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„Die Dritte Welt klopft an die Pforten Europas, und sie kommt
herein, auch wenn Europa sie nicht hereinlassen will.“ UMBERTO ECO
Europa altert. Experten sagen: Europa braucht eine Million junge
Zuwanderer im Jahr, um seine steigende Zahl an Rentnern
auszugleichen. Während sich der Kontinent am Mittelmeer gegen Bootsflüchtlinge abschottet, leben in vielen Ländern der EU
Einwanderer schon seit mehreren Generationen ohne ausreichende Integration. Und es besteht kein Zweifel: Ob Religion,
Sprache, Erziehung, Ausbildung, Sport oder Medien – in der Kultur liegt der Schlüssel für erfolgreiche Integration. Während es
Anzeichen für eine Harmonisierung der zivilen und sozioökonomischen Integrationspolitik in Europa gibt, wird die kulturelle Dimension noch immer von nationalen Konzepten und Vorstellungen von Integration bestimmt. Demzufolge unterscheiden sich
die Integrationsstrategien in Europa stark. Welche haben sich bewährt? Wo liegen die Potenziale der Kultur und welche Konzepte braucht der Kontinent, um Migranten besser in Mehrheitsgesellschaften zu integrieren? Wie kann Europa den Widerspruch
zwischen einer repressiven Flüchtlings- und einer rationalen
Migrationspolitik auflösen? Und schließlich: Wie kann EUNIC, das
europäische Netzwerk nationaler Kulturinstitute, die Integration
von Migranten fördern? Renommierte Wissenschaftler, Autoren, Schriftsteller und Geschichtenerzähler suchen im Kulturreport 2014/2015 nach Antworten. Darunter Umberto Eco, Francis
Fukuyama, Bassam Tibi, Zygmunt Bauman, Richard
Sennett, Slavenka Draculić, Claus Leggewie und Mely Kiyak.
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“The Third World is knocking at Europe’s door, and it is coming in,
whether Europe wants it to or not.” UMBERTO ECO
Europe is aging. Experts tell us that Europe needs a million
young migrants every year to compensate for its increasing
numbers of pensioners. While the continent is struggling to find
a j oint solution to the problem of refugees on its southern coastline, migrants have now been living in EU countries – sometimes
for several generations – without adequate levels of integration
into society as a whole. Be it religion, language, education, or
media – culture is clearly the key to successful integration. While
there is evidence of the harmonisation of civic and socioeconomic integration policies in Europe, the cultural dimension is still
shaped by national concepts and perceptions of integration. This
means that integration strategies within Europe vary widely.
Which strategies have been successful? How can we make best
use of the potentials of culture, and which concepts are needed
to improve the cultural integration of migrants? How can Europe
cope with the contradiction between repressive refugee policies
and rational approaches towards migration? And finally, how can
EUNIC, the European network of national institutes for culture,
promote the cultural integration of migrants? A string of renowned scholars, authors and writers, including Umberto Eco, Francis Fukuyama, Bassam Tibi, Zygmunt Bauman, Richard Sennett,
Slavenka D
 rakulić, Claus Leggewie and Mely Kiyak, look for
answers in the Culture R
 eport EUNIC Yearbook 2014/2015.
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A pact with democratic society Culture is our way of
coping with the environment, not some fixed, unchangeable repertoire of how to do things. The traditions
of different places and previous times may still prevail,
but they are of no consequence to the sort of agreement
one enters when joining a new, democratic polity. What
should matter is whether people subscribe to the values
and norms that have been democratically agreed upon
by the group they decide to join. By Bernd Reiter

T

he myth that nations are made
up of homogenous groups is just
that: a myth. At a time when generic variation among humans can be traced
back to single genes, it becomes less and
less plausible to classify humans according
to the color of their skin. Yet most public
policies in Europe do just that, clinging
on to a classification of humans as white,
red, black or yellow and allocating certain
essential characteristics to each group. For
the sake of political correctness, nowadays
the word ‘race’ is avoided in this exercise
and replaced by ‘culture’. There is ‘our’ culture and there is theirs – different, out of
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sync, and inassimilable in many respects. It
tends to be the case that the more removed
it is from the white majority the worse it
is perceived to be. So, light brown people
are closer to ‘us’ than dark brown people,
and ‘yellow’ people are harder to assimilate
than light browns. The methods for assessing differences and categorizing human
beings have changed little from the days
when scientists measured heads and classified nations according to their ‘racial stock’.
Yet biological diversity is both constant
and relatively minor. Most of all, it does not
matter. What matters for politics is not the
biological variation of people and groups,
but how this variation is treated and how
it is categorized. These categorizations and
the exact points where the lines are drawn
are never defined or predetermined. They
are the result of deliberate decision-making and policies. When counting and classifying people who look different, they can
either all be thrown into the same pot or
they can be sorted by age, religion, skin color, where they were born, who their parents
were, the size of their noses or the texture
of their hair. All of these, sadly, have been
tried. But however they are classified, it

Inclusion or exclusion?

does not change the people themselves – at
least not immediately or essentially.
However, all these classifications have
an impact on them, as this kind of categorization is almost always done for a specific
purpose. This counting, classifying and
differentiating is generally done in order
to justify hierarchies and increase control.
This is clearly seen in the way the counting is carried out: if the main aims were
justice and equal opportunities, then the
main categories would be rich/poor, employed/unemployed and need for education,
health care, and government assistance.
Instead, most governments record factors
such as ethnic background, country of birth and parentage – in other words: race
and culture.

Emphasizing differences
In a democracy, that is to say, a society
that believes what matters most is not what
you are but what you do, origins and culture
should not matter at all. What should matter is whether you subscribe to the values
and norms that have been democratically
agreed upon by the group you decide to
join. This is how modern European citizenship began in medieval European cities

“Belonging should not be
regulated by ethnicity, descent,
culture, appearance or religion.
It must be regulated by the free
will to partake, share, support,
and uphold the values, norms,
and rules that the community
decides for itself.”

– at least if we believe the account of Max
Weber. It began with a group of people who
entered into a pact to ensure and protect
their own freedom. Of course, right from
the beginning, this pact was exclusive to
Christians – Jews were not allowed to join.
Even then, drawing such a line to exclude
the Jews was despicable and unjustifiable
on moral grounds, but it is even worse to do
so today. Belonging should not be regulated
by ethnicity, descent, culture, appearance
or religion. It must be regulated by the free
will to partake, share, support, and uphold
the values, norms, and rules that the community decides for itself. This also implies
that for people to accept a rule, they have
to have a say in making it. It also means
that once decided, commonly agreed norms
and rules are binding and a condition for
belonging.
In other words: in a democracy, by definition, the bonds that make community
must be of a civic nature. Everything else
is racist in one way or another, because it
assumes that people are essentially different
and have different values based on their
appearance or culture. But culture is not
fixed. It is in a state of constant flux. People have their own traditions from home,
but when they move elsewhere they quickly
adapt to the new challenges. Culture is our
way of coping with the environment, not
some fixed, unchangeable repertoire of how
to do things. Culture changes. Culture is
not the cause of differences, it is the result.
The traditions of different places and previous times may still prevail, but they are
of no consequence to the sort of agreement
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one enters when joining a new, democratic polity. What matters is something that
is totally independent of one’s culture or
traditions: the willingness to be part of the
civic (not cultural) bond that characterizes
the host community.
Classifying people according to systems
favored by the Nazis such as eugenics –
into white, black, brown, yellow, and red
– seems utterly grotesque, but this is exactly
how people and groups are still categorized
today in most European Member States.
Let me be more specific and provide some
concrete examples.
The citizens of France are biologically,
culturally, religiously, and ethnically heterogeneous and, indeed, this has always been
the case. This implies that non-whites are
not necessarily foreigners and immigrants.
Presenting them as foreigners is at the very
core of the problem – or, to be more precise,
it makes them the problem. However, this
way of looking at them is very prevalent
in France and elsewhere in Europe. In a
very telling interview broadcast in October 2005 on prime-time French TV, Hélène Carrère d’Encausse, a French historian
and distinguished member of the Académie
Française, was asked about the reasons for
the riots by black youths in the French banlieues. She responded: “I am not surprised
at all: how could young Blacks, coming
directly from their African village, adapt
to the French way of life?” (Millot 2005).
There is, however, no reason to believe
that the black youth who took to the streets
in France in 2005 and thereafter were foreigners – let alone immigrants. On the
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contrary, there is every reason to believe
that the case of the two black boys who
were electrocuted while running from the
police after playing soccer on October 27,
2005, was more typical: both Bouna and
Zyed were born in France. It generally takes
a long history of broken promises, frustrated hopes, failed help, and discouraging
experiences in one’s own country – not the
country of others – to produce the kind
of protests the world has been witnessing
in France.

Broken promises, frustrated hopes
Research conducted by Le Cran, the
French Representative Council of Black
Associations (an umbrella organization for
black associations in France) shows that
81 percent of blacks in France are indeed
French citizens. Yet the widespread perception is that most blacks in France are
foreigners. In this, France is similar to Germany, where the same general perception
informs daily interactions with non-white
Germans, who are labeled and treated as
‘immigrants’, ‘guest workers’, ‘visitors’,
‘second-’ or even ‘third-generation immigrants’ – all different words for ‘foreigner’.
For how many generations can someone
remain a foreigner? The reality is that, in
2014, most of the non-whites living in Europe are citizens, or aspire to becoming citizens if the conditions are right. “They
cannot go back anywhere—their country
is here” (Patrick Lozès, Le Cran, Paris, interview conducted on June 20, 2011).

In a 2007 survey carried out by Sofres,
France’s leading market research company,
3.86 percent of adults interviewed identified themselves as ‘black’. Of those, 56
percent declared that they had experienced
racism in their everyday lives. Research has
further demonstrated that young black
French citizens are 2.5 times as likely to
be unemployed than their white counterparts, which means that their unemployment rates hover around 30 percent. Nonwhites also drop out of school more often
than whites and have difficulties in finding
jobs, even when compared to whites with
the same qualifications (Silberman, Alba,
and Fournier 2007).
The example of France allows us to discern several causally relevant mechanisms
that produce exclusion and create secondclass citizens. It demonstrates that racism
can survive and indeed articulate itself in
a very civic way. The French system is such
that it initially encourages people to become French – and then classifies certain
people and groups as being impossible to
integrate. The frustration that such a system produces among those so classified can
hardly be overstated – and the vehemence
of youth protests held by minorities since
the beginning of the 2000s gives ample
evidence of this frustration. It is not just
unfair, but wickedly racist to declare that
everyone can become French – except you.

“They are labeled and treated
as ‘immigrants’, ‘guest workers’,
‘visitors’, ‘second-’ or even
‘third-generation immigrants’ –
all different words for ‘foreigner’.
For how many generations can
someone remain a foreigner?”

By practicing this sort of schizophrenic
classifying of human beings and groups,
while at the same time ensuring that they
have no means of classifying themselves
(achieved by not providing any official
numbers on the situation of minorities),
the French state reveals the deep contradictions of its liberal, republican foundation. In fact, the republican ideal of selfgovernance, as expressed so radically by
Rousseau, was only ever intended to include
white European males.
Worse still, it used non-whites to
construct the very position from which it
proclaimed its own superiority. By doing
so, it also demonstrated the hollowness
of the classical Western liberal tradition
on which this discourse ultimately rested.
The thinkers who developed this idea believed that if individuals were to govern
themselves as a collective, they had to be
rational and autonomous. However, they
believed this description only applied to
certain men, not at all to women and not
to those whose poverty or divergent societal and developmental models pushed them
down the social ladder, according to the
mono-dimensional evaluation model of the
European classifiers. In fact, white European males believed they were the only ones
who were worthy of self-governance and
democracy. The rest of the world – black,
brown, or yellow as classified during colonial times – was lacking and at best only
able to learn Western ways after long and
arduous work and training. Some, especially Africans, were deemed inassimilable. It was important to say so, otherwise
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how else could they be enslaved, dominated, controlled and radically dehumanized
by treating them as tools, things, and machines? In its treatment of non-whites and
non-Christians, this supposed ‘universalism’ reveals its profound particularism and
bias. The high-minded rhetoric about liberalism, republicanism, equality, brotherhood, and justice was nothing more than
that: rhetoric.
"People always talk about Liberté, Egalité, Fraternité, and yes, there is freedom, but
not everywhere and for everyone. Remember, we’re French; we were born here. Our
grandparents fought in wars to defend
France. Back then, they were considered
unsuitable, and today so are we." (Siyakha
Traoré, Open Letter to France, 2006)
Holding on to these values and classificatory systems poisons and undermines
all the positive aspects of the high ideals
of republicanism and liberalism. To move
forward and create a fairer and more just
Europe, we need to cleanse our values, laws,
and policies from this legacy of double standards, lies, and false promises.
The situation is similar in Portugal,
where the black presence stretches back to
colonial times. Slavery was legal in Portugal
until 1836 and practiced until the 1880s.
In early colonial times, some 150,000 Africans were brought to Portugal as slaves
– at a time when Portugal itself only had a
population of some 1 million. According
to historical accounts, in the 16th century
African slaves accounted for 10 percent of
Lisbon’s total population. Most of the African slaves brought to Portugal gradually
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"People always talk about Liberté,
Egalité, Fraternité, and yes, there
is freedom, but not everywhere
and for everyone. Remember,
we’re French; we were born here.
Our grandparents fought in wars
to defend France. Back then, they
were considered unsuitable, and
today so are we."
Siyakha Traoré, “Open Letter to France“, 2006

blended into the Portuguese citizen body.
In the 1970s, after African independence, almost one million Africans
moved to Portugal. Some of them claimed
Portuguese ancestry, a claim substantiated
by the simple fact that they were white.
The Portuguese national assembly changed
the naturalization laws from residence to
descent for these white ‘home-comers’. In
doing so, they also closed the door to all
those blacks who had worked for and supported the Portuguese colonial enterprise in
Africa and who could no longer stay there
after Portugal lost the war of independence.
Once again, descent, and ultimately race,
trumped civic bonds and solidarity.
Portuguese society has always been heterogeneous, though there are no specific
data on this, as the Portuguese state follows
the French model of not differentiating
among its citizens. However, cities such
as Lisbon have a significant population of
non-white citizens who go to school with,
and compete for jobs against, the majority

white population. Instead of recognizing
this biological diversity – which, it should
again be stressed, has no bearing on a democracy – and finding ways to mitigate the
very prevalent discriminatory practices by
white citizens against their non-white fellow citizens, the Portuguese state prefers to
deny the existence of black Portuguese citizens, insisting on Portugal’s homogenous
whiteness. To them, whiteness is a capital
that symbolizes European belonging – a
highly desirable good. This strategic use
of whiteness and associating it with the
advance of civilization and progress also
reveals the deep-seated bias of a European
racial project.
In this way, the citizenship projects of
both France and Portugal are ethnically
informed and therefore racist. They rely on
the same classificatory scheme as that used
in eugenics 100 years ago by classifying
people into white, red, yellow, and black
and then attributing essential characteristics to each group.
In this, France and Portugal are certainly not the exceptions; they are the rule.
Almost all EU Member States have shifted
the way they regulate citizenship and belonging from the once-dominant jus soli to
the now prevalent jus sanguini: from soil
to blood. People’s ideas and values are not
what matters. In contemporary Europe,
the privilege of being a citizen is bestowed
according to descent and hence ethnicity. This also closes out any possibility of

“Minority citizens get routinely blamed for all the economic,
social and political problems that
many European countries are experiencing.”

making democracy and democratic values
the cornerstone of European membership.
Instead of constructing a democratic Europe, we are constructing a white Europe.
So far, Europe has not been a civic project, but an ethnic one. By defining belonging along ethnic lines and descent, it also
becomes a racial project in that it creates
‘race’ by excluding some people and forcing
them into the category of excluded, disrespected, undesirable Others. So Europe is
creating a racial project because ethnically
defined nationalism has become the norm.
Although its emergence can be explained
by the late formation of some EU Member
States, such as Germany, other states, such
as France or Portugal, have only recently
shifted away from (in the case of Portugal) or restricted the reach of (in the case
of France) the jus soli rules that have long
been a cornerstone of their democracies.
The contemporary strength of ethnic nationalism must therefore be seen as the result of deliberate political action aimed at
redrawing the rules of belonging.
However, ethnic nationalism does not
only serve to perpetuate the exclusion of
non-whites by defining them as not belonging to the national community. It also
stands in the way of achieving truly universal citizenship and democracy with strong
civil, political and social components. The
persistence and even growth of ethnic nationalism lies at the root of many of the
problems Europe is facing today, because
it competes with the development of civic
bonds among an increasingly heterogeneous European citizenry.
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A complication to this problem is caused
by the almost exclusive focus on citizenship rights, to the detriment of citizenship
duties and responsibilities. Ethnically defined nationalism, coupled with a widely
held belief that citizenship is a matter of
rights without responsibilities and duties,
has created a situation where ethnic white
Europeans arrogantly insist on their ‘rights’
as citizens, presenting them as entitlements,
while conveniently overlooking their responsibilities towards their non-white fellow citizens. Instead, minority citizens get
routinely blamed for all the economic, social and political problems that many European countries are experiencing.
It is my belief that the lack of focus on
civic solidarity and a civically defined European membership is also at the core of the
often awkward difficulties experienced by
many European states and societies when
dealing with anti-democratic elements in
their midst. Instead of focusing on antidemocratic agents as the prime culprits of
terror and insecurity, blame is commonly
shifted away from civic matters towards
cultural and ethnic issues. This leads to
undue blame being placed on certain religions, cultures and ethnic groups for violent acts and ‘tendencies’ and perpetuates
stereotypes about others. Ethnic minorities
have become second-class citizens who are
not allowed to experience the full extent of
the social role that comes with the status
of being a citizen.
Ethnic nationalism is thus at the core of
many of the problems facing contemporary
European states and societies. Instead of
blaming immigrants, EU Member States
should be concentrating on their core democracy and making membership dependent on citizens’ willingness to actively support and defend democracy, which would
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imply a stronger focus on citizenship responsibilities.
Political elites have successfully shifted
the focus onto migrants and foreigners and
made them the culprits for most of the social problems facing European societies today. This allows those same elites to avoid
being blamed for the problems for which
they are ultimately responsible. Expert studies that focus excessively on immigrants
and foreigners contribute still further to
a general sense of hegemony which transforms non-whites into foreigners and intruders, supports political elites in their
maneuvering and affords them legitimacy.
If anything, social scientists should produce more studies on failing and unresponsive states, inefficient bureaucracies, and
the dearth of democratic institutions. They
should also unveil more of the injustices
and problems that are routinely faced by a
significant part of the European citizenry.
This could help us to improve the current
situation and work towards more just and
inclusive democracies – which could also
be more economically effective.
Bernd Reiter is Professor of Political Science
and Latin American Studies at the University of
South Florida in Tampa. His research interests
include democracy, civil rights, participation,
civil society and education.

A culture of exclusion French urban ghettoes that originally had the character of ‘transit’ or ‘passage’ stations
for new immigrants turned into ‘spaces of relegation’
once employment was deregulated, becoming precarious and volatile, and unemployment became durable.
This eminent sociologist, born in Poznan in 1925, reveals how the resentment and animosity of the established population grew into a virtually impenetrable wall,
locking out the newcomers-turned-outsiders.
By Zygmunt Bauman

I

n his thorough study of the genealogy
of modern fears, the French sociologist
Philippe Robert found out that starting
from the early years of the 20th century (that
is, by more than a sheer coincidence, from
the early years of the social state) fears of
crime began to subside. They went on diminishing until the middle 1970s, when a
sudden eruption of personal safety panic
focused in France on the crime apparently
brewing in the banlieues where immigrant
settlers were concentrated. What erupted
was however, in Robert’s view, but a “delayed action bomb”: explosive security concerns had already been stored up by the slow
yet steady phasing out of the collective insurance that the social state used to offer
and by the rapid deregulation of the labour
market. Re-cast as a danger to safety, the

immigrants offered a convenient alternative focus for the apprehensions born of the
sudden shakiness and vulnerability of social
positions, and so they were a relatively safer outlet for the discharge of anxiety and
anger which such apprehensions could not
but cause.
In the view of German penologist and
criminal law expert Hans-Jörg Albrecht, it is
only the link between immigration and public disquiet about rising violence and fears
for security that is novel; otherwise nothing
much has changed since the beginning of
the modern state – the folkloristic images
of devils and demons that used to soak up
diffuse security fears in the past “have been
transformed into dangers and risks”.

Strategy of general dangerization
According to Albrecht, demonization has
been replaced by the concept and the strategy of dangerization. Political governance,
therefore, has become partially dependent
on the deviant other and the mobilization
of feelings of safety. Political power, and its
establishment, as well as its preservation,
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