikaner (REP), the Germ·an People's Union (DVU), and 

National Democratic Party (NPD) only received approximately two percent of the 

national vote combined (Karapin 2002, 187). Until the mid 1990s, when the party 

leader made a disastrous attempt to take their party to more extremes, the 

Republikaner party was the most prevalent far-right party within Germany. Even 

when the Republikaner party was the largest far-right party in Germany, as the 

table below demonstrates, it was still unable to capture any legislative seats at 

the national level. 

Table 4.3 National Legislative Elections in Germany (Percentage of Votes and Resulting Seats) 
1990/ 1990/ 1994/ 1994/ 1998/ 1998/ 2002/ 2002/ 

Direct List Direct List Direct List Direct List 

SPD 35.2% 33.5% 38.3% 3.5% 43.8% 40.9 41.9% 38.5% 
(91) (148) (103) (149) (212) (86) (171) (80) 

CDU/CSU 45.7% 438 45.0% 41.4% 39.6% 35.1% 41.1 38.5% 
(235) (84) (221) (73) (112) (133) (125) (123) 

Die Grunen 4.4% 3.8% 6.5% 7.3% 5.0% 6.7% 5.6% 8.6% 
(0) (0) (0) (49) (0) (47) ( 1) (54) 

FOP 7.8% 11.0% 3.3% 6.9% 3.0% 6.2% 5.8% 7.4% 
( 1) (78) (0) (47) (0) (43) (0) (47) 

PDS 2.3% 2.4% 4.1% 4.4% 4.9% 5.1% 4.3% 4.0% 
( 1) (16) (4) (26) (4) (32) (2) (0) 

Republikaner 1.7% 2.1% 1.7% 1.9% 2.3% 1.8% 0.1% 1.6% 
(0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 

Source: Election Resources Online 

The Republikaner party, even in its prime, has not been able to garner much 

support. "The percentage of Germans intending to vote for the anti-immigrant 

party 'Die Republikaner' has remained relatively low since the group's founding in 
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1983, never exceeding 10% of the population nationwide. General opposition to 

foreigners, on the other hand, is more prevalent" and in 1991 a slight majority 

even opposed foreigners (Fetzer 2000, 87, 124 ). 

While far-right parties have not had significant success on the national 

level, the parties have experienced limited success in local and regional elections 

such as in 1992 when the DVU received 6% of the vote in Schleswig-Holstein, 

and in 1998 when DVU won 16 seats in the regional parliament in Sachsen­

Anhalt; however, their appeal has not been widespread. For example, in the 

former East Germany there tends to be higher rates of xenophobia than in West 

Germany along with sporadic violence against foreigners, and yet there is 

significantly lower than expected levels of electoral support for radical right-wing 

parties (Karapin 2002, 193). 

Part of the reason some argue that immigration policy has not been a 

more salient political issue is that German governments never acknowledged that 

they had immigrants within their borders. To them, they were either ethnic 

Germans who belonged, or guest workers who would only be there temporarily 

(Karapin 2002, 197). When it became a political issue, it was mainly the asylum 

policy that was addressed. In addition, when immigration was politicized, even if 

far-right parties initially brought it to the voters' attention, it was politicized much 

more effectively by mainstream parties who often added a sense of legitimacy to 

the issue that was lacking from the extremist parties (Karapin 2002, 209). 

Another reason radical right-wing parties have not gained a big foothold is 

due to the constitutional restrictions placed upon political parties, which prevent 
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them from endorsing platforms that are blatantly racist. According to Article 21 of 

the Basic Law, "parties that want to restrict or eliminate the free and democratic 

system of government in the Federal Republic of Germany or pose a threat to its 

existence are unconstitutional" as well as parties that are deliberately xenophobic 

(Bundesregierung Online). Government officials have little tolerance for racist 

parties, and they have made an effort to outlaw them when necessary. In 2001, 

the Germany government initiated proceedings with the Federal Constitutional 

Court in an attempt to outlaw the far-right NPD, but in 2003 the Court decided to 

suspend the proceedings due to a technicality (Bundesregierung Online). 

This is not to say that far-right parties never made their presence known. 

As the number of foreigners in Germany grew, so did the support for radical right­

wing parties. "The media often exaggerated the nature of the population inflows, 

and some politicians, particularly those associated with extremist parties, 

manipulated these issues to their own advantage" (Adolino and Blake 2001, 

121 ). However, mainstream parties usually had the most impact. For example, 

in 1993 the conservative CDU/CSU coalition introduced legislation that would 

amend Article 16 of the Basic Law, which would restrict grounds for granting 

asylum and prevent individuals from seeking asylum if they had entered 

Germany through a "safe country". While the amendment was vehemently 

opposed by the leftist SPD at first, public opinion was so powerfully in favor of the 

changes that the SPD finally conceded for fear of a substantial electoral backlash 

(Adolino and Blake 2001, 122). 
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For the most part, far-right parties in the late 1980s enjoyed moderate 

electoral success on the local and regional level. Interest in far-right parties, 

however, declined rapidly immediately after reunification. A short spike in 

support occurred in the 1992 elections due to the salience of the asylum issue, 

but "the passage in 1993 of a constitutional amendment restricting the right of 

asylum deprived the Republikaner party of its major appeal" (Hancock, et al. 

2003, 215). 

Conclusion 

While some researchers such as Karapin argue that extreme-right parties 

act as an instigator, fueling xenophobic hatred, I believe that they act more as a 

conduit, channeling the desires of its constituents. This is evident in the fact that 

support for these parties declines when immigration issues no longer are salient. 

However, the role they play in immigration policy formation is clearly not a direct 

one. At times they have successfully pressured mainstream parties to address 

the issue of immigration, and at other times traditional parties have taken the 

lead, hindering the development of far-right parties. While this and previous 

chapters dealt with factors that have had a peripheral impact on immigration 

policy, the next chapter will address what I believe is the most salient issue. 
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CHAPTERVC

IMMIGRATIONCPOLICY'SCCULTURALCDIMENSIONC

IntroductionC

France,CGreatCBritain,CandCGermanyCdespiteCsimilarC(althoughCnotCidentical)C

economicC structuresC andC experiencesC haveC considerablyC differentC immigrationC

policies,CwhileCallCrestrictive,C targetCdistinctlyCdifferentCgroups.C IfCneitherCeconomicC

conditionsC norC politicalC partiesC canC adequatelyC explainC changesC inC immigrationC

policy,C whatCelseChasCsignificantC influence?C PolicyC variationsC amongCtheseC threeC

countriesC canC beC explainedC byC theirC culturalC differences,C differencesC thatC helpC

defineCnationalCidentity.C WhileCsomeCofCtheCliteratureCregardingCimmigrationCpolicyC

agreesC thatC itC isC "drivenC inC noCsmallCmeasureCbyC attitudesC andCbeliefsCshapedCbyC

nationalCculturesCandChistories"C(HollifieldC2000,C 172),C notCmuchChasCbeenCdoneCtoC

explainCinCmoreCdetailChowCdifferencesCinCcultureCleadCtoCdissimilarCpolicies.C

ThisCchapterCdiscussesCtheCroleCspecificCculturalCfactorsCplayCinCimmigrationC

policy,C especiallyC comparedC toCeconomicCandC politicalC factors.C LikeCnationalism,C

cultureC isC incrediblyC difficultC toC defineC orC measure.C BothC AndersonC andC PooleC

argueC thatC itC isC culturalC featuresC andC normsC thatC areC theC foundationC ofC nationalC

identity.C PooleCcharacterizesCcultureCasCrepresentativeCobjectsCthatChaveCmeaningC

forC "thoseC withC theC appropriateC culturalC knowledgeC andC identity",C theC wayC "theseC
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objects are created, recreated and modified", and "the process by which human 

individuals acquire various social identities" (1999, 13). 

Why is culture so important? Anderson argues that national identity can 

only be understood in cultural terms; "nationalism has to be understood by 

aligning it, not with self-consciously held political ideologies, but with the large 

cultural system that preceded it" (1991, 12). Within each country, regardless of 

history, economic performance, military power, or global position, a distinct sense 

of national identity is fostered through common cultural features such as ethnicity 

or religion. 

We can see that an important element of a national culture is that it is 
distinctive - it enables those who belong to it to distinguish themselves 
from others; and this distinctiveness, it seems, is the crucial aspect of 
national culture. This difference is what enables people to draw a 
boundary between themselves and others - to identify themselves; a 
national identity therefore rests on cultural differences (Cole 2000, 109, 
emphasis his). 

Each national culture emphasizes different cultural aspects, and it is these 

different cultural emphases that have a profound impact on immigration policy. 

Governments that foster the idea that cultural diversity is beneficial to a country 

will have more open policies than countries that promote the idea that a country's 

language or a certain cultural feature is something that should be protected. 

"National myths and self-images can be particularly important for understanding 

policy reform because they allow political leaders to portray their preferred policy 

outcomes as consonant with a nation's self-identity" (Adolino and Blake 2001, 

104 ). Cultural diversity is not something that has traditionally been encouraged 

or celebrated in these three countries, and as a result, each of these countries 
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have relatively restrictive immigration policies. While this is no surprise, little 

research has been done to explain the differences among these policies. While 

all three have policies that are restrictive, each country excludes different groups 

than the other two. 

Why is national identity important? "[N]ational identity is the primary form 

of identity available to us ... it underlies and informs all our other identities, 

and ... in case of conflict it should take priority over them" (Poole 1999, 67). One 

way to maintain a country's perceived national identity is to emphasize the 

importance of keeping cultures distinct. While declaring that certain peoples are 

incompatible with the perception of a nation is viewed as inflammatory and 

xenophobic, claiming that other cultures should be respected by remaining 

distinct from other cultures is socially acceptable because it emphasizes the 

importance and value of cultural differences (Doty 2003, 20). While emphasis on 

cultural distinctions may seem innocent, it often leads to social conflict through 

the perception that different cultures are incompatible with the mainstream 

society. Perceptions of incompatible traits often produce social conflict, which 

then leads to a push for restrictive immigration policies in the name of protecting 

those traits. 

Certain cultural aspects of a given country have a tremendous impact 

upon the acceptance or rejection of specific immigrant groups, which in turn 

impacts both immigration policies as well as citizenship laws. "Where citizenship 

is based on a common history and tradition, language, religion, or racial 

characteristics, there should be a low tolerance for immigrants. On the other 
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hand,?where?citizenship? is?defined?by?political?participation,? tolerance?of?migrants?

should? be? greater"? (Money? 1999,? 28).? The? citizenship? laws? of? these? three?

countries,? although?altered? through? the? years,? historically? reflected?an?emphasis?

on?common?cultural?features?rather?than?the?liberal?democratic?goals?of?tolerance,?

equality,?and?participation.? These?citizenship?laws?will?be?discussed?shortly.?

France:? Catholicism?and? Immigration?

Since? no? two? countries? have? identical? national? cultures,? then? specific?

cultural? features? should? have? a? distinctive? impact? upon? immigration? policy.? So?

what?role?does?culture?play?in?policy?formation?? Which?cultural?aspects?in?each?of?

these? three? countries? contribute? to? differences? in? immigration? policies?? In?

France,? the?most?predominant?cultural? feature? that? influences? immigration?policy?

is?religion,? specifically?Catholicism.? How?could?Catholicism?play?such?a?dramatic?

role? in? a? country? that?prides? itself?on? its? secularism?? For? centuries? Catholicism?

was? the? predominant? religion? in? France? to? such? an? extent? that? it? is? now? part? of?

their?social?identity,? regardless?of?the?state's?secular?stance?or?whether?or?not?one?

is?actually?a?practicing?Catholic.? As?Poole?stated,? "culture?provides?the?necessary?

support? for? their? identity? and,? as? they? live,? they? reproduce? that? culture"? (1999,?

109).?

After? the? French? Revolution? in? 1789,? which? embraced? the? idea? of? a?

separation? between? church? and? state,? discrimination? against?non-Catholics?was?

still? clearly? evident.? Protestants? who? were? expatriated? in? the? years? before? the?

Revolution?were? forced? to? take?a?civil? oath?before? they?were?able? to? regain? their?
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French citizenship whereas all others were automatically granted French 

citizenship (Brubaker 1992, 87). In addition, "French colonialism typically 

involved a notion of a mission civilisatrice in which the metropolitan culture 

attempted to impose a uniform identity on its dependent regions and, in the 

nineteenth century, colonization required cultural assimilation" (Turner 2001, 

209). It was not until the twentieth century, however, when most French citizens 

really began to accept the idea of a separation between church and state, a 

concept that was fiercely contested by many during the nineteenth and early 

twentieth century (Hollifield 1999, 59). 

In his research on the causes of xenophobia, Joel Fetzer notes that since 

the mid 1880s, Catholic clergy and other leaders have often supported immigrant 

rights, however rank-and-file Catholics clearly have not. Fetzer contends that 

ordinary Catholics have historically been much more threatened by immigrants 

because most of them are nonpracticing and therefore less secure in their 

cultural identity and threatened by the loss of Catholic supremacy (2000, 59-60). 

Other researchers have stated that although European countries such as France 

espouse the separation of church and state, when compared to the United 

States, "church and state are (still) insufficiently differentiated" (Joppke and 

Lukes 1999, 17). 

The impact of Catholicis·m on support for immigration policy manifests 

itself in several manners. For instance, typically, support for anti-immigration 

parties is believed to be tied to economic changes, and initially this seems to 

have been the case in France. Support for Le Pen and the National Front 
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decreased as real wages increased, and support increased as unemployment 

increased. However, "no potential cause achieves significance" suggesting "that 

public views of Le Pen respond more to the momentary 'gaffes' of this incendiary 

French politician than to such structural changes as the state of the economy" 

(Fetzer 2000, 86). In addition, actual economic conditions do not have as great 

an impact as perceived economic conditions; "believing that immigrants threaten 

natives' or one's own job dramatically increases opposition to immigrants" 

(Fetzer 2000, 118). 

Even the impact of economic perceptions, however, does not have as 

dramatic an impact upon xenophobia as identifying oneself as Catholic 

(regardless of whether one is a practicing or non-practicing Catholic). Studies 

have found that Catholicism, as France's dominant religion, has a substantial 

impact on anti-immigrant sentiment, more so than even economic perceptions. 

French citizens who identified themselves as Catholic were significantly more 

likely to dislike foreigners than Protestants, Jews, or agnostics (Fetzer 2000, 

114). In fact, Joel Fetzer, who conducted a statistical analysis on public attitudes 

toward immigration, found that Catholicism had a statistically significant impact 

on negative attitudes toward immigration, while "poverty, unemployment, and 

poor finances all fail to produce statistically significant effects on any form of 

xenophobia" (Fetzer 2000, 116). 

Not only does Catholicism have an effect upon anti-immigrant sentiment, 

but it also influenced immigration preferences. For instance, immediately 

following World War 11, it was clear to French demographers that immigration 

58 



would be necessary in order to replace the 2.1 million citizens, mostly able­

bodied workers, who were lost during the course of the two World Wars. In 

1950, Alfred Sauvy, one of France's leading demographers and the founder of 

the French journal Population, maintained that France should implement 

extensive recruitment of migrant workers from Spain, Portugal, and Italy, all 

exceedingly Catholic countries. He even went as far to argue that recruiting 

workers from these "culturally compatible" countries would help France rebuild 

their economy more effectively (Hollifield 1994, 14 7). 

From shortly after World War II until 1974, French immigration policy 

consisted primarily of bilateral agreements with sending countries, beginning with 

Spain, Portugal, Italy, Poland, and Russia. No two agreements were the same; 

in fact, "every nationality group had its own set of legal rights and duties and its 

own limits on numbers" (Freeman 1979, 74, emphasis his} 1 . Even these 

numbers and regulations, however, followed cultural lines. The range of 

regulations for particular groups from more favorable to less favorable even 

seemed to be ranked according to similarities to French culture. The French 

government was aware that many of the countries with whom it had signed 

bilateral agreements had drastically different languages and cultures, and from 

the onset it was much more concerned than many other Western European 

countries in assimilating immigrants. This was evident in the fact that they were 

more concerned than the other European countries about teaching immigrants 

language skills. Likewise, for several years following World War II "immigration 

1 
See also Hollifield 1994, 151 
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wasCalmostCalwaysCconsideredCinC eitherCstrictlyCdemographicCorC strictlyCeconomicC

terms,C orC someC mixtureC ofC theC two,C butC wasC rarelyC linkedC toC questionsC ofC race"C

(FreemanC 1979,C 40,C 76).C TheC keyC reasonC itC wasC neverC consideredC aC racialC orC

culturalC issueC wasC becauseC immigrationC wasC viewedC asC aC temporaryC meansC ofC

economicC growthC andC notC asC aC permanentC fixtureC inC FrenchC society;C whenC

immigrantsCwereCnoClongerCneededCitCwasCassumedCthatCtheyCwouldCreturnCtoCtheirC

countryCofCoriginC(FeldblumC1999,C21C).C

BetweenC 1946C andC 1968,C FrenchC governmentsC tacitlyC encouragedC illegalC

immigrationC byC allowingC illegalC immigrantsC toC receiveC papersC ifC theyC metC certainC

requirements.C InC1954ClessCthanC15%C ofCforeignersClivingCwithinCFrance'sCbordersC

wereC fromC MuslimC countries,C includingC Algeria;C fromC 1946C toC 1955,C immigrantsC

fromC Spain,C Portugal,C Poland,C andC ItalyC accountedC forC overC 70%C ofC annualC

immigrationC (HollifieldC 1994,C 151C).C ByC 1990,C however,C overC halfC ofC theC foreignC

populationCwasC Muslim,C manyC ofC whomC wereC initiallyC illegalC immigrants.C InC 1969C

theC FrenchC governmentC drasticallyC scaledC backC itsC processC ofC regularizationC inC

whichC someC illegalC immigrantsC wereC grantedC legalC documentation.C TheseC

cutbacksC hadC differentC impactsC onC differentC groupsC ofC immigrants,C andC althoughC

theCgovernmentC seemedCtoCbeCattemptingCtoC controlC immigrationC asCaCwhole,C "theC

realC effortCwasCnotCtoCreduceCtheCnumberCofC immigrantC workers,C butCtoCselectCthemC

moreC carefully"C (MoneyC 1999,C 108).C FromC thisC pointC on,C individualsC fromC

EuropeanC countriesC wereC notC onlyC tolerated,C butC evenC encouragedC toC migrateC

whileC non-Europeans,C whoC wereC typicallyC NorthC AfricanC Muslims,C wereC usuallyC

preventedC fromC legallyC enteringC theC country,C andC thoseC thatC wereC alreadyC inC
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France were often sent back home during times of high unemployment2 

(Freeman 1979, 87-88). 

Some argue that as the number of foreigners within a particular country 

increases, so will xenophobic backlash. This has not been the case within 

France. Sheer numbers of foreigners within its borders do not "explain over-time 

variations in French opinion toward foreigners" (Fetzer 2000, 61). Rather, anti­

immigrant sentiment is more closely tied to the presence of particular immigrant 

groups, specifically non-European immigrants. Even after the policies that 

strongly encouraged non-EU immigrants to return to their country of origin had 

been implemented, over half of the foreigners within France were from Algeria, 

Morocco, Tunisia, and Turkey alone (Adolino and Blake 2001, 1 24 )3. As the 

percentage of non-European immigrants in France increased, especially after 

implementing policies to encourage them to leave, xenophobia has grown 

stronger. 

Even citizenship laws in France leave the door wide open for arbitrary 

discrimination. In France a person can become a citizen if he or she is over 18, 

has lived in France for at least 5 years, speaks and writes French, proves he or 

she is loyal to France, and has not been convicted of a criminal offense. 

However, after an application has been filed approval hinges upon a thorough 

investigation conducted to determine whether or not one has assimilated, which, 

broadly defined, creates an obvious opportunity for application rejection. 

2 
See also Doty 2003, 63; Money 1999, 108 

3 
See also Hollifield 1994, 151 

61 



TheJ religiousJ impactJ onJ immigrationJ issuesJ hasJ beenJ evenJ moreJ

prominentJwithinJtheJpastJfewJmonths.J JustJaJcoupleJofJmonthsJago,J theJFrenchJ

NationalJAssemblyJoverwhelminglyJapprovedJaJproposalJbyJaJ494JtoJ36JvoteJthatJ

wouldJ outlawJ anyJ religiousJ symbolJ orJ clothingJ inJ publicJ schoolsJ andJ hospitals,J

claimingJ itJ isJ anJ attemptJ toJ promoteJ multiculturalism;J aroundJ 70J percentJ ofJ theJ

populationJ supportsJ thisJ legislation.J FrenchJ PresidentJ JacquesJ ChiracJ wasJ

quotedJ asJ sayingJ thatJ suchJ symbolsJ andJ articlesJ ofJ clothingJ actuallyJ weakenJ

nationalJ cohesion.J HeJ alsoJ statedJ thatJ heJwasJ opposedJ toJ creatingJ additionalJ

nationalJholidaysJrepresentingJreligionsJotherJthanJtheJCatholicJmajority.J Others,J

includingJhumanJrightsJgroups,Jhowever,JargueJthatJsuchJaJlawJwouldJonlyJaddJtoJ

theJstigmatizationJofJtheJMuslimJminorityJ(BittermannJ2004J).J

TheJUnitedJKingdom:J RacismJandJImmigrationJ

LikeJ France,J immigrationJ policiesJ inJ theJ UnitedJ KingdomJ alsoJ reflectJ theJ

impactJofJculturalJvalues.J However,J theJculturalJemphasisJisJnotJonJreligionJasJinJ

France,JbutJonJracialJdifferences.J SomeJobserversJargueJthatJunlikeJotherJliberalJ

democraciesJsuchJasJtheJUnitedJStates,JBritainJhasJgoneJfromJaJlessJracistJpolicyJ

toJaJmoreJracistJone,J insteadJofJtheJotherJwayJaroundJ(FreemanJ1979,J45).J OverJ

theJ pastJ fortyJ yearsJ manyJ changesJ haveJ beenJ madeJ toJ immigrationJ andJ

citizenshipJ laws.J PoliticiansJ haveJ arguedJ thatJ theyJ areJ merelyJ clarifyingJ theJ

ambiguityJ ofJ previousJ acts;J itJ wasJ onlyJ aJ coincidence,J theyJ claim,J thatJ theseJ

clarificationsJhappenJtoJexcludeJmainlyJimmigrantsJofJcolorJ (ColeJ2000,J 35).J
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During the nineteenth century, Britain expanded its colonial base to the 

point where just after World War I the British government controlled one-fifth of 

the world's land mass and one-fourth of its population (Kumar 2003, 35). During 

this time, "the imperialist burden of superior races to educate and civilise the 

world became a significant part of British national imagining ... and being British 

was conceived as a near racial identity" (Poole 1999, 41-42, emphasis his). A 

sociology scholar, Krishan Kumar, terms British national identity "missionary 

nationalism" (2003, 31 ). Missionary nationalism is characterized by a group or a 

state that dedicated to a larger cause, and individuals within that group or state 

get their "principal identity and sense of belonging in the world from its role as 

carrier of the imperial mission" (34). Kumar adds that it was the Industrial 

Revolution that succeeded in initiating a "pan-Britannic" identity by integrating 

Britain's different regions; however, it was the empire "where all Britons displayed 

themselves; where, especially in relation to non-white and non-European 

cultures, they found a common identity and a common purpose" (169, 170). 

Even after Britain began losing control over its vast empire, the idea of 

racial superiority was still evident. In 1948 Parliament passed the British 

Nationality Act, which divided citizenship into different categories. Although this 

act made a distinction between U.K. and colonial citizens, and citizens of newly 

independent Commonwealth countries, both groups were given similar rights and 

privileges. The idea that this would later lead to large-scale immigration from 

Commonwealth countries seemed not to have occurred to members of 

Parliament. Part of the reason for this is that after World War II Commonwealth 
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countriesQestablishedQ "theirQ ownQnationalQcitizenshipQ inQorderQ toQ beQaQrecognizedQ

memberQofQtheQworldQcommunity"Q(KarataniQ2003,Q116,Q119).Q

TheQ BritishQ governmentQ establishedQ theseQ rightsQ andQ privilegesQ forQ

CommonwealthQ citizensQ asQ anQ incentiveQ becauseQ theyQ wantedQ toQ keepQ certainQ

countries,Q especiallyQ India,Q underQ theQ bannerQ ofQ theQ BritishQ CommonwealthQ forQ

bothQpoliticalQandQeconomicQreasons.Q IndiaQisQstrategicallyQ locatedQwithinQAsiaQandQ

itQ providedQ aQ substantialQ numberQ ofQ troopsQ forQ Britain'sQ imperialQ army.Q

Economically,Q IndiaQ accountedQ forQ roughlyQ one-thirdQ ofQ Britain'sQ exports.Q

PoliticallyQ thereQ wereQ concernsQ inQ theQ lateQ 1940'sQ thatQ countriesQ thatQ leftQ theQ

CommonwealthQ wouldQ fallQ underQ communistQ controlQ andQ theQ hopeQ thatQ BritainQ

wouldQ beQ ableQ toQ influenceQ theQ policiesQ ofQ CommonwealthQ countriesQ (KarataniQ

2003,Q121-122).Q

LikeQ mostQ WesternQ EuropeanQ countriesQ afterQ WorldQ WarQ II,Q theQ UnitedQ

KingdomQ facedQlaborQshortagesQinQmanyQeconomicQsectors.Q InsteadQofQrelyingQonQ

CommonwealthQ countriesQ forQ labor,Q however,Q theQ governmentQ institutedQ theQ

EuropeanQ VolunteerQ WorkersQ programQ whichQ recruitedQ laborersQ fromQ mainlyQ

EasternQ EuropeanQ countriesQ andQ Ireland.Q BetweenQ 1946Q andQ 1951,Q almostQ

200,000QworkersQwereQbroughtQ intoQGreatQ Britain.Q DuringQ thatQsameQtimeQperiod,Q

417QJamaicansQarrivedQandQbyQlawQwereQentitledQtoQallQofQtheQrightsQandQprivilegesQ

ofQ BritishQ citizens.Q "DuringQ theQmonthQ ofQ theirQ arrival,Q however,Q theQ MinisterQ ofQ

Labour,Q GeorgeQ Isaacs,Q stated,Q 'IQ hopeQ noQ encouragementQ isQ givenQ toQ othersQ

[Jamaicans]QtoQfollowQtheirQexample'"Q(KarataniQ2003,Q 127).Q WhileQacceptingQlaborQ

immigrationQ fromQ otherQ EuropeanQ countries,Q theQ BritishQ governmentQ
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simultaneously tried to convince colonial governments that jobs were in short 

supply in the United Kingdom, thereby discouraging immigration from those 

countries. 

When it became clear that immigration from Commonwealth countries 

would remain steady, the Commonwealth Immigration Act was drawn up and 

finally passed in 1962. The Commonwealth Immigration Act of 1962 revoked the 

right of free entry for Commonwealth citizens by implementing a system in which 

"individuals could enter the country only if they held Ministry of Labour work 

vouchers or if they were dependents on someone who did." It also created 

conditions under which individuals could be deported4 (Freeman 1979, 24 ). 

Although political leaders justified the restrictions by stating that they were merely 

temporary measures, memos discovered later stated that the purpose of the Act 

was to prevent "the 'dangers of social tension inherent in the existence of large 

unassimilated coloured communities
"' 

(Karatani 2003, 128). 

In his book, which is strongly opposed to immigration into Great Britain, 

Anthony Browne, the Environment Editor of The Times and former Economics 

Reporter for the BBC, argues that historically with immigration comes the 

"destruction of cultures" and "cultural obliteration" (2002, 26). In fact, he goes as 

far as to claim, "the imperative to publicly celebrate multi-cultural Britain is 

obviously a reaction to the fact that actually there is widespread public unease 

with the whole notion" (103). He argues that immigration should be halted 

4 
See also Money 1999,68-69 
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because,GcontraryGtoGtheGofficialGstance,G itGisolatesGentireGcommunitiesGratherGthanG

providingGculturalGenrichmentG(104G).G

BrowneG isG notG aloneG inG hisG argumentG againstG immigration;G evenG thoughG

formerGcoloniesGwereGgiveGpreferentialG treatmentG inG regardsGtoGimmigration,GmostG

BritishG citizensG "didG not,G however,G welcomeG theG raciallyG andG ethnicallyG distinctG

migrantsG fromG theG NewG Commonwealth,G believingG thatG theyGwouldG notGbeGeasilyG

assimilated.G ThusG strictG controlsGhaveGalwaysGbeenGjustifiedGbyG politicalG leadersG

asG beingG essentialG forG goodG raceG relationsG inG theG country"G (AdolinoG andG BlakeG

2001,G 129).G "BritishGimmigrationGpolicyGhasGsinceG1962GbeenGmovingGsteadilyGandG

withoutG significantG deviationG towardGanGeverGmoreGrestrictive,GmoreGovertlyG racist,G

andG moreG inflexibleG position,G butG hasG doneG soG notG byG consciousG designG butG inG

retreat"G (FreemanG 1979,G 45).G Gradually,G GreatG Britain'sG immigrationG policyG hasG

grownG considerablyG moreG restrictive,G consistentlyG expandingG differentiationG

betweenG"us"GandG"them"G(DotyG2003,G46,G51).G RecentGimmigrationGlegislationGhasG

continuedGtoGplaceGrestrictionsGonGimmigrantsG fromGdifferentGculturalGbackgrounds.G

ForGexample,G theG1988G ImmigrationGActG revokedG theG rightGofG familyGreunification,G

whichG includedG placingG restrictionsG onG theG entryG ofG polygamousGwives,G andG theG

BritishG NationalityG ActG ofG 1991G severelyG restrictedG bothG rightsG ofG entryG andG theG

possibilityGofGcitizenshipGforGresidentsGofGHongGKongG(MoneyG1999,G71G).G

Likewise,G citizenshipG lawsG haveG alsoG becomeG increasinglyG restrictive.G InG

theGUnitedGKingdom,G citizenshipGlawsGwereGchangedGmostGrecentlyGinG 1983.G NowG

citizenshipG isGbasedGalmostGprimarilyG onGnationalityG orG legalGstatusGofGtheGparentsG

ratherG thanG placeG ofG birth,G asG itG wasG previously.G OverG theG courseG ofG theG yearsG
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citizenshipK hasK beenK revokedK byK BritishK passportK holdersK fromK CommonwealthK

countries;K nowKifK theyKwishK toKbecomeKaK BritishKcitizenK theyKmustKgoKthroughKtheK

entireK applicationK process.K ChildrenK bornK inK theK UnitedK KingdomK onlyK becomeK

citizensKifKatKleastKoneKofKtheirKparentsKisKeitherKaKBritishKcitizenKorKaKlegalKresident;K

previouslyK childrenK onlyK hadK toK beK bornK inK theK UnitedK KingdomK orK oneK ofK itsK

territoriesKinKorderKtoKgainKBritishKcitizenship.K

Germany:K EthnicityKandKImmigrationK

HistoricallyKGermany'sKnationalKidentity,K asKwellKasKimmigrationKpolicy,KhasK

beenK characterizedK byK ethnicity;K manyK politicalK leadersK denyK GermanyK isK aK

countryK ofK immigration,K whileK atK theK sameK timeK moreK individualsK migrateK toK

GermanyK thanK anyK otherK EuropeanK countryK (AdolinoK andK BlakeK 2001,K 119).K InK

fact,K almostK oneK outK ofK everyK 10K individualsK livingK inK GermanyK isK aK foreignerK

accordingK toKGermany'sK legalK definitionK (ChapinK1997,K 1).K Germany'sKemphasisK

onK nationalK identityK isK reflectedK inK itsK post-WorldK WarK IIK immigrationK policy,K orK

rather,K lackK thereof;K forK decades,K ethnicK GermansK fromK EasternK EuropeKandK theK

SovietK UnionK wereK allowedK toK enterK freelyK whileK otherK migrantsK wereK carefullyK

regulated,K oftenKthroughKtheKuseKofK temporaryKworkKpermits.K NationalK identityK"isK

oftenK usedK asK anK argumentK forK theK existenceK ofK specialK obligations.K ItK isK

suggestedK thatK IK haveK aK responsibilityK toKmyK compatriotsK thatK IK doK notK haveK toK

otherK - perhapsK equallyK deservingK - foreigners"K (PooleK 1999,K 70).K ByK 1950K

almostK12KmillionKethnicKGermansKhadKmigratedKtoKGermany;K betweenK1950KandK

2000K anK additionalK 4.1K millionK ethnicK GermansK arrivedK withK approximatelyK
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100,000SmoreSarrivingS eachS year.S TheseS settlersS haveShistoricallyS gottenSmoreS

governmentalSassistance,SincludingSfinancialSassistanceSasSwellSasStheSbenefitsSofS

employmentSandSlanguageSprogramsS(Oezcan,S2002).S

ThisSethnicSbasisSforS immigrationSandScitizenshipS lawsShadSitsSfoundationSinS

WilhelmineSGermanySinStheSlateSnineteenthScentury.S

MigrantS laborS wasS economicallyS indispensableS inS easternS PrussiaS inS theS
WilhelmineSera.S YetS immigrantsS- ethnicSPolesSfromSRussiaSandSAustriaS-
wereSnotSwantedSasScitizens,S forSnoSoneSbelievedSthatStheyScouldSbeSmadeS
intoS GermansS....S[TheS beliefS thatS theyS couldS notS becomeS Germans]S wasS
powerfullyS reinforcedS inS theS WilhelmineS eraS byS theS increasinglyS evidentS
failureS ofS attemptsS toS assimilateS indigenousS PolesS inS theS PrussianS east.S
HavingS failedS toSsecureStheSpoliticalS loyaltySofSPolesS toS theSGermanSstate,S
andS havingS failedS toS assimilateS themS toS GermanS languageS andS culture,S
PrussianS andS GermanS policyS towardS theS indigenousS PolesS becameS
increasinglyS "dissimilationist."S TheS stateS openlyS discriminatedS byS ethnicS
nationality,S treatingS ethnicS GermansS andS ethnicS PolesS differentlyS inS anS
effortStoS "strengthenSGermandom"S inS frontierSdistrictsS (BrubakerS 1992,S 15-
16).S

GermanS citizenshipS lawS changedS inS 1913S toS includeS onlyS thoseSwhoShadS

GermanS ancestryS andS excludeS anyoneS else.S BeforeS thisS point,S GermansS whoS

livedSabroadSforSmoreSthanStenSyearsSlostS theirS citizenshipS (BrubakerS 1992,S114S).S

ThisS wasS notS aS largeS leapS fromS previousS citizenshipS lawsS givenS thatS sinceS theS

earlySnineteenthScenturyS citizenshipSwasSonlySavailableStoSthoseSbornSinSGermanyS

ofSGermanS parents;S citizenshipSwasS routinelyS deniedS toSthoseSbornSandSraisedSinS

GermanyS toS non-ethnicS Germans,S particularlyS Poles,S aS policyS referredS toS asS

Polenpolitik (119,S 127).S NineteenthS centuryS PrussiaS placedS suchS strongS

emphasisS onS anS ethnicS baseS forS citizenshipS becauseS ethnicS "descentS createsS aS

moreS substantialS communityS thanS theS 'accidentalS fact'S ofS birthplace.S DescentS

bindsS theS individualSmoreScloselyS toS theSdestinySofS theSstate"S (123).S InSaddition,S
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duringD theDmidD toD lateD 1880sD ever-increasingD birthratesD providedD littleD needD forD

immigrationD(124).D

ForDdecadesDGermanyDhasDdeclaredDthatDitDisDnotDaDcountryDofDimmigration,D

yetD approximatelyD20DmillionDpeopleDhaveDmigratedDtoDGermanyDsinceDtheDendDofD

WorldD WarD II.D HowD then,D canD GermansD argueD thatD itD isD notD aD countyD ofD

immigration?D TheyDarguedD thisD forD twoDreasons;D theD 16DmillionDethnicDGermansD

whoDmovedDtoDtheirDancestralDhomeDsinceD 1946DwereDnotDviewedDasDimmigrantsDinD

theD eyesD ofD GermanD law,D atD leastD notD untilD 1993.D TheseD individualsD wereD notD

consideredD immigrantsDbyDtheDgovernmentDbutDratherDtheyDwereDmoreDconsideredD

distantD relativesDwhoDhadDbeenDexpelledDbutDnowDwereDreturningDhomeDtoDresettle.D

Second,D inD manyD senses,D theD foreignD laborersD whoD characterizedD GermanD

immigrationDuntilD 197D4DwereDalsoDnotDviewedDasD immigrantsDbecauseDtheirDstayDinD

GermanyDwasDintendedDtoDbeDtemporary.D BeginningDinDtheD 1950'sDitDbecameDclearD

thatDmoreD laborersDwouldDbeDneededD toDhelpD fuelD Germany'sD economicDmiracle,D

thanD wereD availableD withinD Germany.D TheD GermanD governmentD beganD

implementingDaD"guestDworker"Dprogram,DwhichDrecruitedDworkersDfromDaDvarietyDofD

countriesD byD issuingD temporaryD workD andD residencyD permits.D AfterD theD permitsD

expired,D typicallyD oneD toD twoD years,D theD workerD wasD expectedD toD returnD toD hisD

countryD ofD origin.D TheseD permits,D however,D wereD oftenD renewable,D andD manyD

workersDchoseDnotDtoDreturnDtoDtheirDhome.D

SlowlyD theD GermanD governmentD realizedD thatD theirD revolvingD doorD policyD

regardingD foreignD laborersD wasD unrealistic.D InD additionD toD theD inabilityD toD denyD

residenceD permitsD toD individualsD whoD hadD repeatedlyD renewedD theirD residenceD
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permits, the 1971 Ordinance on Work Permits allowed guest workers who had 

been employed for at least five consecutive years to get a work permit which 

would be valid for five years instead of one, and it would not be dependent on 

economic conditions (Chapin 1997, 15). In 1973, the German government 

banned the entry of additional guest workers and encouraged those in Germany 

to return to their country of origin; however, immigration remained steady, mainly 

due to family reunification. 

When it became clear that zero immigration policies implemented in 1973 

were not having the desired impact, the government began to aggressively 

pursue measures to convince foreign workers to leave Germany. These 

programs, which were implemented and highly promoted from 1981 to 1984, 

used different monetary incentives to convince a larger number of foreign 

workers to return home. "A 1983-1984 program offered a departure bonus of 

$5,000 for workers who would surrender their work and residency permits. In 

addition their social security contributions were refunded immediately upon 

arriving in their home countries" (Chapin 1997, 17-18). This, however, only 

caused a short-term reduction in the number of foreigners within Germany. 

Germans' denial that Germany is a country of immigration can also be 

seen through their citizenship laws up until 2000. Despite the fact that the 

government had ended labor migration, the number of foreigners living within its 

borders continued to steadily increase, due mainly to family reunification and 

high birthrates among foreigners. Germany has only recently changed its 

citizenship laws, officially recognizing for the first time that being German can no 
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longer=be=connected=with= ethnicity.= In= 2000=a=new=citizenship= law=was=passed,=

and="for= the=very= first= time,= children=born= to=foreigners= in=Germany=automatically=

receive=German=citizenship,=provided=one=parent=has=been=a=legal=resident=for=at=

least=eight=years"=(Oezcan=2002).= The=new=law=also=recognizes=the=fact=that=over=

half= of=the= "foreigners"= living= in=Germany=have= been= there= for= over= 20=years,=and=

therefore=has=made=it=easier=for=legal=residents=to=become=naturalized=citizens.=

There=continues=to=be=a=debate=within=the=government=about=the=necessity=

of=continued= immigration.= While=supporters=point= to= demographic= concerns=and=

employment= needs= in= high-skill= sectors= of= the= economy,= opponents= point= to=

chronically= high= unemployment= rates= and= the= lack= of= integration= of= foreigners=

currently= in=Germany.= In=2001= a=government-appointed=commission=presented=a=

set= of= proposals= that= promoted= a= controlled= immigration= policy= in= which= a= point=

system=would=be=used=to=select=20,000=immigrants=annually=based=on=education,=

language= ability,= and= other= criteria,= with= the= ability= to= increase= the= quota= up= to=

40,000= in= the=event=of=a= labor=shortage.= These= immigrants=would=be=allowed=to=

stay= in=Germany= for= five=years,=during=which= time= the= government=would=gather=

information= to=determine= if= the=program=was= achieving= its=objectives=and=decide=

whether= to= alter= the= program.= The= commission= also= argued= for= the=

implementation= of= extensive= language= programs= to= assist= the= integration= of=

foreigners= within= Germany= (Oezcan= 2002).= However,= these=proposals=failed= to=

pass=due=to=opposition=in=the=Bundesrat.=
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Conclusion,

Distinct, cultural, features, such, as, ethnicity, or, religion, serve, to, foster, a,

sense,of,national, identity,, and,therefore,, these, features,have,a,profound, impact,

on,immigration,policy., In,France,,despite,the,fact,that,it,considers,itself,a,secular,

country,, Catholicism, remains, a,part,of, the,French.,national, identity., Distinctions,

are,made,in,the,United,Kingdom,along,racial,lines,,and,in,Germany,along,ethnic,

lines., What, implications, does, this, have, for, the, future?, The, next, section, will,

consider, the, impact, of, a, common, European, immigration, policy, as, well, as,

suggest,areas,for,further,research,once,a,common,policy,has,been,implemented.,
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CHAPTERNVIN

CONCLUSION:N IMPLICATIONSNOFNANCULTURALNIMPACTNONN
ANCOMMONNIMMIGRATIONNPOLICYN

IntroductionN

ThroughoutN thisN paperN IN haveN triedN toN determineN theN factorsN thatN driveN

immigrationNpolicy.N WhileNeconomicsNcertainlyNplayNaNrole,N INhaveNconcludedNthatN

policyNisNoftenNtheNresultNofNculturalNfactorsNasNaNfacetNofNnationalN identity.N InNfact,N

manyN timesN nationalN identityN isN theN lensN throughN whichN allN otherN factorsN areN

viewed,N bothNbyNtheNpublicNasNwellNasNpolicyN makers;N thisN isNwhyNtheNFrenchNoftenN

addressN immigrationN inN religiousN terms,N theN UnitedN KingdomN usuallyN asN aN racialN

issue,NandNGermanyNasNanNethnicNmatter.N OtherN factors,Nhowever,N alsoNinfluenceN

immigrationNpolicyNandNinNmanyNinstancesNperceptionNplaysNaNmuchNmoreNpowerfulN

roleN thanN factN whenN determiningN one'sN viewsN onN immigration;N ifN individualsN feelN

thatN theirN job,N religion,N culture,N etc.N isN threatened,N theyN willN beN lessN openN toN

immigration,N regardlessN ofN whetherN orN notN theN threatN isN real.N InN fact,N manyN

researchersNargueNthatNtheNheightenedNtensionNandNincreasedNincidencesNofNovertN

racismNandNxenophobiaNassociatedNwithN immigrationNareNoftenNaNresultNofNaNsocialN

constructionN ofN whatN EuropeN isN supposedN toN beN (KoserN andN LutzN 1998).N ThisN

problemNhasNonlyNbeenNcompoundedNinNrecentNyears;NasNEuropeNasNanNentityNhasN

becomeN moreN politicallyN defined,N aN greaterN emphasisN hasN beenN placedN onN

differentiatingNbetweenN"Europeans"NandN"outsiders"N(8).N
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This7is7not7to7say7that7national7identities7never7change,7however7change7is7

incremental.7 Shifts7 in7 national7 identity7 can7 be7 witnessed,7 for7 example,7 in7

Germany7 where7 in7 the7 last7 ten7 years7 less7 emphasis7 has7 been7 placed7 upon7

ethnicity7as7the7basis7 of7 immigration7and7naturalization.7 Slowly,7 the7 definition7 of7

"German"7 is7 expanding7 to7 include7 those7 who7 have7 been7 born7 and7 raised7 in7

Germany7to7non-German7parents7as7well7as7to7 long-term7 immigrants.7 In7addition,7

there7 is7 the7 slow7 development7 of7 a7 European7 identity7 that7 some7 hope7 will7

someday7 challenge7 individual7 national7 identities7 for7 primacy.7 However,7 since7

identities7are7slow7forming,7 a7dominant7 European7 identity7will7not7be7widespread7

anytime7in7the7foreseeable7future.7

Many7 researchers7 such7 as7 Zimmermann7 and7 Layton-Henry7 argue7 that7

immigration7 policy7 is7 determined7 primarily7 by7 economic7 factors,7 which7 I7 have7

shown7 is7not7necessarily7 the7 case.7 In7both7 France7 and7 in7 the7 United7 Kingdom,7

immigration7 policy7 has7 often7 defied7 economic7 expectations,7 typically7 by7 the7

addition7 of7 restrictions7 during7 times7 of7 economic7 expansion;7 Great7 Britain7 in7

particular7 often7 ignored7 economists7 who7 called7 for7 additional7 workers7 to7 fuel7 a7

growing7economy7by7 increasingly7 restricting7 immigration.7 This7 is7 not7 to7 say7that7

economic7 conditions7 do7 not7 have7 any7 influence7 over7 policy7 changes;7 in7 fact7

changes7 in7 the7 guest7 worker7 system7 in7 Germany7 have7 a7 close7 correlation7 to7

economic7conditions.7 However,7 the7fact7that7changes7in7immigration7policy7have7

often7 defied7 economic7 explanation7 clearly7 demonstrates7 that7 some7 other7 factor7

must7have7significant7influence7on7immigration7policy.7
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In=addition=to=the=impact=of=economic=conditions,=the=role=of=political=parties=

in= immigration= policy= formation= was= also= examined.= Political= parties= are=

supposedly= designed= to= channel= the= desires= of= its= constituents,= and= additional=

restrictions= in= immigration= policy= are= often= credited= to=extreme-right= parties.= In=

almost= all= cases,= however,= these= radical= parties= do= not= gain= enough= electoral=

strength= to= be= a= viable= part= of= the= government,= so= they= usually= do= not= play= a=

direct=role=in=policy= formation.= On= the=other=hand,= if= these=parties=are=perceived=

as= a= threat= by= mainstream= parties,= as= happened= to= a= certain= extent= in= France,=

they= "can= force= traditional= parties= to= rearrange= their= policy= platforms,= their=

priorities= for= government,= and,= ultimately,= the= very= nature= of= immigration= policy=

reform"= (Adolino= and= Blake= 2001,= 106).= For= example,= in= 1997= in= France= the=

National= Front= gained= enough= support= to=become=a= significant=contender= at= the=

local=level=in=almost=all=regions=of=France.= While=it=did=not=gain=enough=support=to=

become= part= of= the= national= government,= it= was= able= to= force= the= socialist=

government=to=retreat=from=its=goals=to=remove=many=immigration=restrictions.=

In= other= cases,= as=was= evident= in=Germany= and= Great= Britain,= traditional=

parties= may= take= the= lead= in= restricting= immigration= with= little= far-right= party=

pressure,= thereby= hindering= the=development=of= radical=parties=before= they=even=

become= an= electoral= threat.= For= example,= in= the= United= Kingdom= both=

Conservative= and= Labour= governments= have= consistently= tightened= immigration=

policy.= In= addition,= Germany= has= both= constitutional= restrictions= as= well= as= a=

strong=aversion=to=fascism=that=has=hindered=the=development=of=far-right=parties.=

In= fact,= in= 2001= the= German= government= attempted= to= persuade= the= Federal=
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Constitutional5Court5 to5ban5 the5radical5 rightwing5 NPD5party5because5of5 its5racist5

platform,5although5the5attempt5failed5due5to5a5technicality.5

Since5political5parties5act5more5as5 a5conduit,5 and5since5economic5 factors5

alone5 cannot5explain5policy5 variations5among5 these5 three5countries,5 I5argue5 that5

immigration5policy5can5often5be5explained5by5cultural5differences,5differences5that5

help5 define5 national5 identity.5 Within5 each5 country,5 regardless5 of5 history,5

economic5 performance,5 military5 power,5 or5 global5 position,5 a5 sense5 of5 national5

identity5is5fostered5through5common5cultural5features5such5as5ethnicity5or5religion,5

and5 countries5 emphasize5 different5 aspects5 in5 shaping5 their5 national5 culture.5

Cultural5 features5as5a5facet5of5national5 identity5are5 incredibly5 important,5 because5

they5 differentiate5 between5 who5belongs5 and5who5does5not.5 It5 is5 these5different5

cultural5emphases5that5have5a5profound5impact5on5 immigration5policy,5 hence5the5

reason5 France's5 policies5 target5 Muslims,5 while5 Germany5 focuses5 on5 anyone5

without5 Germany5 ancestry,5 and5Great5 Britain5 tries5 to5exclude5 nonwhites.5 While5

some5would5argue5that5a5cultural5 impact5 is5no5 surprise,5 little5 research5has5been5

done5 to5 explain5 the5 differences5 among5 immigration5 policies,5 which5 while5 all5

restrictive,5are5restrictive5in5very5different5ways5targeting5different5groups.5

In5 each5 of5 these5 three5 countries,5 economic5 conditions,5 political5 parties,5

and5cultural5 features5have5played5a5different5role5at5different5times.5 For5instance,5

in5 France5 immigration5 was5not5a5contested5political5 issue5until5 1968;5 in5 fact,5 the5

government5 virtually5 encouraged5 illegal5 immigration5 for5 over5 twenty5 years.5

During5 this5 time,5 immigration5was5viewed5mostly5as5an5economic5issue5since5the5

entire5 immigration5 system5 was5 organized5 in5 such5 a5 way5 as5 to5 provide5 foreign5
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labor to necessary industries when needed. French officials and citizens alike 

assumed that when the economy slowed, so would immigration flows and 

immigrants already in the country would return home. The proliferation of 

immigrant slums around large cities and the ever-increasing number of migrants 

regardless of economic conditions forced citizens and officials to realize that 

these migrants were here to stay. 

Even during these two decades, however, there was a cultural aspect to 

immigration. This is evident in the fact that when labor migration was initially 

needed, immigration officials recruited heavily from countries that were deemed 

"cultural compatible", particularly highly Catholic countries such as Spain and 

Poland. In addition, official immigration policy used bilateral agreements to 

control who was allowed legal entry and what kind of restrictions were placed 

upon them once in France, and these bilateral agreements also followed cultural 

lines in which culturally compatible countries were allowed a larger number of 

immigrants with fewer restrictions. Also apparent were the increasing attempts to 

stem the flow of North ,African Muslims, particularly Algerians after 1964. After 

1969, cultural factors played an increasingly influential role in immigration policy 

in which illegal immigration was drastically curbed and official policy became 

much more selective and restrictive. 

In the 1980's a socialist government eased restrictions somewhat, 

although considerable public pressure prevented the government from opening 

immigration policy significantly. Part of this was due to the emergence of a viable 

radical right-wing National Front party, which, by the early nineties evolved into a 
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serious?electoral?threat.? Part?of?the?appeal?of?the?National?Front,?however,? is?due?

to? cultural? issues? and? the? threat? to? French? national? identity.? Even? today,?

mainstream? parties? are? supporting? policies? designed? to? protect? French?national?

identity,? such?as?the?proposed?headscarf?ban?which?both?the?National?Assembly?

and?the?Senate?passed?earlier?this?year.?

The? impact? of? different? factors? is? also? evident? in? the? case? of? the? United?

Kingdom.? For? political? reasons,? Britain's? former? colonies? initially? received? the?

same?right?of?free?entry?as?British?citizens.? Beginning?in?1962,?however,? cultural?

factors?became?more?important?than?political?ties?with?former?colonies;? from?1962?

on,? entry? restrictions? were? placed? upon? citizens? of? former? colonies,? and?

immigration? policies? became? increasingly? more? restrictive.? Even? the? Labour?

government,? which? initially? supported? immigrant? rights,? imposed? additional?

restrictions? in? 1965? upon? both? citizens? of? former? colonies? as? well? as? labor?

migrants.? The?laws?passed?in?1961,?1965,?1968,?1971,?1981,?1987,?and?1999?all?

added? additional? restrictions? for?non-white? immigrants,? regardless?of?whether?or?

not?they?came?from?former?colonies.?

Germany?also?experienced?varying?influences?upon?its?immigration?policy.?

From?1945?until?1955,?practically?the?only?individuals?who?came?to?Germany?were?

people? with? German? ancestors;? during? these? ten? years,? over? 12?million? ethnic?

Germans? settled? in? Germany? from? central? and? eastern? European? countries.?

From? 1955? until? 1973,? the? German? government? based? their? immigration? policy?

upon? economic? conditions;? in? 1955? it? created? the? guest? worker? system? that?

recruited? foreign? laborers? in? times? of? economic? expansion,? decreasing? the?
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number of migrant workers admitted into the country in times of recession. The 

program was designed in such a way that workers were expected to return to 

their country of origin after one to two years. While this particular program 

corresponded with economic conditions, the fact that it even existed is clearly 

influenced by national identity. It was called the "guest worker" system because 

it was not intended that these individuals would stay in Germany permanently. 

Beginning in the late 1960s and early 1970s, it became increasingly 

evident to Germany officials and citizens that the guest worker system was 

ineffective in that foreign laborers often did not leave. For the next decade the 

government implemented several programs designed to compel foreigners to 

return to their country of origin. During this timeframe, however, ethnic Germans 

were still allowed to permanently settle in Germany, receiving additional 

assistance from the government, and easily gaining citizenship, all benefits 

denied to other foreigners. Slowly, however, this mindset is changing as 

economic concerns clearly point to the need for a more open immigration policy 

and a better system of integration. Beginning in the early 1990s, benefits given 

to ethnic Germans have been limited and the right of entry has been somewhat 

restricted. In addition, in the past five years there have been several attempts by 

the government to loosen immigration restrictions and it has eased requirements 

on gaining German citizenship. 
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A7Common7EU7Policy7

Issues7 regarding7 open7 versus7 restrictive7 immigration7 policies7 are7 coming7

to7 a7 head7 for7 two7 reasons:7 first,7 the7 European7 Union7 is7 in7 the7 process7 of7

formulating7 a7 common7 immigration7 policy,7 and7 they7 have7 recently7 established7

common7 asylum7 guidelines;7 second,7 the7 expansion7 which7 added7 107 additional7

countries7 to7 the7 EU7 has7 raised7 some7 serious7 questions7 about7 the7 freedom7 of7

movement7traditionally7granted7to7member7states,7as7well7as7questions7of7how7to7

define7 what7 it7 means7 to7 be7 European.7 An7 issue7 that7 Europe7 has7dealt7with7 for7

years7 is7 whether7 (and7 how)7 to7 formulate7 a7 common7 immigration7 policy.7 The7

Treaty7of7Amsterdam,7which7was7ratified7 in7May7of7 1999,7 was7the7first7major7step7

in7forming7a7common7policy7by7giving7the7European7Union7some7jurisdiction7over7

immigration.7 The7 treaty7 set7 a7 deadline7 of7 five7 years7 for7 the7 formulation7 of7 a7

common7 policy7 regarding7 asylum7 issues,7 illegal7 immigration,7 and7 a7 policy7

regarding7 the7 return7 of7 third-country7 nationals7 (mainly7 illegal7 aliens)7 to7 their7

country7 of7 origin;7 policies7 regarding7 these7 groups,7 however,7 tends7 to7 be7 less7

controversial.7 This7deadline7does7not7 include7 the7 creation7 of7 a7policy7 regarding7

the7 legal7 entry7 of7 third-country7 nationals,7 the7 type7 of7 immigration7 this7 paper7

primarily7addresses.7

While7 the7 Treaty7 of7 Amsterdam7 did7 not7 address7 legal7 immigration7 other7

than7 asylum,7 the7 recently7 drafted7 constitution,7 however,7 has7 laid7 the7 foundation7

for7 a7 common7 policy7 regarding7 third-country7 nationals.7 References7 in7 the7 draft7

constitution7 to7 immigration7 are7 intentionally7 vague,7 merely7 stating7 that7 the7 EU7
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· shall develop a common policy without establishing a timeline or specifically

stating what the common policy should entail. It also explicitly states that the

constitution "shall not affect the right of Member States to determine volumes of

admission of third country nationals coming from third countries to their territory"

(Draft Treaty, 2004 ). In addition, an entire chapter of the constitution is devoted

to providing a variety of resources to help end poverty and political instability in

developing countries, countries that are the main source of immigration to the

European Union.

The EU clearly recognizes the need for greater social cohesion, a 

problematical task that is now even more challenging after the expansion. The 

measures that the European Union has taken so far indicate that a common 

European immigration policy will be restrictive. For instance, not only have they 

established guidelines for reducing illegal immigration, but the European 

Commission has also proposed a program that would provide financial and 

technical assistance to the usual immigrant-sending countries in order to reduce 

the reasons that induce individuals to leave in the first place, and to prevent a 

brain drain in these countries (Towards a Common Policy, 2004). 

Obstacles to a Common Policy 

Formulating a common EU policy will not be easy. What is clear is that 

most, if not all, European countries have restrictive immigration policies; even the 

Netherlands, a country known for its liberal social policies and traditionally open 

immigration policy, has within the past two years substantially clamped down on 
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immigration, even to the point where the Dutch are deporting individuals who 

have been in the Netherlands for more than a decade and have close relatives 

who are Dutch citizens. Furthermore, policies across Western Europe have 

become increasingly restrictive as these countries braced themselves for the 

anticipated influx of citizens from new member states after the May 1 expansion. 

The chief setback to a common policy · is the reluctance of national 

governments to relinquish control over such an important issue. According to the 

draft constitution, immigration policy would be determined by a majority vote of 

member states. Germany, however, has placed a great deal of pressure upon 

the European Convention to allow member states to have veto power over 

immigration policy that might conflict with national interests. German political 

leaders on both sides of the ideological spectrum such as Chancellor Gerhard 

Schroder of the social-democratic SPD and opposition leader Angela Merkel of 

the conservative CDU have said that immigration is a burden to Germany and a 

source of social conflict to a larger extent than in any other European country. 

Therefore, they argue, the German government should retain some control over 

such policies (Germany Calls for Veto, 2004 ). 

While some would think that a common policy would be easy to agree on 

since basically all EU countries have restrictive policies, the problem with a 

common immigration policy is that each country has emphasized different 

aspects, such as ethnicity in Germany and religion in France. However, in order 

to address the pressing demographic issues and to stem future social conflict, 

Europe will need to foster a sense of European identity that is inclusive. 
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Germany> is> already> beginning> to> accept> that> it> must> change> its> approach> to>

immigration.> Unfortunately,> the>EU>does>not>give>any>indication>that>it>will>begin>

to>head>in>that>direction.> In> fact,> it>has>indicated>that> immigration>polices>will>be>

even>more> restrictive> in> the> face> of> the> recent>EU>expansion.> There> has> also>

been> a>heated>debate>within> the>EU>on> how> to>define>a> "European",> especially>

considering> the> debate> on> whether> or> not> to> include> Turkey> in> a> future> EU>

expansion.>

An>excellent>example>of>the>fine>line>the>EU>must>walk>is>evident> in>a>EU>

Council> directive> from> November> 2003> regarding> the> status> of> long-term>

residents> from> third> countries.> The> directive> states> that> integration> "is> a> key>

element> in> promoting> economic> and> social> cohesion",> which> recognizes> that>

immigration>is>a>necessary>fact>of>life> (Council>Directive>2003/109/EC).> In>order>

to> be> considered> a> long-term> resident> in> the> legal> eyes> of> the> EU,> individuals>

from> third> countries>who>have> legally>migrated> to> an>EU>member>state>need> to>

have> been> there> for> at> least> five> continuous> years,> prove> that> they> have>

established> themselves> within> the> society,> prove> that> they> will> not> become> a>

financial>burden>upon>the>state,> even>requiring>them>to>have>sickness>insurance>

so> that> they> do>not> become>a>welfare> burden> in> times>of> unexpected> illnesses,>

and>they>cannot>be>considered>a>threat>to>public>security>or>public>health;>most>of>

these> are> subjective> requirements.> However,> the> directive> also> includes>

provisions> for>basic>social>assistance>as>well>as>protection>from>expulsion>and>of>

the> right> of> family> reunification> as> required> by> the> European> Court> of> Human>

Rights.>
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The>EU>expansion>also>presents>a>problem>to>immigration>policy,>as>most>

experts>expect> it>to>lead>to>an>influx>of>individuals>from>new>member>states>to>old>

member> states.> While> EU> members> have> traditionally> enjoyed> freedom> of>

movement> within> the>EU,> the>same>benefits>will>not>apply>to>new> EU>members.>

On> April> 28,> 2004,> the> Swedish> Parliament> voted> not> to> place> any> entrance>

restrictions>upon>EU>citizens>from>the>expansion>countries;> Sweden,>however,> is>

the> only> current> EU>member> state> that> has>not>created> restrictions> for>migrants>

from>new>member>states>(Sweden>Votes>2004>).>

Despite> the> influx> of> immigrants> into> these> three> countries> which>makes>

the> countries> visibly> different> that> a> few> decades> ago,> the> national> identity> of>

these> three> countries>have> only> changed> incrementally.> As> discussed> earlier,>

however,> that> is> not> to> say> that> they> have> not> changed> at> all.> Instead> of>

accepting> the> new> reality> of> inevitable> immigration,> these> countries> have>

historically> either> denied> the> impact>or>have> tried> to> reverse> immigration> trends>

through> restrictive> immigration> policies> as> well> as> trying> to> persuade,> or> even>

compel>migrants> through>a>variety>of>means,> to> return> to> their>country>of>origin.>

Slowly> these>countries,> particularly>Germany>and>Great> Britain,> are>beginning>to>

accept> the> fact> that> not> only> is> immigration> a> reality,> but> that> immigration> is>

actually>needed.> If>political> leaders>begin>to>aggressively>and>sincerely>promote>

integration>and>diversity,>the>national>identity>of>these>countries>will>slowly>shift>to>

inclusion-based>identities.>
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Conclusion 

Even when European countries relinquish control over immigration 

policies, they will still retain control over citizenship and integration policies. So 

far, integration and citizenship laws have reflected changes in immigration 

policies. Once the European Union is under a common immigration policy, 

further research should be done to see if these issues continue to be reflected in 

citizenship and integration laws. 

While cultural aspects have played out in national level immigration 

policies, Europe must now find a common thread in order to even gain control of 

immigration from individual states. The fact that immigration is an integral 

characteristic of national identity is evident in the zeal countries show in trying to 

retain control over the issue. It is clear for a variety of reasons, economic and 

social, that immigration and integration need to be effectively addressed by the 

EU. In order to be successful with this issue, Europe needs to define what is 

European in an inclusive manner, and foster that sense of identity. Without that, 

Europe faces a future of economic stagnation and widespread social conflict. 
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