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Abstract

We are presently witnessing a global environment develop in which domestic and
International spaces are becoming increasingly conjoined. This occurs as increased
movement of people underscores the combined cultural and political ramifications of
migration and the presence of Otherness. Micro- and macro- mobilities create subjective.
cultural. social, political and practical turbulence in addition to any economic and cultural
benetit that may be gained. Movement is unsettling and casts taken-for-granted assumptions
about culture(s) into sharper relief. Globalization and its associated migrations and
transnational tflows bring the formerly tacit dimensions of cultural belonging and
distinctiveness to prominence and increasingly unsettles them. Such unsettling is not just an
1ssue for static ‘host’ cultures but is also reflected in the social activities of lives lived in
transit and transition. which develop ways of dwelling in transient spaces and places of
mixture where seemingly nothing can be fastened into a permanent place. Movement,
despite being emancipatory for some. exemplifies tensions of all kinds in multicultural
environments where cosmopolitanism and transnationalism pervade the domain ot the
national.

A burgeoning interdisciplinary literature addresses the social and cultural processes
involved in globalization, as well as the political consequences. bringing sharply to the tore a
cavalcade of collective and subjective tensions amongst global populations. This thesis
suggests that there is a need to bring these tensions together. into a new conceptual
framework that addresses processes of displacement in the context of relations between
people(s) and conventional notions of time, community and territory: shifting senses of
home. roots and belonging; the effects cultures have as exclusionary forces in producing
senses of Otherness; and the persistence of emotive pathologies manifesting as sedimented
attachments to national and ethnic enclaves. The thesis will show how dimensions of
belonging through shifting temporalities and territories require the development of new
ethnographic practices of listening and translating, remembering and retelling, within
cultural and political geography.

The framework of the thesis is placed within the *European project’ of ever closer
social and political union. It investigates two samples- one British. one Greek. The approach

to the project. especially with regards to its citizenship dimension is placed in relation to



issues of identity and belonging. The groups were chosen as representing possible alternate
strands within the Union with regards to its integration, cohesion and democratic legitimacy.
Both groups are the beneficiaries ot the European project in the sense that they are
part of a mobile professional population ot Europeans able to capitalize on opportunity
structures engendered by the project. Their markedly incompatible cultural identitics make
them perfect candidates for the study as to whether a sense of cosmopolitan Europeanness is

promoted through trans-European mobility.
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Chapter One

Introduction

The nature ot Europe and 1ts future have been at the heart of political debates
across member states for more than two decades. These debates have been marked by
ongoing struggles over the scope and purpose of the EU and its institutions. Recent issues
encompass the Maastricht treaty, that nearly destroyed the Major government and British
conservative party, the move from 12 to more than 25 members, the stalled and contested
attempts to develop a constitution and ongoing arguments over the eventual size of the
Union and the admission of Turkey. All these events suggest that in defining the balance
of citizenship, rights, responsibilities and loyalties between nations, the EU and
Europeans 1n general are in a state of profound flux. In the midst of this the EU 1s seen as
suffering a profound deficit in legitimacy and failing to stimulate the imagination ot the
European people -- reflected in opinion polls that show a mere 20% attachment to the EU
across the twenty five members (Eurobarometer (EB No 64)). In this context the location
of civic rights, citizenship and belonging are all rendered contestable in the emerging
European space. This study considers whether a sense of cosmopolitan Europeanness 1s
promoted through trans-European mobiulity.

This thesis suggests we might examine the changing effects on citizenship and
belonging through a study of the changes wrought in the emergent rights ot EU
citizenship, focused around pan-European mobility, and the forms of life this encourages.
It examines whether and in what ways national belongings and sensibilities become
modified in the emergent pan-European space of social mobility. It does so through an
examination of two mobile groups of European citizens who are taking advantage of the
single market for labour. At a time of high anxiety about flows of cheap workers from
principally newly acceded post-socialist states it 1s common to see newspaper accounts
about labour mobility between states. Generally there is great debate across Europe about
the effects of mobility on “host’ communities. This thesis poses the question the other
way round — what is the effect of this dislocation and transnational work pattern on the
sense of attachment and belonging among those moving. Overall the EU average 1s that
3.1% of its population anticipate moving to another member state in the next 5 years -
although that figure doubles in the Baltic states -- which fits with a long term average of

around 4% having done so (European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and
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Working Conditions 2006). Given we have just had the European Commission
designated ‘European Year of Workers™ Mobility’ (2006). we might well investigate
whether this fosters a sense of being European as opposed to national belonging. This
thesis examines Greek and British workers in the opposite country reciprocally — one
group from a Greek state that has received net payments, whose accession to the Union is
identified with post-dictatorship democratization, which has been a long standing
“emigrant society’; and the other from a British state marked by disputes over its net
payments to the Union, and often seen as hostile to the EU for its functional deficiencies
in administration and finances, its lack of democratic accountability. and a long standing
‘immigrant society’.

Both Britain and Greece sit at the margins of Europe. Both have an ambivalent
relationship with Europe, prescribed by history and culture. This is reflected in the wavs
in which most Greek and British nationals relate to terms such as ‘Europe’ and
"European’. For example the British commonly understand these terms as referring to a
geographical area or a certain culture or to the institutions of the EU and generally to
some kind of collective "European’ characteristics totally distinct from the British. The
Greeks on the other side of the continent are ambivalently positioned in representations
between Europe and the Orient and are apprehensive of many European representations.

Both states have different frameworks for preserving their cultural distinctiveness
amidst the flows of human and other capital. For example their approaches to migration.
and to the social and cultural changes this generates, differ markedly. Britain traditionally
sees integration of migrants as a question of managing public order and promoting
relations between majority and minority populations, thus allowing ethnic cultures to
mediate in this process. Greece hitherto seems to rest on the Universalist idea of
integration, which is transforming migrants into full Greek citizens.

Cultural, social and political differentiation among different states thus tempers
the integrationist agenda of the Union. The free movement, however beneficial it may be
for many, creates social inequalities, is unsettling for guests and hosts alike and casts the
taken-for-granted assumptions of cultures into sharper relief. This accentuates notions of
peoplehood that by implication tend to rebuff any inclusive tendencies to a polity that 1S
not grounded in ethno cultural ties. The renewed focus on national peoplehood is
reflected in the absence of a European Demos - embedded in an idea of Europe as a space
of civility and modernity that is inscribed by rights and civil obligations rather than by

ethnicity - or what would otherwise constitute a European polity. This lack of European
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demos precludes the democratization of the Union. and requires ongoing mediation by
the institutions of Member states rather than a sense of direct European citizenship and
representation. European integration may have involved a transfer of certain state
functions to the Union but this has not been followed by the redrawing of political

boundaries. In the absence of thus creating a European Demos, the Union and its

Institutions sutfer from an authority and legitimacy deficit.

This landscape of the Union, an amalgam of Community and of member states.

lacks the sense of a cohesion the individual citizen and their national community enjoy.
grounded in ethno- cultural notions of peoplehood, which form the basis of the legitimate
authority of the structure of European nation states.

When Jean Monnet (1976) realized the problem of Europe's lack of cohesion. he
said that if he were ever to envision the idea of the Union again he would have started
with culture. The implication of a European sense of belonging is that it may lead to the
tempering of the pull of nationalism. which still evokes collective fate and destiny by
responding to people’s existential yearning for belonging that goes beyond mere
existence. A sense of shared Europeanness effectively may signal a move from people’s
identification with polities grounded in ethno-cultural notions of peoplehood to a
European civic demos coexisting side by side with national ethno-cultural ones: *“Maybe
in the realm of the political...this understanding of Europe [is what] makes it appear so
alluring to some, so threatening to others™ (Weiler 1995: 256).

One of the problems faced by European policy makers 1s clearly how to deepen
and further the European project between the different European polities and demoi. Top
down policies have certainly inaugurated change but are also difficult for Europeans to
absorb into the culture of their daily lives. This project therefore sought to develop an
understanding of multicultural diversity in the context of the most generic effect of
European citizenship, that of freedom of movement within the single market. Therefore 1t
investigates how notions of territorial belonging are affected by trans-European mobility
and experience, and by the economic mobility engendered by trans-European workforces.
In this context the project examines whether this mobility fosters a cosmopolitan ethos of
shared European experience or amplifies pre-formed identities, by explorning two ways of
encountering Europeanness: the banal (everyday encounters with "European
dimensions’), and the spectacular (specific rituals dedicated to European belonging).
Additionally the project will also assess whether there is an emerging sense of European

identity.
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Hence the overall research questions that frame the context of this investigation

can be consolidated into the following key aims:
1. How do different forms of mobility affect people’s sense of national and European
belonging and in what ways?
2. To what extend is increased trans-European mobility generating cosmopolitanism.
nationalism, or new forms of ‘rooted Europeanism’ and does this vary between tvpes of
people and their mobility?
3. How far does mobility foster an openness to difference or reinforce existing senses of
national identity, or does a new shared identity emerge within transnational groups?
4. How do the Greek and British samples appropriate the host place? Do they. or do they
not, move beyond the boundaries of their transnational networks by forging relations
with the locally based networks and how may this be explained?
5. What 1s the effect upon each group of their encounters with both the banal and
spectacular symbols of (a) Europeanness, and (b) Greekness or Britishness?
6. How do migrants and sojourners from unequal regions of the EU get affected by their
differential insertion into the socio-cultural networks found in particular sites?
7. How far does the notion of European belonging emerge through transnational groups:
and what 1s the role of local cultural practices for shaping this sense?

Finally 1t was considered that these questions raise issues such as:
the role of essentialist assumptions of homogeneity, uniqueness and fixity of i1dentity
formations and whether these are confined to popular sentiment and political discourses:
and or how these are aggravated by conflicts between the principles of the common
market and national identities. It was logical to surmise that this may point to the
paradoxical possibility that the EU space could isolate or generate new European
communities through notions of European belonging possibly having a catalytic ettect
upon the developing role of citizenship formation. The limitations of European
transnational mobility could transcend territorially defined societies through an open
‘space of flows’ or remain rooted in identity formations anchored in ethnicity. Further the
ways in which differential power and democracy in the host places atfects the processes
of negotiating difference in accommodating migrants and sojourners who live in the kU
could redefine the meanings that constitute peoples’ cognitive orientations towards
identity and belonging. The above aims consequently formed the backbone of the
research subsequently conducted and were tackled through gathering qualitative data and

then attempting to answer the demanding questions hitherto outlined.



In the study s seven chapters the second chapter sets out the theoretical
framework of the project. It examines the concepts of mobilities. difterence. citizenship.
multiculturalism, and belonging. It considers the challenges to the EU set bv Increasing
mobility of citizens and the absence of the European wide demos. The management of

diversity is complicated by national belonging and ethno cultural ties as these are

encoded through modes of inhabitation. Finally, emerging European identities are

questioned.

The third chapter focuses upon the methodology: unpacking subjective accounts
concerning issues of national, ethnic and cultural identity. citizenship and belonging. It
relates how the researcher’s account of the problems and dilemmas this fieldwork
encountered. whilst investigating Greek and British white collar mobile workers. shaped
the psychoanalytic approach taken.

The fourth chapter argues that Britishness is seen by the British sample as the
‘stereotyping of pragmatism’. As such it manifests as a tangible cultural heritage that
reinforces a sense of being part of the British team, thus asserting as such its difference
vis-a-vis the rest of the world.

In chapter five the Greek sample discussed the enacting of tradition, transmitted
across generations and notions of home and family. Sedimented transcendental beliefs
reinforce Greek i1dentity, thus making the notion of Greekness an emotive entity, resistant
to change.

Chapter six discusses both samples” experience of European citizenship as EU
passport holders. It i1s suggested potential amelioration of cultural overlaps could occur
through improvements in European living.

In chapter seven, notions of Europeanness seem minimal due to historical
divisions. Both samples unite under shared notions of European heritage however when
specifying their divisions and when against the non European Other. To temper
entrenched attitudes a Pan European education is suggested. The thesis comes to a closce

with a summary of the main findings of this investigation.



Chapter Two

The Challenges of Europe: Theoretical Approaches to Mobility, Difference and
Citizenship

2.1 Introduction

This 1nitial chapter sets out the conceptual groundwork of the thesis. Firstly. the
chapter outlines the increasing prevalence and banality of difference introduced by global
mobilities, suggesting the challenges posed for conventional political and cultural
categories. Secondly, it addresses this in the context of European space and institutions.
looking at a range of models of citizenship that may be said, or desired to characterize.
the European polity — a polity which so far has failed to gather popular support. This. it is
argued, 1s due to the absence of European-wide Demos that would legitimize its
authority. Demos, as a concept is drawn from political theory and describes the
peoplehood of a polity that is grounded in ethno-cultural ties. The demos of ancient
Greece was thus focused around those entitled to participate within the city, whereas in
the modern era it has been the basis for a nation state.

Thirdly, the chapter then assesses the effect of cultural fragmentation on such a
Demos by addressing multicultural citizenship and living with ditference and the varyving
approaches to the management of diversity in increasingly multicultural societies.
Fourthly it discusses cultural belonging and identification with a nation as encoded 1n
everyday practices through the inhabitation of national heritages, what we might call
‘Ethnos’ as a mode of belonging. This implies a privileged engagement or claim upon the
state and territory as a right of shared belonging in a community defined by birth- an
identity formed by blood and soil. The chapter will begin to suggest that through
inhabitation ‘civic’ values and national belonging become deeply entangled. The final
section questions whether mobility in trans-European spaces opens new possibilities for

newly emergent European identities.
2.2  Mobilities, Citizenship and Transcultural Connections in Transient Spaces

Recent literature on flows of human capital has argued that movement 1s

becoming the dominant form of social life (e.g.. Castells 1996: Bauman 2000: Robertson
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et al. 1994; Urry 2000. 2004). In this context mobility is seen as destabilizing identity and
community, thereby detaching identity from place (Chambers 1994). Arguably this
process enables the creation of nomadic identities (Braidotti 1994) or leads to a
creolization of global culture (Hannerz 1987. 1996; Featherstone 1995). Transmigrant
networks intermingle with the contested politics of place, local practices and identitics
(De Soto 1998; Cowan 2000), transforming both migrant and host practices and identitics
In a very heterogeneous manner (Portes 1999). Smith (2001) argues that the dispersal of
transmigrants’ culture opens up new social spaces that are trans-local, multi-faceted
worlds of cross-cutting social networks, formed by trans-nationals engaged in a
(re)territonalizing politics of place construction. This suggests that contrary to claims
about the (de)territorializarion of place in the context of a post-national global cultural
economy (Appadurai 1990, 1996) there 1s a more complex refiguring and entanglement

of territorial belongings. Exploring ambiguous and contradictory processes and outcomes

form the core of this thesis.

This new mobile world challenges conventional models of economically driven
migration leading to acculturation. Global mobilities are creating different kinds of
migrants and sojourners who have differential relationships to host and home cultures
(Soysal 1996; Faist 1998: Portes et al. 1999; Sennett 1998). No longer are migrants
necessarily embedded in fixed host cultures for extended periods of time. cut oft from
their originary cultures. Martinotti (1999) argues that the pervasive mobility of modern
societies complicates scales of belonging, leading to a transnational middle class that
dwells in transit (Urry 2000), becoming neither placeless nor localized. As such 1its way
of being in transit and practices of identity do not fit analyses that see mi gration simply
based upon the primary mechanisms operative among ethnically homogeneous migrants
in a new host culture, such as reciprocity between small groups, exchange within circuits
and solidarity in communities (Faist 1998). Instead migrant movement may be as much
about a desire to learn about other cultures (Lazzaridis and Wickens 1999) be that
coupled with a strategic economic motivation (Hansen 1999; Papanagos and Vickerman
2000) that may be about acquiring specific skills or connections available in a specitic
host milieu as part of an ongoing project that may lead them elsewhere (Beaverstock
2002), or indeed it may even be a lifestyle choice (Noy 2004; Zvizas et al. 2003: King
et.al. 2000; O'Reilly 2000, 2002). Yet differential mobilities also encompass migrant
settlers. refugees, exiles and the formative makers of diasporas, as well as occupational

travellers such as working class labour migrants. All of these “inevitably must engage in
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social processes of ‘opening up to the world’. even if that world is still relatively
circumscribed culturally’ (Werbner 1999: 18). The exclusive transnational networks that
connect the “surrogate home” (Hannerz 1992) with “home" are increasingly easy to
maintain due to the growth of global communications and travel that have compressed
distances. Such connectivity reinforces the ‘encapsulated cultural worlds™ (Webner 1999)
in which most transnationals move and which they build around them in order to deal
with the adversities mobilities generate.

In this context, from middle class sojourners. to blue collar migrants. to refugees.
(Burkner 2000; Derek 2000: Gallagher et al. 2000) transnational subjectivities
problematize languages of integration assumed within national frames. which
conveniently ‘disconnect’ host nations from the historic and ongoing entanglements of
colonial, postcolonial, and neo colonial relations of power. Yet, as Werbner (1999)
shows, the encapsulating cultural world of such a transnational cohort does not preclude
the possibility of familiarisation with the other culture and learning how to move in-
between cultures. In other words it 1s possible to move within such culturally bounded
worlds and be a cosmopolitan. We might go so far as to suggest that all this “opens the
possibility of a Europe of multiple and mobile identities, a Europe moving irreversibly
towards cosmopolitan attachments’ (Amin 2004: 8).

Canonical theories of immigrant assimilation and ethnic pluralism, have relied
upon a container view of politics and culture that “sees culture as essentially territorial.
based on shared language and somewhat static...In an extreme version, 1t imbues a
hypostasized notion of places as bounded and unchanging spaces with a fixed meaning.
identified with rather strong communities’ (Faist 2000: 215). Such theories have seen
national polities and cultures as congruent, bounded territorial entities. Yet such a view
breaks down when relations are stretched by a pervasive mobility that eludes such neat
categorizations and localization. The cultural diversity such mobility creates, not only of
persons but also of cultural practices, meanings and symbols (Hannerz 1996). results 1n
cross border expansion of transnational spaces complicating state centered projects. that
are already troubled by new scales of governance and regulation (Jessop 1994; Hudson
2000), and notions of belonging on all scales. Against this backdrop Duncan and Duncan
(2004) argue for the need to rethink the concept of culture in the context of understanding
empirically how cultural stabilities and unities are produced out of flow. and out of the
dynamic of time-space compression. They seek to understand how people conceive the

coherence of cultures, of boundedness, and why cultures as exclusionary forces are



desired and practiced 1n a heterogeneous world of border crossing and strong

transcultural connections. They thus suggest that the varied spaces of mobility mav thus

produce cosmopolitan understandings or exclusionary imaginings.

Despite their different trajectories transnational elites. economic migrants. or third
country nationals are all drawn into national spaces that are still circumscribed by the
categorical principles of the first age of modernity- namely collectivity and bounded
terntoriality (Beck 2000a). In this context their access to the host polity is mediated by
and apprehended through the vertical and horizontal dimensions of citizenship. in which
notions of ‘ethnos’ encoded in ius sanguinis, ius soli and ius domicile¢ still rule supreme.
and would entail a dissolution of communal identities into the uniform i1dentity of the
nation. The continuing organization of states and political discourse around these
assumptions highlights the notion of citizenship

‘not only in legal sense, but as a key word in debates over desirable combinations

of rights. responsibilities and competences...in the...21% century. world. These

are debates over the limits of uniformity as well as diversity, over the ditference
between nationalism and patriotism over what it means to identify with one
country or with two countries, or with humanity. or with oneself and one’s credit
cards. Clearly a large part of what is being said about citizenship also has to do

with culture.” (Hannerz 1999: 403)

Citizenship is commonly understood as the preeminent political institution ot the
nation state. Its development since the 18" century involved the acquisition of increasing
civil, social and political rights by more and more sectors of society. Such a rights-based
approach to citizenship, as developed by (Marshall 1950). still remains a reference point
for works on citizenship. This is despite the criticisms it has attracted for its unitary
character. that glosses over several distinct forms of citizenship as the etymological
development of the concept itself demonstrates (Turner 1990). Citizenship 1s defined as a
membership of a political community and as such prescribes a political but also a cultural
identity. Its de jure dimension -- emphasized by liberal theorists -- attributes formal rights
and duties to the former and its de facto dimension -- emphasized by communitarian
theorists -- demarcates a sense of belonging to the latter, manifesting through an
imagined community of people (Painter and Philo 199)).

Citizenship is the conceptual space that demarcates a territorial congruence
between the imagined community of the nation (Anderson 1991). and the institutions of

the state. In this space however both the relation between citizen and society. 1n terms of
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membership, and what constitutes a political community can be problematic (Kyvmlicka
1995: Kymlicka and Norman 2000; Beiner 1995: Dauenhauer 1996). The ability to
exercise one’s own de jure rights can be compromised by the de facro memberships
structured around cultural 1dentity. Formal rnights can all too readily be undercut by the
national community’s refusal to accept someone as being part of its ethnic or cultural
1dentity (Kofman 199535).

Many theorists (such as Mouffe 1992: Lister1997a, b; Isin and Wood 1999:
Oldfield 1990a, b; Heater 1999: Kymlicka 1995. 1996) have attempted to find ways of
uniting the liberal emphasis on individual rights, equality and due process of law. with
the communitarian emphasis on belonging, often linking them through a civic republican
focus on processes of deliberation, collective action and responsibility. At the centre of
much contemporary writing is the need to conceptualize citizenship as both a status.
which accords to a range of rights and duties, and an active practice (Lister 1997:
Oldfield 1990a; Kymlicka and Norman 1994; Moufte 1992; Barnes 1999).

Such attempts however are problematized by the “modern Janus-faced™ nature ot
nationalism (Nairn 1997) whose two faces stem out of the very distinction between the
ethnic and civic definition of the nation (Alter 1994). The de facto sense of citizenship
holds that states should be culturally homogeneous, meaning that multicultural states are
aberrations (Breton 1988). A contrary view holds that cultural homogeneity and
nationhood rarely occur in practice and are not necessarily linked. This distinction 1s
often seen as underscoring two conflicting interpretations of the world, that 1s, between
the western values of liberalism, democracy and secularism and ethnocentric values on
identities and belongings that sit outside a Western value framework. However this
distinction between ethnic and civic projects of nationhood has been criticized as t0o
rigid (Smith 1983; Brubaker 1998) for it ignores the fact that no nation state and 1ts
society is either purely ethnic nor purely civic (Breton 1983; Brubaker 1998). The ratio
between ethnic and civic tendencies colours public discourse on issues of cultural and
political identities, and by implication the terms and conditions of membership to a
community of people. In this context Nairn (1997) argues for the democratic necessity of
nationalism in the modern world. While insisting that nationalism is as inescapable as
ever, Nairn shows how its forms and contents are shifting. He argues that the ethnic
definition of the national is shifting to the civic definition.

Nairn (1997) suggests that today's more civic and secular nationalism 1s a key

feature of modernity. He proposes that people’s internalization of a world created by
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Macdonaldisation and breakfast television has irreversibly re-enchanted their (national)
cultural domain. This in a sense that people --modern urbanites-- have attained a level of
civic nationalism which allows them to engage with differentiated identity politics
without relapsing into ethnic nationalism. He argues this has occurred so extensively that
this requires a differentiated character of society. one that would depend upon an
equivalently differentiated state apparatus. In other words, a civil social order that would
underpin a civic form of national identity and not the other way around (ibid. pp. 72-87):
‘Ditterentiated civil identity seems to be what peoples want; its attainment and
maintenance demand modern “identity politics’. the same thing as politicized or state-
configured nationality.” (op. cit. p. 89).

Many have looked to a European scale of citizenship which might moderate
national attachments and also promote a more civic or cosmopolitan ethos. In this sense.
the hope might be for a “new Idea of Europe, playing on ‘cool loyalties™ to the state and
"thin patterns of solidarity” (Turner, 2000: 28 cited in Amin 2004: 8). Alternatively this
could be an i1dea of Europe as a space of civility and modernity that is inscribed by rights
and civil obligations rather than by ethnicity. However it is not at all clear that simply re
imagining citizenship on a European scale will necessarily lead to such a “civic’ sense of
belonging. Differences, for example, within Europe are clearly evident:

"human rights tribunals in Europe...point to larger divisions within Europe over

questions of identity and belonging. They suggest a far-reaching split between a

rights and ethnicity-based foundation for inclusion within the emerging...entity. a

split which manifests itself in debates over dual nationality, naturalization criteria.

language and dress requirements in state schools and a wide range of other

1ssues.” (Bhabha 1999c: 21)

Although Soysal (1995) sees the potential of a European citizenship which would make a
virtue of the separation of rights and identity or polity and belonging, by making Europe
the locus of rights and the nation of cultural belonging, this outcome is clearly not
Inevitable:

‘Europe is as much a site of longings rooted in tradition —regional. national and

European — as it is a site of transnational and trans-European attachments. The

latter attachments are not just held by so-called third-country communities and

cosmopolitans living in the fast lane of global travel and hybrid identities. but also
by native Europeans, now increasingly enmeshed in plural and global

consumption norms and patterns’ (Amin 2004: 2).



So for this thesis the issue becomes how to unpack a new scale of belonging and
citizenship. On the one hand it must examine how senses of *civic® or thin attachments
may be engendered and whether these attenuate former ethnic solidarities. On the other.
It has to ask whether such thin associations do challenge deeply sedimented feelings of
cultural loyalty even if those cultures are no longer territorially bounded. Moreover these
issues are not created by recent or not so recent immigrants to the EU. but are endemic to
its members. Rather than follow the xenophobic focus upon Others as the proximate
cause of destabilising otherwise firm European national cultures and attachments. the
1ssue 1s to look at the internal instabilities being generated within Europe. That easy
xenophobic response can be found when despite the fact that most EU citizens overall
have relatively balanced views with regards to immigration, the presence of people from
other ethnic groups becomes a cause for insecurity (42% EU 25) especially in relation to
the view that such presence increases unemployment (46% EU 25).

Greece and the UK on a scale from 1 to 3 with 3 the most positive attitude
towards immigrants, scored low on the question as to whether ‘non EU foreigners bring
benetits’ scoring (1.68) and (1.95) respectively. 55% of the respondents from the UK and
74% trom Greece consider that migrants™ presence increases unemployment, 53% from
the UK and 63% from Greece find that their presence increases insecurity; 33% of UK
and 57% Greeks that they do not enrich cultural life: 40% in the UK and 49% in Greece
that they are not needed 1n certain sectors of the economy and 54% of UK respondents
and 61% from Greece that their arrival will not solve the problem of ageing in Europe.

While these worries are reflected to a considerably lesser extent in questions
regarding integrating foreigners :only 6% in the UK and 8% in Greece (Special
Eurobarometer (EB No 273) there is still the sense that in both these countries the effect
of mobility is read more strongly through figures of fear and danger. This seems more

evident in these countries at the margins of Europe than elsewhere in Europe.

2.3  Mobility, Citizenship and European Space

Against this backdrop, an identification with a European polity is a tall order in
the particular context of the emerging category of EU citizenship — with its legal
underpinning in economic considerations and regulations. This section therefore
discusses the various ways in which European citizenship has been envisaged and

experienced by different actors. especially as far as they enable mobility in Europe. It



begins by outlining the dynamics affecting citizenship. before looking at the different
forms of citizenship and their ideologies and tracing how these are read into and enacted
by European treaties and laws. It thus depicts a terrain of competing conceptual versions
of European citizenship, competing agendas regarding enacting treaties and contending
readings of them by discussing their implications once enacted.

In regard to European citizenship. Verstraete (2003) argues that it is difficult to
dissociate the politics of the market from citizenship. This means that the notion of
unlimited mobility exposes the generalized position of the individual as a European
citizen defined in terms of market rights, indeed their relationship to the Union itself is
that of a consumer (Beasley 2006). This is also reflected in the ambiguity of the term
‘European citizenship’ that according to Painter (2003b) is unclear as it does not specify
whether 1t denotes a “citizenship of Europe” or a ‘citizenship in Europe” (¢emphasis
added). In his words, the former links people with a specific European polity and the
latter with the complex landscapes of citizenship evolving out of European political
space. For Verstraete, this configuration of European political space is such that far trom
producing a uniform citizenship, it uncovers the ethnic dimensions of the so called “civil’
nation states of Europe. This even occurs at the level of the European polity -- as
introduced by Maastricht -- and 1s demonstrated in the strategies implemented by EU
members with regards to the terms and conditions of access to which they subject the
nationals of other European member states, as well as those imposed on those of non
member states. In this light Verstraete views the European political space as a variably
invisible and visible geometry, which depending upon a person’s posttion, can be
restrictive or not of individual freedom of expression, movement or even with regards to
active participation in the micro- and macro- processes of place and space configuration
by the host.

This, according to Verstraete, poses questions of how racial and ethnic bodies arc
structurally produced at the conjuncture of the national and European space, as the
concept of unlimited mobility at the heart of EU citizenship framework is interpreted and
incorporated variably through the labour market agendas of different nations in the
context of the single market. This can be illustrated by numerous examples brought to
attention by empirical research with regards to the admission of the non-European
migrant, or even with regards to structural and other barriers that variable interpretations
of citizenship frameworks in some cases raise for the actual European national who. as a

European citizen resides. domiciles or works in another member state. For example
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ditferent aspects of the non-European migrants’ status such as gender. race. age. class.
ancestry, marital status, residence, occupation. dependents. impinge on their ability to
access rights in the host member state. This is regardless of their legal status: as the
member state upholds the power as an enforcer of individual rights and. as Bhabha and
Shutter (1994), Bhabha (1999a, b. c) discuss, acts as a conduit to political. economic and
social entitlements. Yet the 1987 Single European Treaty stipulates “that Member States
shall collaborate to promote democracy on the basis of fundamental human rights. thus
marking a significant shift in the self-conception of the community as more than a mere
‘Common Market’™ (ibid. 1999¢: 15). At present according to Bhabha (1999¢) EU
citizenship operates effectively as an internal divider between those who are granted its
status and those who are not. But also as Shore (2000: 164-5) discusses despite the
rhetoric of free movement and equality there is discrimination directed at the European
citizen as well who needs to register as a foreigner so that (s)he can obtain a resident's
permit in order to be able to live or work in Belgium, or in Greece for that matter (as
discussed later). The invisible and visible inhibitions many European citizens enumerate
regarding their experiences with reference to the public and private services’ sectors of
the host apply across the board to their places of work as employees, or in businesses
where they work as entrepreneurs or free lance professionals, or in regard to interactions
with state and local bureaucracies, or just in terms of populist attitudes to foreigners. and
so on so forth.

Traces of both liberal and communitarian versions of citizenship with their
variations are reflected in the implicit concepts of European citizenship (Bellamy and
Warleigh 1998) (see box 2.1) given its quasi-statehood and the limited but actual formal
rights then attributed to citizens of member states.

These different interests and positions are reflected in the main complex and
contradictory developments found in the balance of EU and national sovereignty. At one
level we might see a struggle between communitarians, who see identities and loyalties
fixed around the nation, with that of welfare liberals, who see EU institutions as a means
to promote economic growth through effective state action. Although, for instance. the
1965 Luxembourg accord enshrined the national veto protecting sovereign powers,
reflecting communitarian views, the gradual increase of majority voting within the EU
Council represents the functional needs of the EU polity in making effective joint policy
override specific partial interests. This reflects the successful development of the agenda

of welfare liberals. Conversely. the ability of member states to derogate from common
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positions on these grounds has also increased reflecting ongoing communitarian

resistance.

Box 2.1

Definitions of liberal and communitarian versions of citizenship

Neo-liberal versions of citizenship regard economic integration as the principle
method of forging an “ever closer union’. Such views primarily link the European citizen
with consumption and production within a single market. perceived favorably for as long
as 1t promotes economic competition between sovereign states and ensures minimum
regulation within the trade area. In this context these views support a European project
that promotes enlargement rather than the deepening of the Union — Increasing the l
number of citizens enjoying the current limited rights, rather than increasing the rights of
citizens.

Such views are contested by welfare liberals who -- notwithstanding their support
for the free trade area -- are in favour of an EU regulatory framework that enhances the
trade zone and see that as entailing a social dimension for the EU. These “welfare
liberals’ are in favour of a democratic federal Europe with a written constitution that
Includes a monitoring role for the European Court of Justice that strengthens the position
of the European Court of Human Rights. They see the EU as a way of improving and
protecting the rights of EU citizens by reducing the partiality of states in favour of their
own members. Thus they are in favour of an inclusive form of EU citizenship with a
more open agenda on migration within the EU.

The Communitarian view on European citizenship is also plausible and prevalent.
Ethnic nationalists consider that any attempt to construct a European polity is by default
flawed since it would lack the cultural, linguistic and historical ties that underpin nation
states. Understandably they are in favour of a fortress Europe in terms of migration from
without but their overall support for the European project. and mobility within, is rather
l[imited.

Civic nationalists who perceive national communities as fabrications are more in
tfavour of the European project. They consider that a pan-European political identity with
its own symbolic markers and notions of belonging is possible. Yet they reject the idea
that this could surpass national political identities. As for European cooperation, they are
cautious about advocating that the EU should remain a confederation and state that any
transfer of sovereign powers must be provisional so that whenever vital national concerns
are at stake nations should be able to reciprocate that transfer. Both approaches (with
their variations) to citizenship, view the European project at best with caution. Their

support for the project is provisional.

P

The Amsterdam Treaty (1997) claims to reconcile these positions by maintaining
that the cosmopolitan values of ‘liberty. democracy. respect for human rights and
fundamental freedoms and the rule of law" are ‘principles which are common to the
member states (Article F1, Amsterdam Treaty). The Union can thus respect both the
fundamental nghts of individuals and the national identities of its member states. This

fusion of a “‘communitarian cosmopolitan® approach implies that the member states sharc
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basic political values around Roman law, humanist recognition, liberalism and
Enlightenment Reason (Amin 2004: 5). However Bellamy and Warleigh (1998) argue
that this position is problematic because beyond this core European states’ variegated
framework of agencies and competences reflects the divergent priorities and values of
different groups of people that are inseparable from their identities and commitments.
This persistence of particular national state practices is mirrored and sustained by public
attitudes across the Union. National political cultures possess a legitimacy the Union
presently lacks. Yet as the EU progresses into a multilevel system. the forces which drive
the member states together challenge their own integrity.

The version of citizenship enshrined in the Maastricht treaty' is atypical of EU
agreements (Meehan 1991), with a strongly neo-liberal framework, and to this day is
ambivalent as to which pattern of rights’ framework should be more appropriate (Roche
1992) for the EU’s developing variable geometry. With regards for example to non EU
nationals, should such rights be linked to residence, occupation, nationality. age, marital
status, geographical area or should they safeguard the equal treatment of all citizens
living across the EU space? At present from the rights accorded to EU nationals? only the
right to petition the European Parliament and to complain to the European Ombudsman
are available to non-EU citizens (Kingston 1997). But even amongst EU citizens, as was
noted earlier, visible and invisible dividers are constantly raised due to firstly
ambivalence in the language of EU citizenship framework (Painter 2001, 2003) and
secondly to the quintessential position of the member state within the EU space as its
gate keeper (O’Keefe 1994; O Leary 1996). Member states enforce their own customized
red tape reserved accordingly for non nationals, whether they be EU citizens or not. This
undermines the EU emphasis put forward by the Treaty about the equality of rights.
Thereby it undercuts any notions of post national belonging that may be developing.
Instead it can be argued the equal treatment of all citizens been enforced within the EU
space, post national belonging would have been fostered. Bhabha argues belonging 1s the
precondition as well as the product of such a treatment.

Maastricht emphasized the legal basis for citizenship in an attempt to build a

notion of European identity manifesting in a legal order, and its representations (Wiener

' This outline of the debates that reflect the ambiguities of the Treaty draws extensively from the writings
of Shore and Black (1994; Shore 2000, 2001), Painter (and Philo 1995; Painter 2001, 2003). Bellamy and
Warleigh (1998, 2001; Warleigh 1998) and the Tser Eurcit Project working papers (1998- 2000).

* These are the right to vote and stand as a candidate in European and municipal elections, rights to free
movement and residence, to diplomatic and consular protection by any member state if the national’s

member state 1s not represented in a particular country, the right to petition the European Parliament and to
complain to the European Ombudsman.
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1997) tollowing in the footsteps of the Holy Roman Empire (Bellamy and Castiglione
1997). Maastricht, when interpreted from the angle of liberal Realpolitik. aimed to avoid
instability in an era of increasing economic interdependence by promoting unification of
consumer and labour markets. Conversely. seen from a communitarian stance. it could be
seen as the result and exacerbation of globalization that has undermined national cultures
(Caglar 1995). In this context of labour mobility. the resulting permeability of national
polities and hybrid configurations of belonging make people perceive themselves as
citizens of more than one country (Brewin 1997) thereby exerting pressure on political
structures which are thought to be both constitutive of and able to respond to discrete

national communities.

Maastricht citizenship thus accentuates the inherent paradox in the conception of

the nation state that is based on the territorial congruence between the imagined
community of the nation and the institutions of the state. A variety of solutions to this
paradox have been advocated, from Habermas's (1996) appeal for constitutional
patriotism, Weiler’s (1995a) advocacy of the de-coupling of citizenship from nationality
and most pertinent here a number that adopt a supra-national body as a “spatial fix" or
institutional bridge. Thus Soysal (1996) argues for a European citizenship which
separates political rights from national 1dentity and belonging. For others (such as De
Burca 1995; Pinder 1994; Twomey 1994; Everson and Preuss 1995; Teague and Grahl
1990), EU citizenship has the possibility to become a positive source of an European
identity as a guarantor of civil rights and social justice. In this context 1t would gradually
link people and structures in a legitimate framework of action (Shaw 1997a), and thence
delineate a ‘Europolity” vis-a-vis the rest of the world with some sense of commonality
and solidarity amongst its members, which could potentially forge a new sense of
belonging. In this reading of citizenship, the issue of identity emerges as an attempt to
foster an affective common (political) identity that would mobilize the legally equal
consumers and workers created by the single market around an identity of market
citizenship (Everson 1995; Shore 2000, 2001).

Yet the actual extent and status of any shared rights is contested and
circumscribed. The EU confers limited new rights to its ‘citizens’ focused around the
economic arena (Shaw 1998b; O Keefee 1994). It would be a step further if member
states were to treat Maastricht as increasing citizens’ freedom of association. assembly
and expression in the Union context (Marias 1994b). In contrast to this possibility.

Magnette (1998) argues that consequent IGC processes have curtailed some of
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Maastricht's 1nitial promise 1n this area and Shaw (2000) suggests that what remains is a
diluted ideal of the European social model. Although the Treaty acknowledges that
political community construction requires more than economic rights (Everson and
Preuss 1995), 1t 1s unclear 1n its provisions whether European nationals are citizens in the
Union or citizens of the Union (Painter 2003b). Commentators such as Springer (1994)
would argue that they are of the Union. albeit in the making. She advocates that in the
handling of the 1ssues covered by the first and third pillars of the Treaty (such as the
environment, the new regionalism, the politics of policy-making in the EU. cross-border
employment issues, as well as social and cultural considerations and the processes and
the politics that develop around them), there is a Europolity in the making. That means.
the propensity for individual and group allegiances at the European level transgressing
the national, 1s already 1n place. This is contrary to what O™ Leary (1996) contends. when
he questions whether a direct relationship can be said to exist between Union citizens and
the Union. But we might concede that even if some direct relationships of nationals of
member states and the Union exist. the variable geometry of EU citizenship undermines
its integrity (D’ Oliveira 1995).

One reason Maastricht citizenship is contested 1s because of 1ts complex
multifaceted construction (Meehan 1993; Garcia 1993; Soysal 1994, 1996; Close 1995:
Habermas 1995; Kofman 1995: Gamberale 1997; Delanty 1996,1997: Lehning and
Weale 1997: Shaw 1998a, b; Painter 2000, 2001). Despite this, it has the propensity to
expand beyond its current status (Meehan 1993) and to underpin a flexible Union ot
multilevel, multilayered environments of coexisting demoi (Soysal 1994; Twomey 1994:
Weiler et al.1995; Chrysochoou 2000). That is, it creates multiple “publics™ of citizens
with rights in respect to the different scales of powers of state actors. It nevertheless, at
least as it is currently operated, fails to create a consistent, direct link between the citizen
and the Union. This is because, other things being equal, citizens of member states are
firstly not identified in the Treaty as the source of legitimacy within the Union and.
secondly, despite the status of citizen the Union has conferred upon them. they remain
aliens in all member states but their own (Everson and Preuss 1995; Shaw 1998b). In this
context it is a second-order citizenship (Delanty 1997). or an added value to national
citizenship, depending on one’s perspective; and hence a formal citizenship both limited
and subordinate to national citizenship. Viewed from this angle Closa (1998) argues that
by linking nationality to EU citizenship, what the Treaty achieved is the reinforcement of

the former.
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Normatively speaking EU citizenship is seen as lving at the heart of the
democratization of the European project, shifting the emphasis from a union of member
states towards a Europe of the people. Academic literature argues that the long term
future of the EU project depends on democratization. and thus on European citizenship.
The Single European Market and European Monetary Union would require a sense of
solidarity to confer popular support for cohesion policies (Shaw 2000). But there is little
public support for a Europe-wide demos that subsumes or replaces national ones
(Bellamy and Castiglione 1998; Shore and Black 1994; Shore 2000. 2001). So far.
despite 1ts legal importance and salience in political discourse at the time. Maastricht
citizenship has failed to capture the imagination of European citizens (Guild 1996:
Everson 19935; Delanty and Rumford 2005).

One reason that Maastricht has not fostered a common political identity for
European citizens 1s how it is refracted through nation state administrations to produce
differentiated outcomes. In many instances Maastricht has generated inequalities between
EU citizens residing in another member state. For example with regards to the apparently
equal granting of municipal voting rights. EU citizens may have more political power In
a foreign country than in their own due to the differing power allocated to local level
politics throughout the EU. For instance Koslowski (1994) argues this is the case for
French nationals living in Germany, given the political leverage the Lander hold 1n that
country as opposed to the lack of such leverage on the local level existing in France. The
experience of these variations in citizenship only enhances the sense of a democratic
deficit in the Union. Daily life within the Union reinscribes national, ethnic, cultural and
other differences (Everson and Preuss 1995), so that guests and hosts intermingle under
the umbrella of a common citizenship that lacks transnational solidarity. This is evident,
for example, in the ways in which the existing red tape (in public and private sectors) in
Greece. interferes with the principle of EU citizenship regarding the unhindered
movement of people, goods, services and ideas, and by implication restates the priority of
local cultural belonging rather than transnational commonalities. This also has impacts on
the market place in spaces guests and hosts unavoidably share. Hence the EU project is
undermined partly because of entrenched attitudes towards foreigners in general.
nurtured by a mentality that has developed as a response to the spatial and historical
dimensions of the region, and partly because of the inflexible nature such red tape has
evolved. and out of the insular ways in which Greek state apparatuses have been

constructed (Spanou 1996). Either way, the fact is that such an environment resists the
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penetration of its workings and infrastructure by the European citizenship tramework and
of 1ts principles, thereby generating deficits of all sorts in evervday activities.

Yet many political actors may see advantages in reinforcing Maastricht
citizenship. Groups with agendas regarding gender, or sexual or other discrimination or
rights” issues, or those NGOs working on issues ranging from the environment to
children's welfare, trade unions. or in local or regional governments can use Maastrict ax
the plattorm for addressing case specific issues that their national state structures are
otherwise unwilling to support (Vogel 1997; Silverman 1996: Laffan 1996: Mecchan
1997). These disparate views about the import and implications of Maastricht provisions
retlect the conflicting demands and pressures on EU citizenship in the absence of a clear
framework (Springer 1994). However, for all the legal and conceptual ambiguity.
everyday practice proves that citizens can and do function at multiple levels
simultaneously (Roche 1992). Thus such multilevel practice may shape a political
identity 1f 1t 1s perceived as a useful tool for individual, group, or for social and market
orientated agendas (Wiener 1996) thereby affecting perceptions of identity among
Furopean nationals of member states (Cram 1997). The extreme version of this would sce
a post national framework in which member states are responsible only for the
implementation of legal and normative principles which rest at Union level (Soysal
1994). A parallel can be drawn here between national/ post national frameworks where in
the UK's framework of governance means that the local government implements but
hardly sets any laws, compared to the German federal system with its sixteen Land where
the Lander hold legislative as well as administrative power, and also a pivotal role in the
formation of Germany's European and foreign policies (Gunlicks 2003).

Focusing on building Union based rights, Weiler (1995) argues that the Treaty
already contains elements of a social contract that might serve to bind the disparate
Europolity in a way that can function independently from cultural identity (in the manner
Habermas (1996) suggests). Such a view of building the Union is based on political
rights and links with what we might term a cosmopolitan communitarian approach of
Bellamy and Castiglione (1998) that brings together liberal and communitarian
perspectives. In this vision the Union is a civic entity. defined through political
belonging. comprised of different nations, which are defined through cultural belonging.
In this approach postnational citizenship would imply simultaneous membership of
different communities. It would be a differentiated. flexible citizenship tailored to

individual. corporate and state needs (Roche 1992) which would not diminish the central
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role of member states (Dehousse 1994). Such a citizenship should be able to deal with
difference (D’Oliveira 1995) as a means of fostering common political identity through
protection of group diversity (Mouffe 1992; Kymlicka 1995; Young 1995) in keeping
with Habermas’s (1996) notion of constitutional patriotism. Recognizing and protecting
diversity 1s vital for the success of citizenship (Vogel 1997; Kymlicka 1996; Kyvmlicka
and Norman 2000). This attentiveness to and recognition of diversity could make EU
citizenship popular amongst its diverse stakeholders and cultivate participation with
European affairs (Bellamy and Warleigh 2001). This, theoretically speaking, could shape
perceptions of belonging (Baubock 1994) and civic mindedness (Habermas 1995).

however in practice multicultural identities are complex and shifting in nature.
2.4  Citizenship in a Multicultural Context’

Such a civic or constitutional patriotism has often been argued as especially
necessary 1n circumstances of multicultural pluralism. Such circumstances increasingly
characterize both Europe and nations within Europe. Multicultural formations must
include increasing cultural diversity and fragmentation within member states, alongside
Increasing movement between member states, and foster a growing movement then of
those with complex cultural identifications with either host or home culture. Increasingly
then the European polities and daily lives must face i1ssues of reconciling multiple
cultural 1dentities and rights claims.

Consequently the lack of resonance of this civic belonging or the continued
purchase of ethno-identifications might seem surprising. One explanation 1s to suggest
that such a constitutional sense of belonging requires a society of reasonable and rational
agents (Rawls 2005) who link the issue of membership to a community with its legal and
political definition rather than to its definition as an imagined community of people
(Anderson 1991). This also requires agents of universalist disposition that do not
discriminate against any identities whether cultural, racial, class. gendered or sexual.
Assuming that a large part of what is being said about citizenship involves shared culture
(Hannerz 1999), this might seem implausible. This might be doubly so because the
western liberal tradition that frames civic approaches might be characterized as agnostic
to difference. while accommodating to diversity. As Bhabha (1988: 206-9) has argued.

* The discussion on citizenship in the multicultural and cosmopolitan context draws extensively from the
writings of Stevenson (2001, 2002).
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diversity and difference are two competing concepts. Hence diversity is an
epistemological instrument describing an emancipatorv west of liberal values and ideals-
which for those opposed to such ideals and values represents an instrument for ¢lossing
over contentions. Whereas difference describes systems of cultural identification that for
western liberal majorities tend to undermine the authority of their cultural synthesis in
general. This was all too apparent and widespread in the crises around ethnicity and
belonging in France. Demark, Sweden and the UK-- to name merelyv those countries
where widespread violence has erupted in the last decade over these issues-- and suggests
that claims to universalist tolerance and liberalism belie the ethno-cultural foundations of
those liberal regimes. As increasing mobility leads to more populations mingling from
both within and without the European Union, there are increasing pressures to think
through a citizenship that acknowledges multi-cultural attachments.

These pressures spring out of the fact that in todayv's world multiculturalism
cannot simply be answered in the old language of race relations that implies a simple
relationship of singular host and singular guest identities: instead there are calls for a
language of equality where individuals and communities need to engage and
communicate with one another within an agreed legal, political and social framework.
However, how such a common framework could be found without being underpinned by
a common culture is problematic. Indeed the concept of a benignly. uniform identity. tree
of culture might be said to actually encode the pedigree of the ethno cultural foundations
of liberal democratic politics. And yet the quest for a neutral commonality throws into
relief all the trivial markers of difference in daily existence. These debates stake out the
contest between preserving multicultural diversity and pressing for integration into one
culture

Whilst, generally speaking, main stream politics and the majority of people do not
advocate either a devaluing of cultural difference or deny the need for a shared code. the
relationship of multiculturalism and integration is problematic. Just as multiculturalism
becomes an issue every time the power bids of dominant groups upset ratios of
participation or representation in social, cultural, political, or economic activities, or
repressive traditions come to the fore within minority communities, so an appeal to
integration can be used to enforce wider social conformity to contested values.

Thus to establish a meaningful politics of recognition between conflicting
understandings and competing visions is a difficult task as it refers not only to juxtaposed

cultures but also views that challenge mainstream presuppositions of what the national



community might be. Not only does the politics of recognition stumble over. generally
speaking the aversion people have for forms of Otherness. it is also problematized by the
particular ways in which western universal liberalism interprets the world. That is when.
for example, Taylor (1992) attempts to link the politics of recognition to the politics of
multiculturalism from within the tradition of liberalism, he argues for the politics of
universalism as non-discriminatory. This according to Hesse (1997) however is
problematic from the start because it preserves interpretations of universalism embedded
in Western liberalism which, as Said (1993) argues, presuppose exclusions in public
discourse over how difference should be negotiated and represented.

In response to these embedded assumptions, there has been a move beyond
discourses that assume binary oppositions in terms of ethnic. national, racial. gendered or
sexual 1dentities. Instead there are arguments for a polity that does not mask group and
individual difference in the name of an overarching cultural identity. purportedly needed
to maintain social unity. In this context, a politics of difference (Young 1990) aims to
subvert binary oppositions by suggesting the implementation of differential citizenship
rights (Hull et al. 1982). This kind of politics deconstructs essentialist assumptions about
the constitutiveness of group or individual identities founded on binary oppositions of
inclusion and exclusion (Seidman 1997; Hall 1992). It studies identity formation as
ongoing processes, responsive to the spatial, politico-economic, cultural and historic
dimensions of their temporal modalities. This according to Young (1989) 1s imperative
for underpinning social cohesion in an age of increasing interconnectedness, since the
current citizenship frameworks remain in practice exclusive, regardless of their de jure
aspirations to distribute rights equally to those granted the status. To counteract this
Young argues for institutional procedures that would ensure that the voice of the Other --
in her case the oppressed working classes, ethnic minorities and gay people -- would be
heard (ibid. 1996). In a similar vein Kymlicka (1995) argues for a group-differentiated
citizenship -- in his case with regards to national and ethnic minorities -- that would
promote social unity by recognizing diversity on the grounds of cultural ditference
instead of amalgamating it into the larger (majority) whole.

Such approaches however have been criticized on the basis that by converting
politics into affirming group difference. they tend to redefine and reinscribe what
constitutes a group (Faulks 2000; Phillips 1991) and by defining what groups have 1n
terms of political identity they seem to accept the view that cultures are confined only to

national or ethnic groupings (Waldron 1999). Instead hybrid developments. tend to depict
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and reinforce the notion of separate well-defined and discrete sub-groups. In some cases
where the state formally recognizes difference this has tended in European cultures to
both create and enforce hierarchies within recognized groups but it has also been set in
terms of the dominant culture. Thus the Swedish state supports minority cultures through
the same approach as majority cultures — focusing upon folk dance. song and festivals.
The effect is to enshrine a fixed version of difference rather than examine dailv plurality
(Alsmark 1996). The balance of what differences count and how diversity should be
recognized are highly debatable. Thus with concerns for social unity uppermost.
Touraine (2000) argues that multiculturalism should not be turned into unrestricted
pluralism because such a framework would be unmanageable. In response to this Parekh
(2006) argues for a multicultural society that is not based on the pre given cultural realm
of diversity, that is, the overarching liberal framework that confines multi-cultures and
other deviations from the norm, but rather on an inter-cultural recognition of difference
based on dialogue. This would aim to create a common culture of differential
universalism (Lister 1997a) that would provide the overarching adhesion of multicultural
societies. Yet to date such a proposition has not gained traction with European
nationalism, as this responds to the complexities transnationalism brings about, whether
global or European.

Hence in summary, we might draw out three key points from this discussion of
multicultural citizenship. While it is generally cast in terms of ethnic minority or
immigrant rights within a nation state, looking to the European level it reveals a number
of parallel trends and issues. Initially. we have seen in previous sections how the
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