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Chapter 22

The Netherlands

Saskia Bonjour and Peter Scholten

22.1 Introduction

In the late 1990s, the Netherlands still enjoyedhégrnational reputation as an open
and pluralist country, where migrants were grame@nsive rights and anti-immigrant
politics were relatively insignificant. Today, theulticultural’ model is rejected perhaps
more fiercely in the Netherlands than anywhere, élsd the Netherlands are amongst the
most vocal proponents of restrictive migration giels in Europe. In this chapter, we will
discuss how the tumultuous developments of thedlestde have affected migration trends,
policies and debates in the Netherlands.

Already in the early 1990s, Dutch politicians lemindoned their famous
‘ethnic minority’ policy for a ‘migrant integratid policy which emphasised socio-economic
participation rather than cultural rights. In psehlthey strove to curtail immigration through
a series of restrictive reforms of asylum and fsgmigration policies, as well as by excluding
irregular migrants from almost all public servicAfter the turn of the century however,
Dutch public and political debate on immigratiordantegration took a radical turn as a result
of the 9/11 attacks and — most importantly — thigipal success and murder of anti-
immigrant politician Pim Fortuyn in 2002. Mainstnegolitical parties interpreted Fortuyn’s
success as a consequence of their own failuredieessl the Dutch public’'s concern over the
migration issue, and adopted a much harder liressgo regain their voters’ confidence. As a
result of the success of Geert Wilders” FreedorntyRarce 2006, anti-immigrant politics
remain a significant factor in Dutch politics urtblday.

This portrayal of Dutch migration and integratiaslifics as radically restrictive
should be qualified in two ways. First, althoughuember of highly significant policy changes
have been implemented over the last decade, oyalatly change has arguably been more
modest than the intensity of political debates mgylggest. Second, in spite of restrictive



tendencies, yearly immigration rates have contirtoaise. Both the limited policy change
and the rise of immigration flows are partly rethte developments at EU level: the accession
of countries in Central and Eastern Europe on tieel@and, and the emerging European

Asylum and Migration Policy on the other hand.

22.2 Major Developments in Migration Policy

The intense public and political debate about intatign over the last decades has
resulted in restrictive policy reforms especiafiythe field of family migration. With regard to
labour migration and asylum however, policy refoilmase targeted efficiency and selectivity
rather than closure. In all areas of migration@glthe impact of the European Union has

increased substantially.

22.2.1 A new policy arena: the European Union

The Netherlands used to be among the most enthiusapporters of the
development of a European asylum and migratiorcpoli lobbied actively for granting the
European Union competence to develop Community ibatlve field of asylum and migration
through the Treaty of Amsterdam (1997). Over th&t pacade, a body of EU laws on asylum
and migration has been introduced and the EU ¢@ststarted to develop its jurisprudence.
This Europeanisation has limited the room for mawoe of Dutch policymakers in ways
they had neither intended nor foreseen (Bonjounant forthcoming).

Through a series of EU court rulings, the Nethettanas been obliged for instance to
lower its income requirement for family migrants stop returning asylum seekers to Greece,
to lower the administrative costs of residence psrrand to exempt Turkish citizens from
obligatory civic integration programs. Mostly altlgh not exclusively on the right side of the
political spectrum, politicians resent the reduttod national sovereignty over immigration
and the obstacles posed to restrictive reforms.

The Rutte | cabinet (2010-2012), composed of Caagiee Liberals and Christian
Democrats with minority support from the Freedomt atated in its coalition agreement
that it would strive to renegotiate the Family Riéaation Directive, the Long-Term
Residence Directive, the Qualification Directiviae tReturn Directive, and the EU Turkey
Association Agreement — in other words, most offtkkasylum and migration acquis. The

current Rutte Il coalition of Conservative Liberalsd Social Democrats seems less



ambitious, but it continues to lobby for restrietiveform of EU law especially on family

migration.

22.2.2 Family Migration Policies

Since the early 2000s, family migration has comee@onsidered the most
problematic type of migration, not only becauseonstituted the largest inflow but also
because of the vulnerable socio-economic positianany family migrants. Moreover,
family migration was considered a symptom of profdéc cultural and religious differences
between native Dutch and Muslim migrants. Debateaged on Turkish and Moroccan
family migrants who made up 30 per cent of famiigration in the early 2000s. In 2003, 75
per cent of young people of Turkish and Moroccackijeound chose a partner from their
country of origin (Hooghiemstra 2003). This was sidered a symptom of failing integration
into Dutch society.

In 2004, the income requirement was raised fromddlent to 120 per cent of the
minimum wage and the minimum age was raised frono I8 years. As of 2006, family
migrants from ‘non-Western’ countries were obligeghass an exam about Dutch language
and society before being granted entry. In 201®Jével of this language exam was raised
from Al minus to Al and a reading test was addetheé same year, the income requirement
was lowered to 100 per cent of the minimum wagénagma result of the EU Court’s
Chakroun ruling.

There are a number of further restrictions whieh Dutch government has wanted to
introduce for years, such as education requirenfenfamily migrants and sponsors, a
minimum age for spouses of 24 years, and an inadegquarement of 120 per cent. However,

the EU Family Reunification Directive does not alltor these reforms.

22.2.3 Asylum Policies

As asylum inflows have decreased substantiallyesthe early 2000s, asylum no
longer dominates public and political debates. Hewethe Dutch government has continued
its efforts to shorten and simplify asylum procesur

In 2000, the different types of residence pernotséfugees and persons with
subsidiary and temporary protection were aboliseeds to reduce the number of procedures

aimed at getting a ‘better’ status. Since thenagylum seekers whose application is accepted



are granted the same temporary residence pernithwinay be replaced by a permanent
permit after five years.

In 2010, the asylum procedure was modified substéntDecisions on asylum
applications must normally be taken within six niantextended in exceptional
circumstances to one year. Since 1994, there wsasaathortened procedure of four to six
working days, in which ‘apparently unfounded’ casese treated. Almost all applications
were rejected in this shortened procedure. Thepreaedure introduced in 2010 stipulates
that asylum seekers must be granted a ‘rest amé@aton period’ of at least six days before
the actual procedure starts. These preparatiohgl®m@ meeting with legal counsel, a medical
examination, and document and identity checks.'Géeeral asylum’ procedure which
follows takes no more than eight working days, mak the first and second hearing must
take place. Only complicated cases may be reféordtk ‘extended procedure’ of six
months. In 2011, 56 per cent of cases were deamed eight-day ‘general procedure’. Of
these, 39 per cent of applicants were grantedidemse permit. The Dutch Council for
Refugees, the major refugee interest group, i®lgngositive about this new procedure.

However, a very large group of asylum seekers wdwbdpplied many years ago under
the old procedures were still in the Netherlandigostill awaiting a final decision on their
application. In 2007, the centre-left Balkenendeggt’ernment implemented a ‘Pardon
Regulation’ whereby all persons who had filed ayllam application before April 2001, had
since stayed in the Netherlands and had not coexrgticrime, were eligible for

regularisation. In total, 28,000 persons were ragsed through this pardon.

22.2.4 Labour Migration Policies

The large majority of labour migrants in the Netaeds are EU citizens, migrating
under EU law on the free movement of workers. Hithlabour migration used to be
considered entirely unproblematic in the Nethertarit recently this has changed. After the
first wave of enlargement in 2004, the Netherlamdsle use of the opportunity to restrict new
EU citizens’ access to the labour market. Howetras, restriction was lifted in 2007, even
though it could have been maintained until 2012041, a Parliamentary Committee of
Inquiry was installed to specifically study ‘recéabour migration’ and concluded that ‘the
Netherlands has been unable to manage the infldabofir migrants from Central and
Eastern Europe’, expressing concern in particul#neahousing situation and the number of
mala fideemployment agencies (TK 2011-2012 32680 Nr 4)h&es partly as a result of



these concerns, restrictions on the labour madedss of Bulgarians and Romanians will
only be lifted at the latest possible date, that i3anuary 2014.

With regard to labour migration from third coungjeéhe Dutch government strives to
develop speedy and simple admission procedurdsreigners who are expected to
contribute to the Dutch economy. In 2004, the ‘Ragion Knowledge Migrants’ was
introduced. It provides facilitated entry for migta with high salaries, which are currently at
least €51,239 gross per year, or €37,575 for thessethan 30 years old. PhD candidates and
medical specialists in training who earn at lelstrhinimum wage can also qualify.
Knowledge migrants’ family members are grantedyewithout further conditions. In 2011,
5,047 persons were granted entry to the Netherlasdsiowledge migrants, and a third of
these were from India.

Since 2006, the government has been working onwdatsour migration policy. This
‘modern migration policy’ was adopted by Parliamen2010, and is scheduled to enter into
force in June 2013. Under the ‘modern migratiohcg companies and institutions are
attributed increased responsibility for documentatind behaviour of their foreign
employee(s), subject to administrative and findrpémalties. After a solvability and
reliability check, employers can be labelled aeadgnised sponsor’ by the Immigration
Services. This status gives them access to fdetlitarocedures: all applications filed by
‘recognised sponsors’ should be treated within weeks.

22.3 The Netherlands’ Immigrant Population and Migration Trends

22.3.1 Immigrant population

As Table 22.1 below shows, whether the numberigfants living in the Netherlands
is high or low depends — as numbers often do —efinitons. The percentage of people of
foreign nationality living in the Netherlands idagvely low, at 5 per cent. The part of the
population born abroad is twice as large, at 11cpat. The part of the population born

abroad or with one or both parents born abroadbstantial, at 21per cent.



Table 22.1: Immigrant Population the Netherlands orl January 2012

Population As percentage of total
population

Total population 16,730,348 100%

Foreign nationality 786,057 5%

of which EU citizens 360,847 2%

Foreign born 1,772,204 11%

of which born in EU 433,260 3%

Foreign born or parent(s) foreign born | 3,494,193 21%

of which (parents) born in EU 946,621 6%

Source: Statistics Netherland$p://statline.cbs.nfaccessed: 11 March 2013)

Definitions also matter in determining whether thigrant population is on the rise.
The percentage of foreign nationals is stablevatier cent since 1995. However, the
percentage of foreign born has risen from eightceet in 1995 to the current 11 per cent, and
the number of persons born abroad or with parebt{s) abroad has risen from 16 per cent in
1995 to the current 21 per cent.

Table 22.2 below lists the major groups of migtaaxtkgrounds in the Netherlands.
The five major groups, which each make up aboyietent of the total migrant background
population, are of Turkish, Moroccan, Surinamesdphesian, and German origin. Germany
is the largest neighbouring country, with which lexege and mobility has been high for
centuries. The first Turkish and Moroccan migrarasie to the Netherlands to work in the
1960s and 1970s: their number has since grown ghréamily migration. Surinamese and
Indonesian migration to the Netherlands peakedratdiie independence of these former
colonies, in the 1970s and 1950s respectively.

Four other groups make up much smaller but sghisicant parts of the Dutch
migrant population. The population from the Dutcahtifes and Aruba increased especially in
the 1990s. These islands are still part of the Bingdom, be it with different statuses, and
their citizens may enter and reside in the Netineldereely. Belgium of course is the
Netherlands’ other neighbouring country which aeteudor significant migration flows. The
population from former Yugoslavia has sought reftrigen the wars in the 1990s and 2000s,
although a small part came to the Netherlandskamsifamigrants already in the 1960s and



1970s. The Polish population finally is a relatwekw population, which has increased

steeply since 2004.

Table 2: Major Migrant Groups in the Netherlands on 1 January 2012

Total First generation: | Second generation:
foreign born parent(s) foreign born

Total foreign 3,494,193 1,772,204 1,721,989
background population

Turkey 392,923 197,107 195,816
Indonesia 377,618 114,558 263,060
Germany 376,606 108,290 268,316
Morocco 362,954 168,214 194,740
Surinam 346,797 183,752 163,045
(former) Dutch Antilles 143,992 82,693 61,299
and Aruba

Belgium 114,022 38,876 75,146
Poland 100,775 77,642 23,133
Former Yugoslavia 80,837 52,552 28,285

Source: Statistics Netherlanitgp://statline.cbs.nlaccessed: 11 March 2013)

22.3.2 Immigration Trends

Figure 22.1 below shows that immigration rateh®Netherlands have risen steadily
since 1995, interrupted by a short decrease iedhnlg 2000s, but increasing again after 2005.



Figure 22.1: Immigration of Foreign Nationals
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This fluctuation is related to major changes indifeerent migration channels since
the mid-1990s, shown in Figure 22.2 below. In 198&ily migration was the major
migration channel, with asylum inflow just belovath The drop in overall immigration rates
shown in Figure 22.1 above is explained by thepsdawsp in asylum inflow after 2001, as
well as by the less dramatic decrease of familyratign after 2003. The rise in overall
immigration rates after 2005 is explained in srpalit by the modest rise of family migration
after 2007, but most of all by the steep increadabour migration after 2007. Today, labour
migration is the largest migration flow to the Nexlands, followed by family migration. The
number of foreign students has risen steadily, @alhg from China and Germany. While in
1995, asylum was a major migration channel andestuchigration almost insignificant, in

2011 foreign students outnumbered asylum seekess th one.



Figure 22.2: Immigration of Foreign Nationals per Migration Channel
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Source: Statistics Netherlandp://statline.cbs.nfaccessed: 11 March 2013)

The decrease of family migration from 2004 untidD80@s most probably related to the
raise of the age and income requirements for famityrants in 2004. Evaluations have
shown that especially family migration from Moro¢cdarkey, and Surinam dropped sharply
immediately after these reforms. Since 2008, Maracand Turkish family migration has
picked up slowly. The rise of family migration sen2008 is mostly due however to the
families of workers from Central and Eastern Eurggaeticularly Poland, coming to the
Netherlands.

The sharp decrease in asylum inflow to the Nethddaince 2001 is mostly related to
global developments, such as the reduction of egfulpws from former Yugoslavia, the
former USSR, Iraq and Afghanistan. Since 2007 ,geéuflows from Iraq and Somalia have
increased again, but numbers remain relatively lstWeast in part, the decrease may also be
related to the reforms of the asylum procedure @mgnted in 2000: the shortening of asylum
procedures and the reduction of appeal possilsilitiay have discouraged asylum seekers
from coming to the Netherlands.

The sharp increase in labour migration flows is ohastly to rising flows from other
EU countries. The percentage of EU nationals antamgur migrants has risen from 65 per
cent in 1995 to 80 per cent in 2011. Most of theme& EU labour migrants come from Central
and Eastern Europe, especially from Poland: in 20T1per cent of all labour migrants were
Polish. Labour migration from Southern Europeamtioes has also increased, probably as a
result of the economic crisis. Labour migratiomfritaly, Spain, and Greece has more than
doubled since 2008. The number of labour migramots feach of these countries remained

below 2,000 in 2011, however, whereas the numb&obtsh labour migrants was 13,000.



Labour migration from Asia, especially India andii@@h has also increased sharply: about
1,500 Chinese and 2,000 Indian labour migrants darttee Netherlands in 2011. Most
Indian migrants come as ‘knowledge migrants’ .

Figure 22.3 below shows the fluctuation of the lyearigration rates of the five
groups with the highest immigration numbers sin@@5l Until the early 2000s, Germans,
British, Moroccan and Turkish nationals were thganammigrating groups. As of 2004, the
immigration of Moroccans decreased sharply, whiekish immigration decreased at a
somewhat slower rate. As of 2008, Turkish and Moandmmigration has started to rise
again, but it is still far from the levels of tharly 2000s. UK immigration has decreased
slightly, while German immigration has increasedde Thost spectacular change however is
the increase of Polish immigration. From 1995 u2®02, the yearly immigration of Poles
was between one and two-thousand. Since the Raddssion to the EU in 2004, the number
of Poles immigrating each year has risen steadilyeiach almost 19,000 in 2011. This steep
increase in Polish immigration is the most sigaifitdevelopment in recent migration trends

to the Netherlands.

Figure 22.3: Immigration of Major Foreign National Groups
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Finally, a short word on the ‘uncountable’: Vamr deun and lllies (2009) have
estimated that the number of irregular migrantheNetherlands was almost 90,000 between

! see Jennissen 2012 for a detailed discussion of background and trends in different immigration types until
2009.



2000 and 2005. Most irregular migrants either aagrgheir visa, or fail to depart after being
denied asylum.

22.4 Immigrant Rights and their Participation in Public Life

22.4.1 Migrant Integration Policies, Rights and Ciizenship

Access to rights and citizenship for newcomergglated by the Civic Integration
Act as part of Dutcleivic integration policieg‘inburgeringsbeleid). Permanent residency is
granted only after immigrants have passed a (pusyecivic integration test. Since 1998
there had already been an obligation to participatgvic integration courses, but the new act
passed in 2006 stipulates that newcomers are abitgpass this test. The civic integration
test consists of a practical part (proving languagdiciency and familiarity with Dutch
society in real-life situations), and a theoretjgait (proving basic knowledge of Dutch
society and A2-level proficiency in Dutch). Sind@l2, newcomers have to finance their
participation in civic integration courses and setmurse providers themselves. Besides
newcomers or newly arriving migrants applying fggeamanent residence status, settled
migrants (even with citizenship) can also be askedke part in civic integration courses in
case of dependency on welfare state benefits. QDL@, passing this post-entry test is also a
requirement for naturalization.

An evaluation in 2010 revealed that almost allipgrants were eventually able to
pass the test, and 80 per cent of the participargs managed to pass the test on their first
try. However, little is known of the more endurieffects on the participation or integration
of those who have passed the post-entry (and ire s@ses also the pre-entry) integration
tests. A recent evaluation revealed that almogtdidahe participants in the civic integration
programs oriented towards employment did find awithin a reasonable period, but often
also lost the job soon thereafter, possibly duddoeconomic crisis.

The Linking Act, passed in 1998, connects residestaius and access to social rights
and citizenship. It links the computer systemshefpopulations register, social service
systems and the immigration office. Whereas sogtdsiare granted to migrants with a
temporary residency status as well, migrants wplermnanent residency status have access to
almost all social and political rights. Migrants evhave lived in the Netherlands for at least
five years can also vote in local elections or leeted to office for a local town council. The

current government coalition (Rutte II) has annaghplans to extend this period from five to



seven years. Active and passive political rightshenregional and national level are restricted
to Dutch citizens only.

Naturalisation is seen as the end-result of sutiassegration. Apart from special
regulations for persons of Dutch ancestry (whei@ma of ius sanguinis applies) or
inhabitants of the Dutch Kingdom (the former Dufatitilles), Dutch citizenship can only be
acquired if the applicant has a permanent resistatiis, has stayed in the Netherlands for at
least five years without interruption (does notlgp family migrants) and has successfully
completed the (post-entry) civic integration tégirmally, dual citizenship is not permitted
(since 1997) and the applicant has to renouncerigaal citizenship; in practice, many
exceptions apply, such as in cases of family mignand in cases where the country of
origin does not allow for renouncing ones citizeapshiowever, the number of naturalisations
has decreased sharply since the end of the 198fk; fhis is due to stricter rules but partly
also to the disproportionally high numbers of nalisation at the end of the 1990s by
migrants who had already been in the Netherlanda fonger period. Since 2006, a
naturalisation ceremony is held to mark the stafube occasion. Since 2009, a declaration
of solidarity is included as part of this ceremdoyurther mark the allegiance to Dutch

society that is associated with citizenship.

22.4.2 Migrant Participation in Public Life

Data on participation of migrants in Dutch socistavailable for the first as well as
the second generation of migrants, and allows fiistnction between different migrant
groups as well (such as Moroccans, Turks, Surinaraed Antilleans). Recent data shows
that thelabour participationof immigrants has been hit particularly hard by #dtonomic
crisis in the Netherlands (CBS 2012). The decreaszbour participation at times of
economic slowdown was higher for non-western migréman for the native population. The
labour participation of Moroccans and Turks (a®Qiper cent in2012) has been particularly
low when compared to the native population (ab@up&r cent). Whereas preceding the
crisis, unemployment amongst non-western migraatsdecreased from over 22 per cent in
1996 to less than 10 per cent in 2007 and 200@&stincreased to over 15 per cent in early
2012 (compared to over four per cent amongst theenpopulation). Unemployment levels
of Moroccans were especially worrying as they redcibout 20 per cent in 2012. One of the
explanations for the weak situation of migrantghi@ Dutch labour market is their

involvement in flexible work relations, as theyasftwork with temporary contracts.



In terms of income and welfare, the position of rardgs remains considerably weaker
than of the native population. Not only do espdgiabn-western migrants live on relatively
low income levels, their dependency on welfareest@nefits is also relatively high. This
applies in particular to the first generation ohnmestern migrants; the situation for the
second generation has improved considerably. 11,284 less than 12 per cent of non-
western migrants was dependent on some form ofweeHitate benefits, compared to less
than two per cent for the native population. Welfdependency has increased (also when
compared to the native population) since the ecanonsis began in 2008. Income levels of
western migrants, like Polish migrants, are moragarable to the native population, though
also somewhat lower.

In terms of housing, there is a persistent comagnh of migrant groups in the
large urban regions of the Netherlands, particularhsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague,
Utrecht and Eindhoven. Also within these citiesd#ts have shown that concentrations of
migrants in specific boroughs persist and everemsed at the end of the 2000s. About 50
Dutch city boroughs now have a population that isdor more than 50 per cent of non-
western migrants. This is argued to be due to mhigration out of these boroughs of not only
native families, but also relatively successful rarg families. A recent trend is that new
western migrant groups, like the labour migrantsfiCEE countries, are also settling
primarily in those boroughs with large non-westenmigrant populations.

Education is often considered the key sector fgramt incorporation. Although non-
western migrants are still behind their native paeeiterms of educational achievements,
there is clear evidence that the gap between ntgyeard natives in the educational sphere is
decreasing. The gap still consists of higher droprates, less representation in middle- and
higher-educational levels and higher study delAiso, data suggest a clear relationship
between the language that children speak at hoohéhair scores in language proficiency in
primary education, explaining part of the lowerresoof non-western migrants. However, the
educational achievements of some groups, like keatils and some refugee groups (like
Iranians), are almost similar to the native popafatAlso, especially second generation
Moroccans and Turks are rapidly making up the teffiee with the native population as well.
The (relative) progress of migrants in the educatiGcphere was reason for a recent
parliamentary investigative committee on integnafolicy to conclude that the integration
process in the Netherlands was advancing relatively(TK 2003-2004, 28689, nr. 8-9:
520).



The Dutch Statistics Office also collects data ocia-cultural orientation and on
delinquency amongst migrants. This reveals cleégrénces between different migrant
groups. The Antilleans and Surinamese are stroogiyted towards Dutch society, they
identify themselves with the Netherlands and offpeak Dutch at home as well. More than
two-thirds of Moroccans and Turks identify primgnlith their own (ethnic) community, and
especially Turks have low rates of Dutch languagéigency. Most non-western migrants
also show very little interest in Dutch politickptigh an exception has to be made for high-
education refugee groups like Iranians. Howevemtification with Dutch society has
increased amongst second generation Moroccansakd. Also, research has indicated that
most migrants, including Moroccans and Turks, tendlientify strongly with the city they
live in (Entzinger 2009). In terms of delinquentye percentage of individuals that has ever
been suspect of police investigation is three tw fones higher for specific migrants when
compared to natives. This applies to Antillean8 (r cent), Moroccans (5.2 per cent), and
Somalis (4.6 per cent) in particular (comparedow one per cent for the native population).
Moreover, for Moroccans and Turks, the suspecsrate higher amongst the second
generation than the first generation. Suspect matemgst new western migrants from CEE
countries are relatively low when compared to othgrant groups, and are at about 1,5 per
cent.

These data clearly show how vulnerable the stateigifant integration is in the
Netherlands. There are some positive signs sualgaadual increase of educational
achievements of migrants and a decrease in unemplatylevels since the 1990s, as well as
negative signs such as welfare state dependenatyalsponcentration, persistent social-
cultural cleavages and high delinquency rates.Outeh case also clearly shows that the
economic crisis is affecting migrants particulargrd, and has erased much of the progress
that was made in terms of labour market partiograin the years before the crisis.
Furthermore, some studies (Entzinger 2009) haveealrthat the sharp tone of the public and
media debate on migrant integration since the &000s has negatively affected mutual
perceptions of migrants and natives. This has dantd to an ‘integration paradox’ where in
spite of modest progress on some objective indisaibintegration, the subjective perception

of the state of integration has deteriorated.



22.5 Public and Media Discourses about Migration

Discourses on migration and integration in Dutchtios and media have changed
considerably since the early 2000s. In 2000, adradional minorities debate was triggered
by a media article on ‘The Multicultural Tragedy the public intellectual Paul Scheffer.
However, the tone of the debate intensified sigaiitly in what has become known as ‘the
long year of 2002’ in Dutch politics, when the pbgupolitician Pim Fortuyn made
immigrant integration the centre of public and pacéil attention. Fortuyn called for ‘zero-
immigration’ as the Netherlands was ‘full’, he eallfor a ‘cold war against Islam’ and
dismissed Islam as ‘a backward culture’. Intevai events such as the attacks on 11
September 2001 further contributed to growing eons regarding Islam and immigration.
When running for the 2002 parliamentary electidfsiuyn was assassinated by an animal-
rights activist on the same day that polls indiddteat his party would come out first in the
elections. However, his party was briefly involviadca government coalition that was formed
in 2003, and his political agenda has changed ¢hegal landscape on migration and
integration ever since. Although the Fortuyn Pastgntually fell into decline, populism and
anti-immigrant political parties have remained es@nce in Dutch politics ever since. In the
period 2010-2011, the support of the anti-immigifar@edom Party, led by Geert Wilders,
was even essential to create a coalition governmbith was led by Prime Minister Rutte.

Before the events of the early 2000s, the Dutck basl often been perceived in terms
of an alleged national multicultural model. Indeedthe 1980s an Ethnic Minorities Policy
was pursued that revealed some characteristicauibicoituralism. However, already by the
early 1990s this multiculturalist model had beestdrded for a more liberal-egalitarianist
model that was oriented primarily at socio-econopadicipation. In fact, in the early 1990s
the Dutch experienced their first national minestdebate, in which Islam and the desire to
revaluate Dutch culture and history in the facemigoing immigration already played a key
role. This debate provided a clear precursor fereents in the early 2000s. Since then, a
counter discourse developed in which multicultsraliwas associated with political
correctness, taboos and being ‘too soft’ on migrant

Critics of multiculturalism argue that under thenbar of multiculturalism the ‘voice
from the street’ was ignored. As such, immigramgnation became a powerful issue for
populist politicians to be used against the esthblil political elite; it came to symbolize the
technocratic and elitist character of the Dutchsemsual type of policymaking. In response to

the sharp rise of support for these populist paitienational elections since 2002, the



government’s immigrant integration policies cledsgcame more responsive to public
opinion on immigration integration. The Verweij-kan Institute (2004: 201) refers to this as
an emerging ‘articulation logic’ in Dutch politicgyeaning that politicians strive to articulate
the problems and feelings of society and ensutethlegvoice from the street’ is taken
seriously. Prins describes this in terms of ‘hygalism’, ‘in which the courage of speaking
freely about specific problems and solutions becammply the courage to speak freely in
itself’ (Prins 2002: 252). Also, hyperrealism woulldve replaced the old ‘political
correctness’ with a new political correctness firahibits ‘saying something positive about
the integration of immigrants, which would be nadwel would mean ignoring the problems’.

The Dutch communication scholar Vliegenthart hasaghthat, already in the 1990s,
there were at least several competing discoursesigmrant integration in the Netherlands
(Vliegenthart 2007). Multiculturalism was then @dy just one of several discourses, such as
a discourse on the emancipation of migrants (itiqdar migrant women), one on the need
for restriction of migration, one that defined nagts as victims and one that focused
primarily on Islam as a threat to Dutch societys Itemarkable that in the media, the ‘Islam
as a threat’ frame of mind becam®e voguanuch earlier than in parliamentary debate. Also it
is notable that the multiculturalist frame nowadagems to be used more frequently in
parliamentary discussions, rather than in mediathsbas it was about a decade ago. It
appears that the multicultural ‘model’ of integaattis becoming more important as a counter-
discourse against which new policy developmentsabe juxtaposed.

The changes in discourses on integration and thilws&migration are strongly
related. In the 1990s, the relation between mignatind integration was framed in terms of
limiting immigration to allow for the effective iagration of present migrants. In the early
2000s, this relation was reframed in a way thaitjpoed integration measures such as the
pre- and post-entry integration tests as toolgnd Immigration, especially of particular
groups of family migrants. In public and politi@iscourses, strong issue connections were
made between immigration regulation and concerositajpender and security. Gender played
an especially central role in public discourseg$amily migration from countries like
Morocco and Turkey. For instance, the plans fomtie Civic Integration and Civic
Integration Abroad Acts, as well as restrictive ifigmrmigration policy reforms, were
defended with arguments related to the emancipatiomgrant women, referring explicitly
to issues like arranged marriages, honour-killiagg illiteracy (Bonjour and De Hart 2013).
Gender also provided a key argument for makingptiee and post-entry tests mandatory, to

make sure that vulnerable women would be reachatkhsThere was also a strong issue



connection with security and radicalisation esgdicia media and political discourses.
However, in policy documents this issue connedtas remained weak.

The sharp tone of the national debate on migratirhintegration has to be
distinguished from the local dimension of theseatied (Scholten 2012). Whereas in some
cities, most notably Rotterdam, a similar assinalast turn in public discourse can be
discerned, in many other cities’ policy as welhasdia discourses have remained more
pragmatic and sometimes even positive in relatotitersity. Some city administrations
have even expressed resentment of national pakcypdrses negatively affecting local inter-
ethnic relations, which undermines local effortptomote inter-ethnic relations. Amsterdam
is one of the cities that, even in the contexhefmational developments of the 2000s, has
maintained a more positive tone toward diversity has attempted to shape a local identity
that embraces diversity (‘We are all Amsterdamnjers’

Since about 2011-2012, the Dutch debate on migraiml integration seems to have
entered a new stage. On the one hand, controveesyirdegration and Islam in particular
seems to have gradually faded off the political aretlia agendas. Rather than defining
migrant integration as a specific policy issuet&elf, it is increasingly mainstreamed as a
generic issue that relates to policy sectors sa@dacation, housing and labour. Government
also formally announced that it would no longeuse terminology that differentiates
between citizens of migrant or native descent (ahmused but difficult to translate concept
was ‘allochtonen’, which basically meant ‘those from here’). Some argue that this
‘mainstreaming’ of migrant integration is in facsignal of government withdrawal from this
issue domain.

On the other hand, public and media discoursemareasingly picking up on (mostly
labour) migration from CEE countries in particu{as a reflection of the increase of CEE
migration, see Figures 22.2 and 22.3). Especialthe larger cities, concerns about housing,
labour and education for CEE migrants has increasadiderably. However, the means for
addressing these concerns are very limited, lafgetpuse CEE migrants are EU citizens and
cannot be obliged to take part in civic integragpyagrams. The mayors from Rotterdam and
The Hague have especially become prominent advoaateedia and politics of a more
integration-oriented approach for CEE migrantsythlso attempted to put this on the EU
agenda with the help of the Dutch national govemima the meantime, problems related to
CEE migration seem to be catching more and moreanaet! political attention, including
exploitation of CEE migrants in the housing markie¢, construction of ‘Polish hotels’,

alcohol and crime issues and unsuccessful efforget Dutch unemployed to take jobs in the



horticultural sector where many CEE migrants wdPlerhaps most notoriously, in 2012,
Wilders’ Freedom Party stirred controversy with laench of a website that would field
complaints for problems related to Polish migraAtsimportant issue connection is

emerging between concerns about CEE migrationtadrowing Euroscepticism in the

Netherlands.

22.6 Conclusion

The Netherlands only partially lives up to its niesernational reputation of an
assimilationist, anti-immigrant country. Over tlastl decade, debates about migration and
integration have intensified in the Netherlandsl @nulticulturalism’ has come to be rejected
perhaps more vehemently than anywhere else. Hoyweastrictive policy reform has been
more moderate than these debates might suggest.idtizgration policies and family
migration policies have been substantially tightermit EU law and jurisprudence have taken
some of the sharpest edges off these reformselfidlus of labour migration and asylum,
policy reforms have targeted efficiency and seldgtrather than closure. Migrant
integration and participation in Dutch society remsgorecarious, although improvements can
be observed mainly in education. Immigration fldvese increased rather than decreased,
mostly as a result of new intra-EU migration fromn@al and Eastern Europe.

Today, cultural difference and fear of Islam noder dominate Dutch public
and political agendas. The migration debate irNtbtherlands has a new focus: the
immigration and incorporation of labour migrantsldheir families from Central and Eastern
Europe, particularly Poland. In these debatesintreasing impact of the European Union
on Dutch migration politics is felt more sharplathever.
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