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Foreword

Hakan G. Sicakkan

The present report is one of the sixteen countngiss that have been produced by the
EUROSPHERE Consortium. EUROSPHERE is an integratefct which is funded by the
European Commission within the EU'Y" Gramework Programme. The EUROSPHERE
Consortium comprises seventeen European univexysidad research institutes and
approximately 100 researchers work in the projatifferent parts and phases. Two of our
partners have now left the Consortium after hawagcessfully completed their tasks in the
project. The project is coordinated by this autbar behalf of the University of Bergen.
EUROSPHERE was launched in February 2007 and witrguntil March 2012.

The main objective of EUROSPHERE is to create imioe perspectives on the
European public spheres and to identify the comdlti that enable or undermine the
articulation of democratic and inclusive Europearblig spheres. The focus is on how
participation of different kinds of social and gimal actors in the public debates — political
parties, social movement and non-governmental dagtons, think tanks and research
institutes, and newspapers and TV broadcasterapesie articulation and structuring of the
emerging public European public sphere. The rebealan of the project comprises
synchronized data collection and analysis actwitiesixteen countries as well as creation of
a EUROSPHERE Knowledgebase on the European orgammgathat are participating in
public debates at local, national and Europeanideva addition to regular research and
academic dissemination activities, EUROSPHERE arganfour large-scale international
conferences, two European Forums, and four reseranchning and PhD courses.

The EUROSPHERE Country Reports Serggzresents the finalization of the very first
step of a comprehensive comparative research progea The aim of this series is to provide
a brief summary of a huge data material collectgdhle project researchers. Along with the
EUROSPHERE Knowledgebase that we created, thesetsepill be a basis and data search
guide for the forthcoming comparative studies ote®n countries. Therefore, the primary
readership target of these reports is the EUROSHH{ERearchers who are to conduct twelve
inter-related comparative studies of different atpef the European public spheres. This
primary function of the report series necessitgigdritization of a descriptive approach at
this stage of our research. Explanations of thelifigs and applications of theory are
identified in our plans as the task of the workugr® who will do the comparative analyses, as
we believe cross-contextual comparisons and uratetstg of the particularities of specific
contexts should go together in order to obtain aenemhanced picture of reality.

More information about EUROSPHERE can be foundunfeequently visited webpage.
My task in this foreword is to give the backgroumidthe EUROSPHERE Country Report
Series In the following, | will briefly present the logi behind the project and the
methodological approaches in selection of the cagbat is, organizations and respondents.
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EUROSPHERE in a Nutshell

Earlier research on the European Public Sphere)(BRBSmade crucial contributions to our
understanding of the making of today’s Europe. ds lshown us that, under current
conditions, it is difficult to realize a common ERtthe foreseeable future, but that there are
traces of a EPS in the making on some policy isshst importantly, it has drawn our
attention to the integrative, democratizing, legiiing, and meaning-creating roles of the
public sphere. The focus on EPS as a means ofvaagjielemocratic legitimacy at the
European level can easily be justified normativebyt, has not been substantiated
empirically, and earlier research teaches us ktleut how public sphere can be inclusive in
the European context of deep and complex divessii&istence of a near-perfect procedural
or deliberative democracy, including a public sghehere citizens freely exercise their rights
of free speech, assembly, critique, deliberatigmosition, etc in order to form the public will
IS a necessary but not sufficient condition for deracy. If we accept that any notion of state
legitimacy produces a corresponding notion of legity of individuals, it is important to
inquire into what forms of public sphere includeflexle which groups, to what degree, and
on which matters.

In this sense, the EUROSPHERE project takes a camgitary normative starting point
with a focus on inclusion/exclusion in and at tloaifdaries of public spheres. It is urgent to
investigate whether the existing focus on demacradgégitimacy in EPS studies has
inadvertently led to emergence of new criteriadefining who the legitimate participants of
the public sphere are or should be. Indeed, it bgen empirically shown in numerous
sociological and social anthropological studieshafional public spaces that, in contexts of
diversity, such standards can be discriminatoryrgmalizing, and excluding. As a
supplement to the contributions made by the dentiodegitimacy debate in empirical EPS
studies, EUROSPHERE conceptualizes the EuropealicPtihere as a means of inclusion
for democracy. Thereby, the project both contests @mplements the existing academic
work on the EPS with the following overall reseaqtlestion:

Are inclusive European public spheres (EPS) possibider conditions of complex diversity;
national path dependencies of polity forms, inftns and policies; multilevel governange;
and shifting boundaries within and of the EU?

The word “inclusive”, combined with the project’slstitle “towards a citizens’ Europe” is a
manifestation of our overall normative orientatiimnvards inclusion and accommodation of
diversity in the public spheres of liberal demogac At the same time, this is also an
empirical research orientation posited againsttémelency of earlier European research to
focus primarily on the procedures, mechanisms,legitimizing and democratizing functions
of public spheres. This focus has left the subgthquestion of “what kind of diversity and
openness are allowed in public spheres” — i.e.nih@g normative question posed to earlier
public sphere research by many diversity, gendémnpnty, race, sexuality, disability, and
marginalization researchers — mostly unansweredh existing research on a EPS.
EUROSPHERE is thus an attempt to remedy this.

This overall research question brings into focuesdhferent approaches to inclusion and
diversity, which also impinge upon how one envisigablic sphere, politics, society, and the

! In general, a huge body of contemporary racei@tinminority and migrant integration researclender and
gay studies; research on the disabled; and on atheginalized groups strengthen the view that usalestic
discourses and rules of participation/communicatiopublic debates result in exclusion of some geou-or
examples of theoretical discussions about these, @aong many others: Bader (1995), Fraser (199Q7)2
Sandel (1998), Sicakkan (2004, 2005, 2008), Ta2001, et al 1994), Walzer (1983), Young (1990, 5,99
1998).
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state. Specifically, it is possible to view inclusias assimilation, integration, institutional
segregation in a shared polity, or simply as catexice under a minimal state. Likewise, it is
possible to view diversity in terms of collective mdividual identities and belongings;

essentialized collective identities like ethnicitace, sex, religion, nation; or in terms of
constructed group or individual identities. This dépends on the ontological beliefs of the
viewer, and not necessarily on reality. Needlessay each of these ontological priorities
includes certain groups and individuals as the erand relevant components of society, on
which public sphere and political institutions @émebe based, and, also, which policymaking
should address. While determining the relevancypmmacy of groups, individuals, and

issues/problems, each of these approaches conslggereriudes certain groups, individuals,

and themes based on their ontological priorities.

Ontologies and normative visions derived thereofeha through their exclusions and
inclusions — direct consequences for, among ottiag$, notions of politics, society, polity,
and citizenship. These different ontological points of departured aeir normative
exhortations have serious consequences for thaitiefi of the European public sphere,
European diversity, European Polity, and designsngpirical research on these phenomena.
After choosing any one of these approaches, thdtireg research design will undoubtedly
reinforce certain visions of society, polity, andbpc sphere, and reproduce and justify
certain inclusions/ exclusions from the public gphéf research ought to be committed to
nourishing our restless wonder about how society@oiitics is possible (as opposed to how
a certain vision of society and politics can bdized), it is of utmost importance to assess
which models of a EPS are more inclusive than ethrea given context.

Although mainstream approaches state that the @spliere is a space located between
the state and civil society, they hold that pulliheres are not limited to countries’ borders.
Participation in the public sphere is not membgr&iased, and everybody can freely take part
in it. However, if the public sphere is a spaceneein the state and civil society, between
citizens and political institutions, its externaumdaries are drawn by its very definition: it
must have external boundaries in terms of who itkaband who speaks in it. In reality,
“outsiders” are not expected to take party or ‘fiméme” in “our own” matters; it is the right
of those who are directly affected by state actitmspeak in the public sphere. Earlier
research on EPS shows that there is little “foremppearance in national public spheres on
themes of internal relevance compared to the appeas of national actofsExternal
boundaries of the public spheres must, then, beeaag to follow polities’ borders,
expansions of states’ territories (unificationsgessions, enlargements, invasions), and the
movements of people (transnational and global ipsliemerging from migration and other
sorts of mobility) — because it is these phenom#ra affect the composition of the
participants in a public sphere. Therefore, pobtyrders have to be taken as a relevant
dimension of the public sphere’s external boundattowever, by polity borders, one should
understand the zone of a state’s power and infei@mand beyond physical borders. Indeed,
this is presently taking place in the European dnbmundaries of national public spheres are
gradually changing, as the EU’s political instituts become relevant as a new political center
and increase their influence on citizens’ livestlieafindings indicating the EPS’ presence
on certain themes, and not on others, can be egulay EU’s differing influence on the

2| do not have enough space here to give an owerefethe details of relevant ontological approaches to

list what each ontology excludes. However, | did th my earlier work (cf. Sicakkan 2004, 2005, @602008).

%t is also a fact that some “rival” normative thies have ended up with similar policy proposalecesning

e.g. citizenship, migration and asylum policy, eéithough this is true at the policy level, the atiseements
about models remain strong and still have consempsefor which trade-offs are possible.

* Peters 2006
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respective themesTherefore, one should expect to observe a moglglpresent EPS on,
say, enlargement and EU constitution issues thgmobay issues concerning citizenship and
internal diversity — because the EU has attempieexert central influence concerning the
former.

Secondly, if the public sphere is a space inhabiigdstate institutions, individuals,
groups, civil society organizations, etc, then,gesses of internal inclusion, marginalization
and exclusion that are in place in all human irdigoas must be expected to be in full force
also in the public sphere. Issues of inclusion,gimaization, and exclusion are about internal
power relations between the groups constitutingcttizen body in a state, and they shape the
social and political cleavage structures on whiah olitical system and politics in a country
is based. These power relations have historicakroothe initial geopolitical conditions at
the onset of a country’s state formation and naklioitding process. Indeed, state forms and
regimes are based on such initial conditions piostate formation processedt is largely
these cleavage structures entrenched in diversity power (defined in different ways in
different historical contexts) that determine whisblusions/ exclusions and which notions of
diversity are legitimate and relevant in the pulsighere and in policymaking. Union states
(e.g., UK), federal/confederal states (e.g., Geyn&witzerland), and unitary states (e.g.,
France, the Scandinavian countries) in Europe cartee being as a result of the power
relations between the groups in the diverse sesiétihabiting the territory and public sphere
of a political center that attempted to consolidht territory.

This historical fact about the variation in thenf@tion of the European states and their
politics is the biggest challenge awaiting the BPaamnists longing for a common EPS. If
polity boundaries are relevant for the boundariea public sphere, then internal territorial
power structures of a state should be expectec teetbected on the structure of its public
sphere: in federal state forms with strong localegpments, for example, the public sphere
should be expected to be more segmented than taruyrstates with a strong degree of
centralization. If a public sphere is about pdditicetween the rulers and the ruled, then a
segmented political rule will simply result in agseented public sphere. Indeed, observed
rhetoric about, and practice regarding diversitghea European Union implies that national
diversity is the only form of relevant diversity Buropean level politics.European level
politics simply does not relate to member statetgrnal diversity beyond passively accepting
the normative approaches about the minority défimiand minority rights developed by the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Eurof@SCE). When it comes to diversity
issues, the balance of power between member stateEuropean level institutions favors the
member states, and if there is a European publiersp it should be expected to be
segmented along national boundaries with trans{igaaoization tendencies on certain
themes. However, the variety of approaches to natediversity in member states and the
emerging complex trans-European multilevel goveceasystem in Europe, which makes
some decision-making levels redundant on certalitypssues, should be expected to make
this depiction foggier than what the previous steet suggests. The question of which
diversities are legitimate in the public sphere aondsidered relevant for policymaking in
national and European public debates is, thereforkey indicator of the prospects for a
common European public sphere. EUROSPHERE thustaimientify thevariations, as well
as alignments and misalignments, between Europewh rational level public debates

® Latzer and Saurwein 2006

® Rokkan (1975), Sicakkan (2005, 2008).

’ This does not mean that the EU ignores the intadivalrsity in its member states. However, the fhet the
EU does not have a common definition of a nationadority, leaves this question to its member statesl
moreover bases its decision making systems priynanilnation states, justifies this view.
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concerning which diversities are relevant for pghtaking Such a research effort also serves
as an inquiry into the initial conditions of the Edlity formation processes.

This (dangerously) brief discussion aimed to shbe importance of identifying how
polity, diversity, and public sphere constitute teather differently in different contexts.
These three political phenomena subsist in eacér @ihd exist in symbiosis. This symbiotic
co-existence is the biggest challenge for reseattdmpting to identify the presence of an
EPS in the present context of unpredictability akibe direction of political development in
the EU. In such attempts, it is thus reasonablbéase research on multiple scenarios of
political changé.

The empirical research programme of EUROSPHERE donexplore whether it is
possible to develop an inclusive public sphereh@ European Union. Based on different
scenarios and alternative combinations of differgmproaches to diversity, polity, and the
public sphere, EUROSPHERE aims to identify theors) discourses, and objectives that are
in the process of becoming dominant in key Europzars and political spaces, how these
notions and objectives are spread and made relavalitferent political contexts as well as
in the context of the European Union politics, aritht contestations and conflicts they create
in policymaking. Therefore, the overall researclesjion will be answered with a focus on
the impact of two specific building blocks of Eusam society, which are seen to be amongst
the crucial factors impinging upon the shaping plialic sphere:

» The roles of different types of social and politiaetors in the articulation of an inclusive
EPS- whether or how different types of social andtpeall actors contribute to or impede
the formation of a certain model of an EPS?

0 Individual citizens

Policy research institutes and think tanks

Political parties

Social movement / non-governmental organizatioB840s/NGOs
Print and broadcast media

O o0ooo

» The impacts of different social and politic@mmunicative spaces on the articulation of
an inclusive EPS- whether or how different types of social andtpal spaces facilitate
or impede the emergence of a certain model of 8PEP

o Essentializing (ethnic/minority) spaces
Nationalizing spaces
Transnationalizing spaces
Eurospaces

Gendering spaces

O o0ooo

These choices are not arbitrary: A focus on pudpicere has to include citizens’, institutional
civil society actors’, and mass media’s framingsssfies. Concerning institutions, one has to
focus on key civil society actors operating and ewsering in the public sphere.
Furthermore, both citizens and civil society orgations still relate to and operate within the
different types of public spaces that developedohisally as components of the existing
national public spheres, which will also have tonagn as components of an emerging
European public sphere for a long time and corstitue contexts in which a European public
sphere can develop. It is therefore crucial to ss#ee impacts of different actors and public
spaces and inquire into how they relate to the gamere of different types of European public
sphere.

8 For more information about the scenarios beingaeq in EUROSPHERE, see the project webpage.
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EUROSPHERE's Approach to European Public Spheres

FRAME FOR ANALYSIS OF EMERGING EUROPEAN PUBLIC SPHERES

Competing Discourses of Political Order | | Social and Pelitical Actors | Trans- European Networks

@ B

Essentializing Spaces

Nationalizing Spaces

v SMO/NGO Networls

Eurospaces

Individual Citizens

Gendering Spaces

As illustrated in the above figure, the Europeabliguisphere is inhabited by:

a set of historically-developed and already exgstotommunicative public spaces
(essentializing/minority, nationalizing, transnatiizing, Europeanizing and
gendering spaces)

a set of trans-European networks of organizatiome €hose to look at party
federations, networks of nongovernmental and soam@vement organizations,
networks of think tanks)

a set of national and sub-national level social poidtical actors (we chose to look at
political parties, SMOs/NGOs, think tanks, medidoes) that operate within, from
and across the above mentioned communicative pgpléces and trans-European
networks of organizations

individual citizens that operate within, from andr@ss the above mentioned communicative
public spaces and trans-European networks of azgaons

For purposes of empirical research, the Europediigosphere is conceptualized in four
different ways:

Vi
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(1) as a set of already existing communicative / dsgarpublic spaces that are increasingly more
interconnected and overlapping with each otherifbatal and vertical interconnectedness
between sub-national, national and transnationaincenicative public spaces)

(2) as a separate, emerging trans-European commumidadigcursive space that comes in addition
to, and complements and/or competes with, the riisity developed existing communicative
public spaces

(3) as a set of collective social and political actéosganizations) that are increasingly more
interlinked and collaborate with each other beythredexisting national boundaries

(4) as a separate set of social and political act@sdieate European-level networks that come in
addition to, and compete with, the already existrags-European networks

In the current chaotic picture of citizens, orgatians, communicative public spaces, and
political institutions that interact, interconneetnd interlink with each other, social and
political actors are facilitating or inhibiting themergence of an inclusive European public
sphere in different ways. In EUROSPHERE, citizemsl arganizations’ roles in and
contributions to the formation of a European pubpbere are understood in terms of:

» the inter-linkages, inter-connectedness, and operidat they create or deter between the
existing Europeanized and non-Europeanized comratiméc / discursive public spaces
(essentializing/minority, nationalizing, transnatdizing, Europeanizing and gendering spaces)

» the new trans-European communicative / discurgpaees that they create or participate in or
work against

= the vertical and horizontal trans-European netwooksorganizations that they create or
participate in or work against

= the discourses about the European polity, divergibcluding exclusion and inclusion,
citizenship, minorities, mobility, migration, asyh) gender, etc) and the European public sphere
that they bring into these networks and intercotetespaces

Indeed, all of the above processes of inter-comorest inter-linkages, and overlaps between
communicative spaces and networks of organizatsneell as a variety of discourses about
Europe, the EU polity, and diversity are in place today’'s Europe to some degree.
Interconnectedness of existing communicative pubji@ces and inter-linkages between
organizations (collective actors) beyond a varigtyorders and boundaries constitute each
other. It is the social and political actors’ trgression of boundaries that create
interconnectedness between Europe’s communicatibiécpspaces. On the other hand, it is
the different degrees of openness / closure ok#igting communicative public spaces that
facilitate or obstruct such transgression. Henceurtderstand the European public sphere,
interconnectedness of spaces and networks of aaf@ms are analyzed in one common
research frame. One research challenge is thussesa whether these can be viewed as parts
and parcels of a European public sphere in the mgakif so, how are these processes
structuring the emerging European public sphere®thVtypes of inclusions and exclusions
will a resulting public sphere form and what domminaiscourses may it result in? Most
importantly, in the normative framework of EUROSHRE, which notions of a European
public sphere are more democratic and inclusive tihers?

Our interview questions and the format of the €rteeports have been devised as a step
towards answering these bigger questions. The readdhese reports will notice that each
country report has three main sections addresglngiotions of diversity and ethno-national
diversity policies, including also the themes ofizeinship, international migration and
political asylum, (2) visions about the politicabwklopment of the EU and European
integration, and (3) data about and views aboueitent to which the selected organizations
take part in the national and European level puleicates.

vii
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EUROSPHERE Data

EUROSPHERE collects/deploys relevant data aboutféatures of communicative public
spaces, of social/political actors, and of indidtiy whose effects on the articulation of a
European public sphere are to be assessed at atiage in the project. The scope and depth
of data collection has naturally been determinediiyresearch question and the available
resources. Concerning data-collection about sqabkiical actors, at least three
social/political actors were selected in each aateg.e., 3 think tanks, 3 political parties, 3
social movements, 3 newspapers and 2 TV chanmelsaéh country according to standard
selection criteria. Leaders of these organizatiassvell as their other important members
were interviewed.

Concerning data collection about communicative jgubpaces, also herhe units of
observationare social/political actors; however, this timeytlare treated as sub-spaces of the
communicative public spaces. Here, the key datdeat@n activity focuses on the
interrelationships and patterns/substance of ioteras between the different types of
social/political actors claiming to belong to or b® speaking on behalf of the same
communicative public space.g, the substance/patterns of interaction betweeoliéical
party, a social movement, a media actor, and & ttank). We also collect data about the
discourses of public spheres, citizenship, involgetnetc. of which social/political actors are
a part of as well as data about the features afirgees/closure in these communicative public
spaces.

Further, existing survey data about the featurasdiiduals who are associated with the
five types of communicative public spaces througkirt engagement/involvement with
different social/political actors are being takeonf previous European surveys such as ESS,
EVS, and Eurobarometer as well as other internatisnurces like IPSS. The survey data,
which will not be presented in these reports, camcéndividuals’ involvement in political
processes, their levels of co-otherness, pattefnsiutiple belonging, mobility patterns,
patterns of multiple orientations to public spacs well as the individuals’ relevant
background.

At the national level, we are analyzing how and \gbiitical parties, social movement and
non-governmental organizations, think tanks, anddimeactors (newspapers and TV-
channels) are forming or joining networks and clesifor influencing the public debates at
sub-national, national, and European levels. Attthes-European level, we are focusing on
several European party federations, several tramsgean networks of movements and
NGOs, and several trans-European networks of tkamks, and how and why different
organizations operate in these trans-European mietwand channels. Further, we are
investigating the modes, methods, and issues tdhmrhtion between the national and trans-
national levels. On both levels, we are collectiaga about the institutional features of these
organizations as well as data from interviews withir formal, informal, and oppositional
leaders in order to understand how, and on whidityp@ssues, they contribute to public
debates at which levels (national or European);clWwharenas, networks, channels, and
resources they are using to influence the publibatks; and their political objectives
concerning diversity, EU-polity, and the articubatiof public spheres in Europe.

Criteria for Selection of Organizations

Interviews and institutional data collection washdocted in the period between February
2008 and July 2009. More than 70 researchers wewelved in data collection.
EUROSPHERE’s data collection activities have beenddd into four components with
respect to the types of social political actorstha forthcoming 18 months, we will collect
100% of the data needed.

viii
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The selection of the organizations to be intervidwes largely completed by the end of
February 2008. The procedure for selection of $fpabtical actors is outlined below. As
stated earlier, EUROSPHERE focuses on politicaiiggrthink tanks, social movements and
media actors. The idea is to map how these actpresent and confront different visions of
polity, diversity, and public sphere and why theysb as well as their ways of participating
in national and European public spaces. We selemtdyl relevant organizations and their
organizational and opinion leaders as well as itgmbr opposition leaders in these
organizations. Social and political actors in eaohntry were selected with respect to the
concern that the broad spectrum of the variatioacdiors’ approaches to diversity should be
represented.

The following procedure was followed while selegtimf social/political actors to be focused
on in EUROSPHERE:

1- The aim is to include and represent in our samipkba different views and visions in
a country about diversity, EU polity and public sph

2- At least 3 political parties, 3 social movementsnon-governmental organization, 3
think tanks, and 5 media actors (3 daily newspapets2 TV-news programmes) in
each country.

3- However, some exemptions from the above rule wéosved, in following ways:
Each partner had to select 14 organizations atmmuimi for data collection. Based
on the contextual particularities in the counttiest they collected data in, the partners
could choose 2 think tanks instead of three andlimedia actors (2 newspapers and 2
broadcast media) instead of 5. Such a procedurdollagied by some partners when
they found that the proposed division of actor sypeould prevent them from
including some important approaches to the phenamen are researching. In such
cases, these partners increased either the nunfibpolitical parties or of social
movement organizations from 3 to 4, or both. Tlhsice was justified with reference
to the particular situation in the respective cou.g., the impact of the pillars as in
Netherlands, the importance of the regional levelcertain countries which may
require more SMOs and/or political parties, etc).

4- Each project partner proposed a larger number tofan each category — at least 5
political parties, 7 social movements, 8 think mn&nd 9 media actors/channels from
the country where their institutions are based.

5- From the proposed actors, the EUROSPHERE Steeriogn@ttee prepared a
proposal for the final list of actors to be focused

6- Partners justified each of their suggestions, adutedf information about the actors’
views on diversity and the EU, and specified arertbwn priorities concerning the
selection of actors. For this purpose, the guidemin subsequent tables below for
each type of actor was used.
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Political parties

The project focuses on the two largest politicatipa plus the largest Maverick party in each
country. Partners were requestegtopose at least 3 large political partiesd2 Maverick
partiesamongst the total of three parties that were sadlefor analysis in each country. The
final selection was based on a concern for repteggrthe largest possible variation of
political party approaches to the EU-polity andedsity at the European level as well as
representation in the European Parliament. Then@artwere advised to base their proposals
on party manifestos, party web sites, and liteeatur political parties.

Political Party selection guide

Short information
Specifications Party names about the political | Justification

party

Political Party
Type

The first largest
government party
(in terms of vote
percentage)

* Representing the
Mainstream national mainstream | The first largest Please mention

Parties views/ideologies opposition party briefly the
(mass/catch- | * The largest (in terms of vote following:
all parties) government party percentage)
* The two largest * place on the
opposition parties The second right/left spectrum

Partners’ shortly-stateg
opinions about why
and how the selection
of each party should

Iargest_ opposition| if applicable
party (in terms of | * views on the EU-
vote percentage) | polity

* Sharply different * views about . :
views gr?the EU and diversity enrich our project?
diversity from the * the two most
mainstream important
* Can be outside the Two M ick views/issues that

Maverick parliament P\;vgiesal/ig;i- each party

Parties * System-critical, otherwise advocates

semi-system loyal system loyal

*The two largest
amongst those that
satisfy the above
criteria

Social Movements/Citizens’ Initiatives (SMOS/NGOs)

The project focuses on three social movement ozgdions (SMO) in each country. One
focusing onthe tension between the national and the Europela@&lobal one focusing on
the tension between the national and the minorgits and one focusing ommansnational
minority collaborationin Europe were to be selected in the end of tlegss. Each partner
was requested to propose at least 3 nationallp@aand4 transnationally/globally oriented
social movement organizations. At least two of tfa@msnationally oriented organizations in
this category would be selected from amongst theipee organizations of thelatform of
European Social NGO oncerning SMOs and NGO's, it was important fwesent in our
selection of organizations that are constituted mmdby (1) majority population members,
(2) national minorities/national minorities in berdregions, (3) indigenous populations, (4)
immigrant groups. This was determined by each partnith respect to relevance and
importance of these categories in each country.
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Social movement / NGO selection guide

Social Movement Type

Specifications

Movement na

Short
n!enformation
a%out the
movement

Justification

*Focusing on
nationwide issues
*national-oriented
ideology/ world
view/horizon of action
*The three most

visible/public in the The three
. . country citizens
Nationally-oriented “1ssues of focus are initiatives/SMOs
SMOs/NGOs that are known to
context-dependent h ;
. ; L ave high
Ethnic&religious "
- b publicity. )
organizations can be Please mention
mclu_deo! !f applicable briefly the
and justifiable _ following:
*Totally three nationally
orier)ted SMOs are to be * place on the
nominated right/left ,
: spectrum if Partners
. . 1. One main apolicable shortly-stated
FOCUS”’_‘Q on initiative with *F\)/ipews on the opinions about
transnational/global pro-European EUoolt why and how the
issues or having a views (this . .éposl :Zbo ¢ | selection of each
horizon of action beyond doesn't need to d'VI W't Ut | social movement
the nation state be the main focug 't\;]eer‘? % - ost | Should enrich
At least two SMOs that of the _ W our project?
are members of the organization) Important
European Social 2 One main views/issues
Platform will be initiative with | that each
suggested. anti-European | Mmovement
. *The two most views (this otherwise
Transnationally/globally- ( advocates

oriented movements

visible/public
movements in each

doesn'’t need to
be the main focus

category specified on the of the

right

organization)

* totally four
transnationally oriented
movements to be
nominated

*Main focus of these
organizations may be of
ethnicity, migration,
human rights.

1. The mairpro-
migration
organization

2. The mairanti-
migration
organization

The final selection was based on a concern foresgmting the largest possible variation of
social movement/NGO approaches to the EU-polity divérsity at the European level as
well as transnational collaboration in the EuropPablic Sphere (here, at least one SMO that
is a member of the European Social Platform of N®@s included in the project). The
partners were advised to base their proposals ganarational manifestos, web sites, and
literature on social movements and NGOs.
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Think Tanks

The project focuses on three think tanks in eaalmty. Each partner was requested to
nominate 8 think tanks, at least two of which hdwee projects about the European Union if
such exists. The think tank categories in the bebihle were used as a rough, flexible guide,
as not all European countries have all sorts oiktbanks. Partners were requested to propose
at least 2 or 3 “advocacy think tanks”, 2 “Univéies without students” and 2 or 3 contract
research institutes. At least one of the propobaetk tanks should be a member organization
of TEPSA {The Trans-European Policy Studies Associgtiohhe Consortium’s final
selection of three think tanks in each country Wwased on a concern for representing the
largest possible variation of think tank types #melr approaches to the EU-polity/diversity at
the European level as well as transnational cotkimn in the European public sphere.
Partners were advised to base their proposals mk tiank manifestos, organizational

objectives, web sites, and literature on think sank

Think tank selection guide

Think tank Short Information
Think Tank Type Specifications names about the think Justification
tank
2 ATT based
in the
Think tanks respective
advocating certain | country Please mention
Advocacy think tanks | views on issues briefly the
(ATT) relevant to the EU- foll y )
polity and social 1 ATT that is | 01OWINg:
i i member of
diversity. TEPSA (if * Proposed think
applicable) tanks should have
previously
conducted projects
related with
.1 UTT based European issues ,
in the . Partners’ shortly-
respective pl_ace on the stated opinions
Think tanks country national-global | 0 why and how
Universities without claiming to conduct 'deci!OQV . the selection of each
students (UTT) independent continuum | i
research 1 UTT that is appllcable tehrl?lléfga(?llj(r Spr:‘gjuelgt')
member of * work on the EU- |
TEPSA (if polity
applicable) * work about
diversity
* the two most
.2 ctﬂ— T based important
inthe views/issues that
Think tanks doing | respective each think tanks
Contract research research based on country otherwise
(CTT) political institutions | 1 cTT that is
and organizations | member of
TEPSA (if
applicable)
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Media Actors

Five media actors are researched on in each counBryprint media actors and 2 broadcast
media actors. Each partner was expected to ideatilynominatehe three main playerms
print media in their respective countries and twemall) print media actors
representing/voicing the colour€oncerning broadcast media, each partner will inate
two public service news programmasd twocommercial news programmeghat is, a total

of 9 media actors are to be nominated/selectechah eountry. For each country, we will
finally choose 5 media actors. The General Asseimisiglection will be based on a concern
for representing the largest possible variatiomeflia types and their approaches to the EU-
polity/diversity at the European level as well eensnational collaboration in the European
Public Sphere. We advise our partners to base tiwminations on media web sites and
secondary literature on media’s framing of divgrammd EU-polity.

Media actor selection guide

Media T . Short Information about the I
Specifications Media actor names_ . Justification
Type media actor

Three main player

*Daily print media actors
press/newspapers
. |y .
Print media Thg print Please mention briefly the
(PM) versions will be following:
used in the data '
collection .
Two small print *Iplscle'gn tlhe nat|otr_1a|— _
media actors global ideology continuum i
voicing colours 3|?pl|c§1ble tthe EU-noli
. raming ottne EU-POIY | partners’ shortly-stated
framing of diversity o
. . opinions about why and
in ol the two most important how the selection of
Two main player | ;e\ s/issues that each media .
public service T each media actor should
. actor otherwise likes to enrich our proiect?
broadcast media | 05 specifically on in the project:
actors (only one | o.ant years.
*TV-broadcast programme to be *please indicate the
selected for ; ;
Broadcast i:hann_els analysis) programme of interest in
media Requires y connection with each
(BM) recording of broadcast media actor
news/programmes _
on tape for Two commercially
analysis. driven broadcast

media actors (only|
one programme to
be selected for
analysis)

Based on these general guidelines, each partner seat their justified proposals to the
Steering Committee, the Steering Committee madma@ list of the proposed organizations,
and chose the organizations that were seen as tbst melevant for answering
EUROSPHERE’s research questions. The Steering Cttemisi selections of actors were
approved by each partner university with minor dem
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Institutional Data and Sources

The data collection activity started with the gaithg of detailed information about the
selected social and political actors’ general fesgtuthrough web-surfing of their internet
pages, preliminary analyses of their publicaticedrts, programme declarations, public
debates, daily press/broadcast news, secondaryeracaditerature, and other printed and
electronically published material. The dimensiorisdata collection about actors’ general
features are:

officially stated norms, principles, and objectives
the means of dissemination they use to influence
the strategies for promoting their preferences

the channels of influence they use

profile of membership, membership policy
financial resources and priorities

organizational structure and names of leaders
other organizations they prefer to collaborate with
channels, forms, discourses, and levels of invokmnthat they make available for
their members as well as other citizens/residents
10.main topic of interest in the last 3 years

CoNoOoO~wNE

Concerning the last point the following topics wefeparticular interest in a EUROSPHERE
context: (a) the European polity and its institnoand policies, (b) the European public
spheres, (c) diversity — as this unfolds along dimaensions of European enlargement,
citizenship, and mobility/migration/asylum. The Maisity of Bergen and the Norwegian
Social Science Data Services devised an onlinerdgtster system for this type of data. This
preliminary data collection about the organizatiores completed before we interviewed the
elites in the organizations.

Criteria for Selection of Respondents

In the second stage, we identified and selectetdklseaor elites of these social/political actors
as our potential interviewees. These individuatsrapresentative of the institutions that they
belong to — that is, organizational, opinion, anteinal group leaders were selected. We
selected leaders from different categories in eégol of social political actor. The following
considerations were relevant for our research waalecting the respondents:

i) For each type of social and political actor, it waasimportant aim to represent
both the dominant group and the internal oppos#iod dissenters.

i) For political parties and SMO/NGO, it was one of awst important targets to
represent also the minorities within minorities adar analysesg.g. for ethnic,
religious, and national minorities: class- andeefibsitions and usually also along
sex/gender lines and age lines: vulnerable mirgrguch as women, minors

i) The gender balance concern determined by our geaxtemn plan was applied
when selecting respondents.

The following operative categories were advisegddners when selecting the interviewees
from each organization type:

Xiv
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Internal Internal
Organizational Leader | Opinion Leader| Opposition “group” | Total
Leader Leader
Political party | 1 1 2 3 7

Organizational leaderThe formally/officially appointed leader with fulhandate to speak
and act on behalf of a political party. This maglile also the individuals who are members
of the central steering committee of a politicaitpa

Opinion leader:Individuals who may or may not have formal/offideadership position, but
who are known to be the ideologues and opiniondesath a political party.

Internal opposition leaderPotential interviewees who have views on diversitfEU-related
issues that are distinct from the present formallop leadership.

Internal group leader:This category includes (a) the leader of organweden’s factions

(if such exists, at least 1 woman leader shoulddbected) and (b) leading representatives of
‘ethnic, national, immigrant minorities' withinrgas (if such exists, at least 1 ethno-national
minority group leader and 1 immigrant minority gpdeader should be selected).

Respondents from SMOs/NGOs

. " Internal
Organizational Opinion Leader Internal Opposition “minority” | Total
Leader Leader
Leader
SMO/NGO 1 1 1 2 5

Organizational leaderThe formally/officially appointed leaders with Ffuhandate to speak
and act on behalf of a SMO/NGO. This may includ® ahdividuals who are members of the
central steering committee.

Opinion leader:Individuals who may or may not have formal/offideadership position, but
who are known to be the ideologues and opiniondesath a political party.

Internal opposition leaderPotential interviewees who have views on diversitfEU-related
issues that are distinct from the present formailop leadership.

Internal “minority” leader: This category includes (a) the leaders of orgahm@men’s
faction inside organizations (if such exists, astel (female) leader should be selected) and
(b.1) for SMOs/NGOs primarily constituted and run by memlof the majority population
leading representatives of ‘ethnic, national, invamg minorities' within organizations (if such
exists, at least 1 ethno-national minority grouadkr and/or 1 immigrant minority group
leader should be selected — according to relevancifferent country contexts); (b.2pif
organizations constituted and run by members ofonat/indigenous/immigrant minority
populations

Respondents from Think Tanks

Organizational Leader | Research Leader| Prominent Researche Total

Think tank 1 1 1 3

Organizational leaderThe formally/officially appointed leaders with Ffuhandate to speak
and act on behalf of a SMO/NGO. This may includ® ahdividuals who are members of the
central steering committee.
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Research leadeindividuals who are known to be leading the oigations’ research policy
and thematic priorities, especially in the areatbho-national diversity and EU-research.

Prominent researcherResearchers/authors in the organization who haree dhe most
relevant research on the themes in which EUROSPHERpecifically interested (ethno-
national diversity and EU).

Respondents from Print Media

Editor General’s Office | News Section Editor | News Section Journalist | Total

Print media | 1 (or 0) 1 1 (or 2) 3

Editor General’'s officelf possible, the newspaper’s editor general shbeldnterviewed. If
not, people closely working with the editor genes&lo daily interact with him in the daily
work of determining the editorial policy (e.g., mieen of editorial board).

News section editonWhere possible, the news editor of each selectsdspaper should be
interviewed. If not, a journalist collaborating s&y with the news editor on selection of
news items should be selected.

News section journalistA journalist/reporter who is specializing in or evinas proven to
have an interest in making news about ethno-ndtidivarsity and/or relevant EU-policies
and institutions.

EUROSPHERE Knowledgebase

The aforementioned institutional and interview da&e registered by the data collectors into
a central database that was designed and set upebWorwegian Social Science Data
Servicesand the University of BergenData registration was done according to standard
coding rules. In this database, we have organikedirtstitutional and interview data in a
format that summarizes each interview by variabldwerefore, the project researchers also
have the option of quantifying the interview ddtaaddition to the institutional and interview
databases, EUROSPHERE also collected media cosééentin order to observe the extent to
which what we observe at the organization and Hitels are reflected in the media space. It
is also worth noting that some of our interview sfians correspond to some items used in
Eurobarometerand European Social SurveyThus, at later stages of our research, the
EUROSPHERE researchers will be able to comparesvavd approaches at individual, elite,
organizational, and media space levels in ordesde a more complete picture of the
European public sphere.

The majority of the EUROSPHERE partners were abl®ilow these guidelines. When
they could not, this was due to the inaccessibibfy either the interviewees or the
organizations. However, except for the UniversifyAmmsterdam, which selected far too
many organizations because they saw it as necessagpresent the broader diversity of
views, deviations from case and respondent seteaties are minor. The partners who had to
deviate from the general guidelines explicitly stttis in their reports.

Finally, on behalf of the EUROSPHERE Consortiumyduld like thank toAurora
Alvarez-Veinguerand Martina Klicperova-Baker for coordinating the writing of the
EUROSPHERE Country Reports Series. HIgROSPHERE Country Report Serissthe
result of the enormous synchronized data collectioth systematization efforts of more than
100 European researchers in sixteen countries.iieespme weaknesses that arise from the
collaborative nature of comparative internationabjgcts, | have great hopes for its
contribution of new knowledge to the already riabd of literature about the European
public sphere.
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Preface

Aurora Alvarez and Martina Klicperova-Baker

EUROSPHEREDiIversity and the European Public Sphere. Towardstiaen’s Europeis a
EU funded project in which sixteen European coestriollaborate. As they investigate the
different perspectives on (ethno-national) divgrsitigration, citizenship, enlargement,
gender policy and European integration, they look digns of existence of the European
public sphere, and conditions that enable or unoteriie articulation of inclusive European
Public Sphere(s) (EPS). Towards these objectivegthject focuses on the role played by
certain social and political actors in the formatiof EPS and the features of existing
communicative public spaces which affect the foramaof EPS™°

This Country Report is the result of Workpackageh®, largest of all EUROSPHERE
activities. All the 16 partners have carried ougg case studies that date back to May 2008.
They performed media content analysis, instituticateta collection and interviews), data
documentation and summary. Although the report does the basis for further analyses
during a later stage of the EUROSPHERE-projecs, aiso intended as a publication that can
be read independently. In it we attempt to ansiverfollowing questions:

* What is the meaning of diversity for the intervi@geand their organizations?

« Do social and political actors (organizations) egegan sub-national, national, and/or
trans-European collaboration and communication?

» Do some interviewees believe it is important toéhavmore or less fragmented /
segmented European Polity and European Public 8§mel why?

* Do the interviewees’ and their organizations’ nosi@f public sphere, the European
Polity, and Diversity differ from the general publpinion in their countries and
why?

« Are these variables or opinions related?

® Coordinating,University of BergenNorway, PartnersAustrian Academy of Sciencé\ustrig University of
Amsterdam, The Netherlands Sabanci University, Turkey Aalborg University, Denmark University of
Helsinki, Finland; Institute of Psychology of Academy of Sciences I Czech RepubligCzech Republic
University of Osnabrueckermany Tallinn University, Estonig Université Libre de BruxellesBelgium
Granada University,Spain Institute of Psychology, Bulgarian Academy of Scies Bulgaria; Trento
University, Italy; Central European Universitijungary, online databases and programming byNioewegian
Social Science Data Servicé#orway, Fondation Maison des Sciences de I'HomRrance Cardiff University,
United Kingdom

% we have a point of departure in an analyticalimtision betweercommunicative public spaces and public
spheres. The former is a space of interaction and delifi@nathat is relatively separate from the statdsla
social and political space in which individualspgps, and other social/political actors with a @iertevel of in-
group feeling form and formulate interests and @dw be explicated outwards. These public spaceslap
arenas where persons’ belongings and identities are medjaconfirmed, shaped, and re-shaped. The public
sphere, on the other hand, is an arena where \aetigsilated in communicative public spaces confiamd are
confronted by state actors. Seen from the sidaetitizens, the challenge is to make citizensivgieconcerns,
and interests relevant for the politics and instius at the European level.
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Some theoretical approaches have been includedibuie developed in a greater depth in
the subsequent comparative analyses in WP4, 5] & aimstead, the reports will focus on the
explanations / reasons found or given in the maetiocollected institutional, interview, and
media data material.

EUROSPHEREwill assess the possibility of increasing intei@ttbetween and across
various communicative public spaces on selectedfaan policy issues. It will inquire into
how citizens’ involvement in European issues cappka at multiple levels across various
types of communicative public spaces.

This report constitutes a basis for comparativeistito be conducted by research topic
groups in future stages. That is, in a later plodigkee project, EUROSPHERE research teams
will use these data for comparative analyses thebmpass different approaches and/or fields

* WP4 examines the Impact of Citizens on the Artitaraof EPS;

* WPS5 the Role of Social and Political Actors on r&culation of EPS;

* WP6 the Impact of Communicative Public Spaces erAfticulation of EPS
* WP7 studies Gender, Intersectionality and the E&pihere.

All partners of theEUROSPHEREBproject have started their empirical data coltectusing
the same topics and questionnaire as starting Qaaaicording to the guidelines that were
provided by theEUROSPHEREConsortium. This specific document is based onddipa
collection activities (teams have gathered relevdata about the characteristics of
communicative public spaces and the official disses of social/political organizations
regarding the EU and the public sphéteiind (2) the opinions of prominent people within
political parties, think tanks, social movement anddia organizations oBUROSPHERE
theme$? - in doing so, the report is intended to recalkttier there are differences between
the official standpoints, rivaling strands and proamt individuals of each organisation.

The information expressed during the interviews oaly be thoroughly understood if
presented in the specific contexts. Therefore, tgureports provide a general introduction to
the policy fields relevant to EUROSPHERE and shharbductions about the organizations;
followed by the body of the document which desgilaed to some extent analyses, the
opinions of these organisation members regardingrsity, the EU, citizenship and the
European public sphere.

* Secondary data includes: information on websitparty) constitutions, manifestos, (election) peogs,
reports, press releases, newspaper articles, aed surces that are of relevance. In addition sesl secondary
(scientific) literature. The amount of data colégttdiffers per organization and country: there raspondents
who tend to be more open about their standpoirtigr@as others are more reluctant to participat®arot have
so much secondary data available. When possildearehers were not meant to rely on the officialitpn of
the organizations exclusively, but also searchedlifeersity within the organization.

12 Concerning data-collection about social/polit@etors, at least three social/political actorsesselected in
each category (i.e., 3 think tanks, 3 politicaltigas;, 3 social movements, 3 media actors) in eéicheosixteen
countries. These social/political actors were getbavith respect to their orientations to differgyes of public
spaces — i.e., each of the three selected sociadmments, for example, must be known to be part gffexific
communicative public space tygeach country was meant to carry out a total oéast 54 interviews; however
interviewees’ busy agendas, lack of collaboratind ather technical difficulties, as well as the diée include
more relevant organizations, have made this nuwdgrfrom country toh country.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northeralénd is a constitutional monarchy. The
head of state is the Queen of England, who holplsrely ceremonial role, as Parliamentary
Sovereignty was established in the English BilRajhts (1689). The executive power rests in
the UK Government. In Wales, Scotland and Northeatand, the respective national
governments hold executive power over a numberabity areas such as education and
health. The statewide legislative power rests iniameral parliament, whereas Northern
Ireland, Wales and Scotland have their own parli@meassembly which legislate over
specific policy areas in their respective regioBegland is the only nation of the UK that
does not have a national parliament other than mMiaster. Scottish, Northern Irish and
Welsh Members of Parliament (MPs) thus debate egidlate about policies that will only be
in force in England and will not affect their cansénts.

The British Parliament is divided into two houstte House of Commons and the House
of Lords. The system for allocating seats in bathdes has an important impact over British
politics. The House of Commons is a democraticalgcted chamber with 646 MPs. ‘First
past the post’ is the system that is used for atlng seats in single-member constituencies.
In this system, MPs receive their seat if they wbtane more vote than their opponents. As a
result, bipartisanism is structurally supported] amnority parties tend to lack representation
in Parliament. Even parties with widespread supporbss the board — such as the Liberal
Democrats —win few seats. Small parties with Ig¢adgionally concentrated support (such as
the Welsh or Scottish nationalists) manage to getesseats, although their influence might
be close to negligible. In the end, the electosaitesm effectively restricts parliamentary
influence to two parties. As a consequence, snaligs often remain unrepresented and/or
neglected: “The inflexibility of ‘first past the pt enables national parties to ignore many
political movements and the demands they voicet@@2002, 24).

The upper chamber, named the House of Lords iraiBritwas reformed in 1999, but
remains an unelected body. By the end of the 2@3e3sion, it had 744 members (603 life
peers; 92 peer-elected hereditary members; 23 Lasl,. and 26 Bishops). While the Law
Lords and the Lords Spiritual are ex officio mensbef the House, there are 92 hereditary
nobles elected by their peers, and 603 members arkonominated for life on the
recommendation of a committee (who in turn was mateid by the Government). The House
of Lords has limited powers, as it does not have aeto powers over bills, other than
proposing changes or delaying their adoption. ,Stkny lords are prominent individuals in
British society, and their contribution to debateisher in the House of Lords or in the media)
can be influential (Shell, 1992).

The effective bipartisanism of the House of Commbas had a direct impact upon
cabinet, as the Conservative Party and the Labauty Fhave been the only parties in
government since 1945 (Jones et al, 2006; Budgd, &2007). The British Government is
amongst the most powerful cabinets in Europe (Bl§¥), as they emerge from a majority
in the House of Commons which usually abides bytypdiscipline. Even the opposition
assumes the legitimacy of the Government to rukk emact its electoral manifesto. To a
certain extent, the opposition does not exercisgroabover the government, but rather uses
parliamentary sessions to promote itself as a bledilternative for the next election (Weir
and Beetham, 1999).

The main political actors are, therefore, the twajonpolitical parties, the Labour Party
(349 seats) and the Conservative Party (192 sé&dis)third party is the Liberal Democratic
Party (63 seats). The public prominence of the main parties is enhanced by media
coverage.
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Although think tanks allegedly originated in the Ughe Royal United Services
Institution was founded in the 1830s, and the Latadfiliated Fabian Society dates back to
1884), the so-called Westminster model has operased sort of ‘institutional constraint’
conditioning the full development of think tankstiurthe last decades of the twentieth
century. Research indicates that the developmettiiok tanks in Britain has been affected

by:

(1) A permanent civil service that has not reliezhvily on external sources of
policy advice; (2) strong and relatively cohesivelijical parties, with an
adversarial model of party competition (under asfipast the post’ electoral
system); (3) executive dominance vis-a-vis theslaire; and (4) the absence
(until very recently) of devolved national and @wal assemblies. An additional
(cultural) factor is the relatively weak British alition of individual and
corporate private philanthropy, at least in respetindependent policy research.
(Denham and Garnett 2004, 232

In spite of these constraints, a significant am&yartisan and independent think tanks has
developed during the twentieth century, most probdbanks to the importance of the
broadsheet press in the media system, to which ribgylarly contribute, either providing
data, soundbites, or opinion articles. British khianks, however, have not managed to build
a bridge linking society and politicians to over@the insulation of Westminster from ‘real
life.” Individuals affiliated with think tanks arentegrated into the political elite, and have
close links with those in Westminster. Think tacksistitute a platform for a career in party
politics, as they are a common channel for theurBuent of political advisors or political
researchers.

The public relevance of think tanks is closely édkio their media prominence, and that
often leads to think tanks adopting media-centteateyies and courting journalists. Rather
than shaping policy, British think tanks help tonstuct the neutrality of politicians; they
transform soundbites into substance, and they iboiér to the production of ‘independent
research’ backing the advisability of certain peléc(Stone, 1995).

British organised civil society is characteriseditgydiversity, as it encompasses big non-
governmental organisations (BINGOs) with a well-eleped structure (numerous staff,
public prominence, and big, well-funded PR and dikiag campaigns, such as Oxfam,
allegedly the biggest NGO in the world), and snudillect action movements with no
organisation or structure, and no continuity ouvaret Although grouped under the same
umbrella of ‘civil society’, there are obvious difences, both in their organisational
structures, forms of actions, and scope. For exan@kfam raises awareness and campaigns
for the eradication of poverty around the worlddam also designs and implements
humanitarian and aid projects contributing to inyimg living conditions in developing
countries. Amnesty International, instead, focuses Human Rights monitoring and
advocacy. Smaller NGOs have other aims. The Fregdksuciation, for example, campaigns
for individual freedom, free enterprise and natlomalependence, and it mainly does so
through the media or organising events. In thigigaar case there would be difficulties in
establishing whether the Freedom Association shbaldlassified as an NGO, a think tank,
or a pressure group.

The development of NGOs in Britain was constraibgdthe very Westminster model
that posed difficulties to the development of thiakks. However, while right wing think
tanks had a flourishing period during the eigh{iese, for example, Denham and Garnett
2004), Margaret Thatcher’s “government deliberatelgd to undermine the conditions for
association in civil society” (Dryzek et al. 2002)ter the Thatcher era, and with the advent
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of New Labour, Tony Blair's governments adopted sawh the claims supported by NGOs
and social movements, and established closer cofitibe links with some of them, to the
extent that there were some accusations of cooptati

Inside the Make Poverty History movement, ther@ ggowing fear that its aims
are being diluted and taken over by the governmdihte. finger is being pointed
at Oxfam, the UK'’s biggest development organisatibor allowing the

movement’'s demands to be diluted and the messagbetome virtually
indistinguishable from that of the governme@uéarmby 2005, 10

The uneasiness perceived amongst activists retletishose who approach politics through
activism and civil society actions/organisationmat impacting institutional politics, but
want to remain independent from partisan and gowental politics. In this sense, activists
consider that civil society organisations do bettben they focus their campaigns on raising
social awareness, rather than when they aim to nbecmterlocutors with institutional
political actors. However, not every civil sociegyoup aims at obtaining positive media
coverage, or any media coverage at all. There sgancsations/activists that in spite of
recognising the importance of the media, consciousject any dealings with mainstream
media because of their ownership by big capitagirtmecord of inaccurate and hostile
coverage in relating to social movements, and fioeiis on spectacle rather than ideas. These
movements, such as the women’s, the green and peaements in the 70s or the British
direct action movement today, have turned to adiera media or their own forums to have
their voices heard and influence public debate.

Direct action protests transgress political normsg often confront the legal order.
However, and despite the challenges to the soail@rdhat these protests may entail, research
shows that these protests have an impact on papli@on, and that a majority of British
citizens is “prepared to tolerate these kinds aftgsts” (Doherty et al. 2003, 684). This
tolerance for the disruption of social order thattain forms of protest entail is probably a
consequence of frustrations with the ‘elitist’ mratof British democracy (Almond and Verba
1963). In Britain, politics is the business of piclans, rather than the business of citizens.
This may be rooted in widespread interpretationsth&f British unwritten constitution,
assigning “deliberation to the politicians, rattien to the public” (Conover et al. 2002, 25).

The centrality of party politics in British poliscmay also be a consequence of media
coverage, which contributes to stressing the ingmmeé of party politics, while underplaying
the role of other political actors or alternativ@nis of political participation. In this sense,
broadcasters emphasise their independence, camsgrticeir impartiality and objectivity by
giving voice to the main (institutional) politicaktors. The press, instead, adopts the role of
the advocate, showing clear partisan allegiancedlitHand Mancini 2004). The plurality of
the press is achieved through its diversity, a$ g@per represents a different stance on the
political spectrum (McNair 2007). In both casesttipa end up as the protagonists of the
mediated representation of politics, making it idifft for the media to channel citizens’
opinions, and therefore, for constituting an arehare actual political debates are held.

In relation to understanding British elites’ oriatibn towards the European Union, as
well as questions around European identity andEtim@pean public sphere, it is important to
point out that Britain is conventionally seen asteongly Euro-sceptic national culture.
Anderson and Weymouth (1999) suggest that as 4t i@&fsa historical trajectory of British
economic success, world dominance, and islandtisnlam, there is “an absence of widely
accessible discourse which positively locates Briewonomically, politically and socially as
part of a greater Europe or indeed, for that materan evolving site of socio-cultural
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plurality” (pp. 6-7). The result is the prevalerafea discourse which constructs “a perceived
external threat...a supra-national 'Other' in theirh of the European Union.” A divisive
issue for British citizens and politicians (theme d&urosceptic politicians in every party),
British elites tend to be essentially pragmaticardgqhg the EU, and support the Union —
sometimes reluctantly— if there are clear bendétsthe UK. Still, this approach can also
result in some cynical attitudes that aim at olgrpolitical benefits from questioning The
UK’s membership to the EU. For example, the Coreterg Party has remained decidedly
Euroesceptic under David Cameron’s leadershiphéoeixtent that the party abandoned the
European People’s Party after the 2009 Europeatti@iefor their pro-European attitudes.
Instead, the Conservative Party created a newapaehtary alliance with Eurosceptic and
nationalist parties from Poland and the Czech Ripufbaw and Justice and Civic
Democratic Party, respectively). On the other hd&ral;id Cameron promised that the Lisbon
Treaty would be put to the vote once the Toriesewer power again, even if it was
retroactively. However, during the ConservativetyP@onference 2009, some months before
the general election that will likely bring the Tes to government again, David Cameron
announced that the referendum on the Lisbon treatyld not be called any more (Watt,
2009). To a certain extent, it seems that Britisies see the EU as beneficial when they are
in power, but interestedly feed the controversiesua EU membership whilst in opposition.
As a result, overt support for the EU is practigalbsent from public debates.

Our report investigates the complexity of Britishes’ relationship to the institutions and
boundaries of the European Union, and their viekwipean identities, public sphere(s) and
political practice(s). It is based on institutionddta and interviews: The research team
interviewed 15 political party members (5 intervgefor the Labour Party, 5 interviews for
the Conservative Party, and 5 interviews for P@yinru — the Party of Wales), 9 interviews
with individuals affiliated with think tanks (2 ietviews with the Centre for European
Reform, 3 interviews with the Federal Trust andntenviews with the Bruges Group), 14
interviews with members and/or activists of soomlvement organisations (4 interviews for
Anti Poverty Network Cardiff, 5 interviews for NooBders UK, and 5 interviews for The
Freedom Association), and 2 interviews with mediafgssionals (one foiThe Daily
Telegraphand one foiThe Guardiai

The selection of actors took into account the paldrities of the political / media /
national features of the UK. In this sense, thed®n of political party members considered
the national division of the UK in four differenations, and the essentially bipartisan nature
of the party system. For think tanks, our selecttonsidered the relevance of their working
areas for the research purposes of Eurospherehaidprominence in public and political
debates. The three SMO/NGO organisations well sgmtethe plurality of positions held by
civil society. The media actors were chosen folloyviwo main criteria, namely the need to
represent media outlets with different editoriakek, and the need to include different media
types, ranging from those considered to be quahgdia to more commercial/tabloidised
media products. All actors were selected by thali@ddniversity Team and approved by the
general coordinator of Eurosphere.

Due to the particular organisation of the Britisats in four regions, many organisations
are based on national (that is, infra-statal) stmes. In those cases, the Welsh chapters were
preferred, as it was understood that the Welsh casstituted a good case-study for the
analysis of the intersecting debates about Eurthe political participation of immigrants,
and of what is known in Eurosphere jargon as ‘magthno-national minorities’. The choice
had a practical motivation too, as in the caseotifipal party members, for example, refusing
interview requests if they do not originate fromaganisation based in their constituency is
common practice.
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Securing interviews proved to be particularly diffit in the UK, most especially in the
case of media actors, as they systematically egjectr interview requests. Those rejections
were motivated by different reasons depending enhilerarchic position of each particular
individual. More specifically, those higher up imeteditorial structure did not even reply to
our letters or emails, whilst desk journalists tijiaiuthey should not participate, as they did
not feel comfortable disclosing their personal s&@non questions related to diversity and the
European polity in the making.

Overall, ten interviews were held and recorded olertelephone, as it was the preferred
medium of those particular interviewees. One in&w could not be recorded due to
regulations in force in public areas of the HousésParliament, aimed at preventing
accidental recording of confidential conversatiofigpeople who happen to be in the same
space. That interview was transcribed in shorthand.

All interviews were carried out between October2@dd May 2009 by four Eurosphere
researchers (Dr Simona Guerra, Dr Andrew Williaivs,Dimitrios Tsagalas and Mr Iiaki
Garcia-Blanco). Interviews were transcribed anduitgd into the Eurosphere Online Data
Tool by Mr Dimitrios Tsagalas (14 interviews forlpical parties and 2 interviews for the
Federal Trust), and Mr Ifaki Garcia-Blanco (1 imtew with an MEP, 1 interview for the
Federal Trust, all interviews for Centre for EurapeReform and Bruges Group, all
interviews for SMO/NGOs, and all interviews for meedctors). All these tasks were closely
supervised by Dr Karin Wahl-Jorgensen.

A significant number of interviewees explicitly camented that they were cautious while
answering our questions due to the potential misofseheir quotes by the European
Commission. On other occasions, interviewees sugdethat certain questions clearly
followed directions from the European Commissiamg @ursued particular answers. Finally,
a number of interviewees acknowledged that theyewsing the interview strategically, as
their aim was to put what they found relevant favéo the European Commission. To a
high degree, interviewees perceived the acadersigarehers were just gathering sensitive
information for the exclusive use of the Europeam@ission.

Several interviewees expressed concerns with tmgtHe the wording, and the
(excessively technical) nature of the Eurosphegstijonnaire. The questionnaire appeared to
put many of our interviewees in an uneasy situafldrs obviously affected the quality of our
interviews, and is an element that must be takemancount in further stages of the project,
above all when it comes to analysing and compadata. One particular interviewee
(Richard Corbett, then MEP for Yorkshire) put amugdb end to the interview, as he felt that
he was being asked nonsensical questions.
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2 ORGANIZATIONS ** NOTIONS OF DIVERSITY AND POLICY
PREFERENCES

“Diversity” is a politically loaded term in the UKnsofar as it is a word (and a goal) that
is clearly linked to the Labour Party, particulagynce its 1997 election victory. The
promotion of diversity, equal opportunities and altioultural Britain has been a driving
force for Tony Blair's leadership. As a result, ansiderable number of related Acts of
Parliament has been passed under Blair's goverrsmiiiet Human Rights Act 1998, the Race
Relations (Amendment) Act 2000, the Racial and dgialis Hatred Act 2006, and the
Equality Act 2006, amongst others. It was also myrihis period that the report of the
Stephen Lawrence Inquiry (1999) was released. @bsument, commonly known as the
Macpherson report, was the result of a parliamgntaquiry on the murder of Stephen
Lawrence, a young black man, by officers of thedamMetropolitan Police. The publication
of the report is considered a turning point in ahoelations in Britain, as it accused the police
— and, by extension, most British institutions <intitutional racism”, and suggested certain
courses of action for these conditions to change.aAresult of this report, many of the
aforementioned acts of Parliament were put forward.

New Labour governments have, thus, promoted measan@ributing to a more diverse
society, considering multiculturalism as a desiapbal for British society. More socially
conservative political actors, and the Conservapaety itself, have often expressed their
concerns about such goals, considering them a fatehreat to social cohesion and the
future of British traditional values. For exampavid Cameron —leader of the Conservative
Party since 2005 declared in 2008 that:

State multiculturalism is a wrong-headed doctrinat thas had disastrous results. It has
fostered difference between communities ... it haspmstd us fromstrengthening our
collective identity. Indeed, it has deliberatelyakened it{(Sparrow 2008, n/p)

This does not necessarily imply that those clogerconservative positions share
essentialist, xenophobic or racist positions. lot,fahis discourse is more critical of the
government and its minority policies than of thenamities themselves. On most occasions, it
simply means a preference for the integration ajranits, rather than a for the adaptation of
British institutions to meet the needs or the regaents of cultural or religious minorities.
As can be read in the Tory websfte

Under Labour, state-driven multiculturalism, uncaied immigration and the
threat of extremism have led to an increase imastand segregation, and left us
with divided communities. A Conservative Governmeitit correct Labour’s
mistakes and create a Britain where people fronfediht backgrounds can
celebrate their diversity while sharing commoncwalues and national pride.

A number of historical conditions have contributedhe current diversity of British society,
namely the economic puissance of the country duthmeg past centuries, the country’s
enduring and stable democratic tradition, and, alady its imperial past. As a result, the UK
IS now a cosmopolitan country, encompassing a derable presence of native ethno-

13 Institutions/organizations’ views are based ondbiéected interview, institutional, and media data
as complementary sources of information; and whessiple should display the internal differences
within each organization and the convergencestiesgietween informants’ responses and
institutional data.

http://www.conservatives.com/Policy/Where_we_st@atimunity Relations.aspx Accessed
October 20009.
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national minorities; second-and third- generatiagramts; economic migrants, highly skilled
migrants, Commonwealth subjects, asylum seekdigjees, amongst others. A considerable
fraction of our interviewees (a fifth) was not driglly British™ in spite of playing a
prominent role in British politics. This obvioushad an impact on their responses, and must
be considered in further stages of analysis.

Although the selected organisations are represeatat the British political spectrum,
they fail to provide a nuanced depiction of thetiBni rich political fabric. In addition, the
guestionnaire aimed at obtaining thersonalstances and opinions of the interviewees, rather
than theofficial positions of the organisations they belong to (whiin the case of more
grassroots organisations such as No Borders UKeoAnti-Poverty Network Cymru, do not
even exist). As a result, this report offers anriesgionistic mapping of the different positions
held by a number of individuals who happen to bgltwork for certain organisations. On
certain occasions these positions coincide, andrtin similarity can be observed in the
responses of interviewees belonging to the samanaation, but this is not always the case.
The opinions reported here should therefore ndaken as ‘the views of the organisations’,
but rather understood as the personal stancee aftirviewees.

Generally speaking, and probably as a consequehdbe long British tradition of
receiving migrants from different ethnic and cudilubackgrounds, social diversity is viewed
as “natural” by most of our interviewees, and i wommonly perceived as a recent
phenomenon in British society. All intervieweesgagdless of their institutional affiliation,
saw diversity as inherent to society —“Diversityingrinsic to society” (The Guardian, 59).
However, and despite their understanding of diemss something inevitable, interviewees
showed different understandings of the term. Mdsthem, perhaps as a consequence of
Eurosphere’s presentation letters, identified dilgrwith the presence of ethnic and cultural
minorities in a society: “Diversity is simply a wbused to describe a society in which large
numbers of immigrants have come and who are resednin terms of their cultures or
communities” (The Bruges Group, 225).

Some interviewees’ personal understandings of slitygrhowever, considered other
social groups. For example, a Plaid Cymru (48) esgntative included persons with
disabilities too: from her point of view, diversitgvolves “ethnic groups, such as Chinese
communities, Polish communities, Eastern Europe8onsjali. You should also look at the
diversity of people who are handicapped, deaf asabted”. A member of the Labour Party
proposed that in addition to ethnicity and dis#jilthe most pervasive generator of social
differences is still social class, because it detees the difference in resources and in the
access that certain social groups or strata haes wwttomes to influencing policies:

First of all, although we don't talk normally aboalass in Britain today, | think

it's still relevant, so | think that in a diverse@ety it is important to recognise
that we must include in our policies that we takeaaunt the need of the broad
mass people who come from a variety of classesefisaw different social and

ethnic backgrounds. So, often the most articulatd @ganised of the middle and
upper classes in terms of professions and owneiadafstry, they are used to
lobbying and getting policies that benefited thérhe working class that we
traditionally call and those who are not in emplamh at all are less well

organised and thus they don’t advocate their viag/¢he others. But they are the
majority of people. So certainly dealing with disiy is absolutely essential that

15 Ms Katinka Barysch, Mr Nirj Deva, Dr Gareth Gorddrof Kenneth Minogue, Mr Norbert Mbu
Mputu, Ms Clara Martina O’'Donnell, and Dr Helen Bureely. In the same sense, it has to be said that
only two out of the six persons who have constitutee Eurosphere team at Cardiff University were
of British origin.
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we make sure that in newly established policy weegedence. So | think that that
is the diversity in the society, a wide range abugrs of people and class and
social relationships are just as important as d#éfg ethnic groups as those who
are able bodied and not able bodigagbour Party, 75)

The Telegraphs correspondent in Brussels stressed the changsenee of the concept of
‘diversity’ by underlining its mutability and adagitility to different social contexts. He
suggested that diversity means different thingdiffierent societies, and currently in Britain it
tends to be linked to immigration: “It depends omene you are. For example, if you are in a
country like Britain, where you have immigrationpuy would say that immigrants are
defining a diverse society” (The Daily TelegrapB).4

Although each interviewee has an individual und@darding of diversity, a certain degree
of identification with the organisations they bajoto can be identified. A spectrum can be
established between the Conservative Party andre¢deral Trust (those more in favour of
integration of difference into a common set of ttiadal British values) at one end, and No
Borders and the Anti-Poverty Network (those morefamour of respecting difference,
advocating for no integration whatsoever as long@asan Rights are respected), at the other,
with different shades of grey in between. The grthgt showed a more consistent position
when it came to defining diversity was the Freedassociation, probably because of the
impact the question of diversity has upon its desele, which is, essentially, the neoliberal
protection ofindividual freedom&®:

| think that individuals are far more important, é&n instinctively dislike this

putting people into boxes, which is what minoritegs. ‘Minorities’ is not the

main thing for individuals. I'm really quite hogilto this whole concept really
(The Freedom Association, 214)

The Freedom Association is quite a libertarian gypuhe way we support
diversity is a bit different, as we support anyiudial’s right to practice religion
or live their life without any government’s introsi (The Freedom Association,
203)

| don’t think ethnonational diversity should be afy importance unless you
happen to have the thinking of a Hitler or of ap&itd in South-Africa or other
racist regimegThe Freedom Association, 141)

However, and despite the emphasis on the freedamdofiduals showed by those affiliated
with the Freedom Association, and of their ideoéfion with libertarianism, the will to
protect the central core of British values emerigetthie answers of two of the interviewees:

Diversity is important, and in some respects | @ospnally view it as a potential
threat, because if it's too diverse, the diversitypinges upon our essential core.
It's fine, you know, | have nothing against peoplether colours, religions and
hopes coming here but when it impacts our wayfefand freedoms it becomes a
problem, and tolerance is one thing, but when yavehto give up some things to
accommodate that diversity, whatever it is, therbecomes a probler(iThe
Freedom Association, 217)

'® The neoliberal protection of individuals, and thebsessive underrating of society has been a
constant in British conservative politics since ket Thatcher famously asserted that “there’s no
such thing as society. There are individual menwaoichen and there are families” (Keay 1987, n/p).
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The second case is even more explicit, and presertsmplicated discursive manoeuvre,
which to a certain extent blames minorities foirtlegvn social exclusion or for being victims
of inequalities. According to this interviewee, eligity poses a potential threat to the
cohesion of society, as it brings about discourgesimising groups, and ghettoising
minorities:

There is far too emphasis placed on differencaesd a@here is a whole
multicultural equality discourse which is very daymay, creating grievance and
chips on shoulders and everybody being a victinucell and the fundamental
position that | take as a member of The Freedono@dason is that we all have
freedom under the law, and the law should be cobbmd and have no interest in
sexual orientation or skin colour or ethnic origam any of this. Multiculturalism
is based, as | say, not merely in diversity butlitving wedges between people,
creating victims, and particularly encouraging eithghettos, and there are many
examples of that, there are immigrants who don&agpEnglish, who are not
encouraged to speak English and therefore retira ghetto, which may be bad
for them and is certainly bad for the cohesion oktisty (The Freedom
Association, 142)

Similar understandings of the dangers that diwersittails for British society were found
among some members of the Bruges Group. A formair df the Bruges Group suggested
that those social groups or minorities that do easily integrate and abide by the traditional
values and norms governing British society represetihreat. This interviewee stresses the
open character of British society across centunesile underlining the importance of
guaranteeing a certain degree of cultural homogersa that social cohesion is not at risk:

For practical purposes, diversity means having sateople, having Hindus
from India, Muslims, who tend to be a unified gragthey operate. | think it
makes a big difference whether these people cowm fChristian or non-

Christian backgrounds. Poles, Italians and so dnp&rfectly well into British

society and do not really constitute much of thedwdiversity because they live
by the same rules. Sikhs, Hindus, Muslims constauspecial type of condition,
which | suppose is what diversity means. I'm noy \k=en on diversity. | think
Britain was a free society in earlier centuries,dheertain migrants, like French
Huguenots, who did not really constitute much ia thay of diversity. It has
always absorbed individuals from all over the plabat the new situation is one
in which different cultures set themselves up &tigh communities and require
special treatmenfThe Bruges Group, 225)

Still, this very interviewee showed the most rablattitude towards ‘diversity’ as a desirable
political goal:

| don’t regard diversity as a goal or as a desirlgi but as something imposed
upon us by incompetent governments, and | thintetiseoften a political angle

behind it, namely left wing parties whose policredude welfare. Welfare parties
tend to favour diversity because these communiges to vote for whoever
promises the most welfa(@he Bruges Group, 225)

Although all the other respondents of the Brugesuracknowledged the benefits diversity
brings to society, and underlined its inevitabjligll of them expressed fear regarding the
impact diversity may have upon the social coheswh the collective identity of the UK. For
example:
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Diversity obviously has its benefits. One can artha life has a richer tapestry,
but what is needed in any society is a humber oplgewith shared common
goals, and a collective identity and loyalty to twuntry in which people live and
to some shared values, then diversity is all wetl good, but if you mean is that
one group having a set of values and another grbaping another, that's a

problem, and this can create large problems, ancletgp can become fractured,
and integration can’t happen and people progresd gat on in society if people
are living in there own communities and people a meeting, let alone

understanding, people from different groups, sedity is all well and good, but
if we have too much of a multicultural society, drabn’t mean multiracial two

different things there is a lack of understandirgween the groups, we shall all
be coming together and having a British identitgtheer than saying that oh
you're in X group or you're in Y group, and we’reigg to label you like this and
you know you don’t have to integrate within Britisbciety then groups can
emerge, that's when, | believe, when things arengydb happen in terms of
extremism(The Bruges Group, 227)

Some interviewed members of the Conservative Rdwbyved similar concerns regarding the
preservation of British national and social cohesio

The UK is a very diverse society and there are liesgs compared to a
homogeneous society, still a problem is that witrerdity you don’t go far on
national identity(Conservative Party, 114)

Another Conservative politician, in this case of Bankan origin himself, married to a
French-speaking Mauritian, openly despised the ioulfural ideal and advocated the
protection of the core values of the nation state:

Diversity can lead to a breakdown of society. Itiy@ncourage and strengthen
multiculturalism we will end up in a chaotic sitiat where there will be doing

different things. There has to be a core sense taheuvalues of the nation state
(Conservative Party, 75)

However, the remaining Conservative politicians sidered diversity to be an inherent
characteristic of the UK, and one that was pardidulbeneficial for the country, as it makes
society more interesting and richer, and bringsliettual stimulus to British society:

| think it [diversity] makes society more interesfj vibrant and alive
(Conservative Party, 60)

| think it can be a great advantage especiallyoifiynave an ethno-national group
within your country that is part of a wider diaspoaround the world and that is
part of your community. For example if you lookreg Chinese community, there
are many cities now with Chinatowns and that caallyeadd vibrancy to the city

and to the economy. It can also be difficult thihgugh where artificial borders

have been drawn sometimes between cour{tiesservative Party, 62)

It is an advantage definitely, because I thinls itMorthwhile learning from others’

particular ideas and it helps intellectual develagrhto hear other people’s ideas
and opinions and it's also helpful in a communiyhave an injection every now
and then of difference that is not extref@enservative Party, 81)

10
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Another Conservative politician articulated hisp@sse along the core democratic values that
should guide politics. He suggested that it wagmatratic duty that the plurality of society
was guaranteed and protected, ensuring that nolaodly no group suffer any sort of
discrimination. Consequently, and according to thiew, the good functioning of the
democratic system itself would regulate any possitifferences generated by diversity,
aiming at accommodating the needs of both the ntyand minorities:

| believe that everyone in a society has the rightave their voice heard and that
it what democracy is about. If democracy is funttig whatever [groups] make
up this society should be feeling represented. Wheahd to believe is that we
must support the plurality of the society and ahderacy and not going down the
route of discrimination. If democracy is workingwtll respect the language, the
diversity issue and the minority issue. That is wybaliticians fight for all the
time, respect and toleran¢€onservative Party, 148)

Labour politicians, instead, only saw positive atpeof diversity as such, and did not
perceive it as a threat for British society, jeaising British social cohesion. Labour
politicians en bloc described diversity as benafidor society, as it made it richer both
culturally and economically, and helped societydmeing more aware of and respectful
towards differences. In a sense, Labour politiciariewpoints were in line with the

governmental goal of making a (more) multicultuBatain possible:

| think that if we had a very rich mixed culturedi¥ersity that everyone that lives
in a society gains from it ... | think that it's ageiadvantage because if you look
at it from an economic perspective there’s the ustdading that you can bring in
and the learning that can come from that, if yookl@t academia and the ideas
that people can bring in, | think that we’'ve becamare rounded peoplgabour,
83)

You have to respect the difference. There is notheatyyou get a situation where
everybody would be the same...but that is not a prolddecause of our tribal,
location belongings, of our generic responses amdrenment and people forget
their differences based on our ability or our ploysgical response to our
environment ... | think it's about fair representatidf you get fair representation
you feel that issues are being addressed wherdititeission and the decision is
based on a more inclusive way, then it seems tahaeyou get a sense of
harmony with less distregsabour, 139)

[Diversity] makes us more aware of the needs deht nationalities, more
aware of backgrounds, that certainly needs to eragel more tolerance when
there are differences so that people will underdttrat it is not a threat. It also
enhances the view of the world, meaning that wefica@nother ways of living and
working, understanding other cultures and enrichaauntry instead of hindering
it (Labour, 71)

Plaid Cymru members adopted a similar stance t@lwaPBarty members, as they welcomed
and celebrated diversity as an enriching featuresamfiety that generated many positive
outcomes for society. Still, the Welsh element appe, as interviewees suggested that while
diversity was positive and society benefits fronsdme degree of integration of minorities in
their local community should be desirable. Thiscdigse may seem equivalent to the
discourse supported by the Conservative Party memlbeit with a Welsh rather than a
British focus. However, this is not exactly the &aas unlike Tories, Plaid members do not

11



EUROCSPHERE Country Report UN TED KI NGDOM WAHL- JORCENSEN et al .

perceive any threat or risk in multicultural somset rather an aim to conciliate social
inclusion and respect difference:

| think it [diversity] is great as long as it baespect from different ethnicities in
that society. As long as they can understand amsbrbthe culture of these
groups there is not any problem ... | think it is advantage because everyone
must be tolerant, understanding and respecting edlelr (Plaid Cymru, 55)

| think that people must become part of a wider momity. These communities
that exist in Wales tend to come and keep their covnmunities. But | think that
the more they come out of these communities aedraie, the better and the
healthier our communities will be. | think that should be a two-way thing.
People who come must realise that they are conuraydommunity and that they
need to reach out to that community as well ascttamunity has to reach out to
them(Plaid Cymru, 92)

Members of the Centre for European Reform thouggt diversity was an inherent aspect of
certain societies, such as the British, but thateghwvere not intrinsic benefits or problems
derived from it. According to the members of th@k tank, diversity can be turned into an
asset if the right approach is adopted, and the pglicies are implemented:

| think that’s just reality, so you may as well @nijit ... | don’t think diversity

should be striven for as such. | mean, some Eurmgeaieties were till not many
decades ago quite homogeneous, like in the Nowliatcies, and they were still
good societies, so | wouldn’t say, oh that doewrotk, we need to import more
people that look completely different ... It depeadshow it's handled, if it's a

society which is fearful and unsure of itself tlyon can’t say it's an advantage,
but then, like the Americans, if you manage to that into an opportunity and
you say well, we’re attracting the best and thegbtést from all over the world,
you know, we’re going to give them a scholarshigado Harvard, and then give
them a start-up loan to open their own businesSilicon Valley, then surely, that
must be an advantage for society (Centre for Eumageeform, 230)

Anti-Poverty Network and No Borders members hadntiost inclusive approach, advocating
for radical egalitarian, open-border policies thatre difficulty fitting with the institutional
structures of the modern nation state (many of tHfemexample, advocated for the abolition
of citizenship). It should be noted that these geoare not stable groups with an official
membership, nor a hierarchical organisation, amd they constitute an umbrella gathering
people of different backgrounds and political vieRgferent arguments were put forward in
support of diversity, such as the different culkumputs diversity brings to a society, making
it richer:

It is part of the learning process that when onesito know what people are like,
one starts with oneself, with one’s families, antthwne’s experiences of life and
that the more one can come in contact with diffegmoups, different peoples,
and different lifestyles, and expectations, andyleages, then the more, really,
fuller and richer that person’s life iAnti-Poverty Network, 85)

Different people have different skills, differerdackgrounds, different cultural
patterns, they can contribute to a more interestiagnore diverse sociefjNo
Borders, 118)
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Other interviewees, instead, thought that diversmys beneficial because it made society
more aware of differences, and more tolerant tosvalthse who are not like the social
majority:

Diversity should be celebrated, because divers#y about acceptance of
differencegAnti-Poverty Network, 77)

| don’t know whether it is a value worth strivingr f but if you live in a society
which is open and free, it should naturally happleuat I don’'t know if you can
really strive for it, because everybody is différemnd that’s the nature of society
itself ... | think it's good, | think it is importarior challenging people’s ideas
about what's normal, about what's acceptable, anjgniakes] creativity and new
ideas [flourish] although it obviously creates pteims in some areas ... The more
diverse societies are, the better they would beabisocieties aren’t that diverse,
the minute something different comes in, the mipatgle categorise that person
as one ethnicity or another, and then the persagoisg to face tension, but then
the more you have it the less it actually happg@isBorders, 91)

There’s people saying that you have the right tqut one culture. | don’t really
buy any of that. It definitely leads to more insgneg lives and so on, and living in
an area as | do that has many ethnonational growpthin it, it is more
interesting in terms of food, and music, and eVvengt The value of it for a
society really | don't know what it is. We hope arendiverse society leads to a
more tolerant societfNo Borders, 136)

Only two interviewees from these groups perceived diversity could be problematic for a

society. In one case, the interviewee suggestddhbagrotection and preservation of original

cultures was, in principle, desirable, as long tadid not generate ghettoes or a society
constituted by independent, isolated groups tléahdi have any mutual interaction:

From my point of view, that should be a good tHimat people tried to preserve
their legacies, but | think there is a danger soinexg, because it looks that this
society will become something like a puf&leti-Poverty Network, 88)

Another interviewee showed concern with identitylitms, as if it was a negative
consequence of a society that places so much empiragthnicity, gender, religion, or any
other type of belonging, rather than aiming at egimdy such differences politically and
socially irrelevant:

| think diversity is an inherent fact in life. Wed in diverse societies. You know,
a society is a multiplicity of individuals who adiverse themselves, and then
these people make claims according to differemtg@inces, belongings, etcetera,
etcetera ... We live in a society with certain indiidls and groups who use
ethnicity and problems of belonging to cause foictiTherefore, the existence of
groups who will mobilise around race issues are tiegative side of diverse
society or at least of a society that defines ity around bounded identities,
you know the whole multicultural idea that I've gwbblems with... | think the

state should intervene to make sure that everyasete same rights, regardless
of their origin. However, I'd like to push it fueh and avoid any sign of state
control (No Borders, 127)
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Overall, the organisations’ perception of diverstyd its normative (un)desirability could be
summarised as a spectrum ranging from an understpd diversity as a threat to social
cohesion and British cultural values, to an una@eming of diversity as a benefit for society
A graphic representation of such spectrum would$®llows:

Figure 1. Organisations’ normative understanding of the @ity of diversity®

Fed. T
Plaid Cymru Anti-Poverty

THREAT BENEFIT

Conservative Labour

2.1 The organisations and their views towards diversitypolicies

Although the organisations and the individuals thyarate in the political realm are normally
driven by certain normative principles, conceptd goals, they often have a more practical
approach to issues, and therefore find themseha® momfortable when discussing actual
policies. In this sense, interviewees showed thwdirtthoughts were actually more
substantiated when they were posed with more spegblicy-related questions. The
Eurosphere questionnaire covered a number of $pquilicies relevant to diversity and
political rights and participation in Europe. Resgents deliveredhore consistent responses
(in relation to the responses of other interviewezmbers of the organisation they belong to)
when asked about issues that were, in one wayathan present in current or recent political
debates. Issues that did not mach this criterisnch as the one asking about their stances on
dual citizenship — prompted less elaborated regmons

a) Citizenship

The Conservative Party does not seem to have edmblicy regarding citizenship, although
their proposals to apply tougher controls on immiiign (even from EU countries, if the EU
is further enlarged) may suggest that this partylccasupport more restrictive stances
regarding citizenship. Still, Conservative Partymmbers showed a wide range of opinions on
the criteria they thought should be applied forngreg British citizenship. From those
considering that nothing should be changed:

| think the rules are perfectly acceptable at themrment ... Your citizenship,
residence and rights of borders must be regulatedugh having borders, laws.
People should know how to become citizens and wiatigible and who is not
(Conservative Party, 60)

Other Conservatives suggested that historical bdred#een countries, communities and
familiar ties should also be contemplated in additiojus soli “I think that historical ties are
factors of acceptance and of course from whetharwere born here” (Conservative Party,

" The Freedom Association is excluded, as theimiigered members rejected the usefulness of
diversity as a concept.

18 The Freedom Association is excluded, as theirvigared members rejected the usefulness of
diversity as a concept.
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81). A different Conservative politician thoughtaththose having been brought up in the
country should also be granted citizenship:

| don’t think that it's a matter of where you wdpern, | think it's a matter of

generally where you were brought up and where yo$pent your formative
years. | think that shows what person you are alith your roots ... | think that

citizenship initially should be with your formatiamd where your family comes
from. Saying that of course you must allow peoplédécome citizens in your
country, they subscribe to the overall culturaleslof your nation, whether they
want to adopt that as their rol€onservative Party, 62)

The majority of Tory interviewees, however, conegicitizenship as a combination of rights
and duties, and therefore thought that candiddtesld show their will to accept those duties,
understanding that “the aspiration of the personlit@ and improve the society”
(Conservative Party, 148) should be required. Kanmple:

Citizenship should be granted to those who haveamheoluntarily to live in the
country without compulsion, want to be a part @ttbountry and its institutions,
and want to make a contribution to that countrythy can’t or are unwilling to
play a role in those institutions, they should drithemselves to a different
country where they will find a more comfortable (€onservative Party, 75)

Citizenship requires an extension, it means acnggégal structures, taxes, there
has to be the enthusiasm, there are rights andgabbns... we cannot give
citizenship if he does not know anything of thatuntg, its history and
achievements, tests should be suppai@mhservative Party, 114)

The Bruges Group’s take on citizenship is not exjpé@ither, but it can be inferred from the
group’s attitudes towards immigration that any iméation of the EU in the matter would not
be welcomed. Probably as a result of the Grougk & a unified stance on the issue, the
interviewed members of the Bruges Group showedra méxed approach to the question of
citizenship, although all of them believed thattizgnship is as much about responsibility as
it is about privilege” (The Bruges Group, 68), at@refore respect for the laws and an
unquestionable loyalty to the country should beeekgd and required from those who are
successful in their applications for British citiship. While members of the Bruges Group
do not show any enthusiasm for thiée in the UKtest (a required examination for those
applying for the right of remain or British citizemp), they are very strong in supporting the
desirability of leaving such a matter in the hanéi®ritish authorities (with no interference
whatsoever from EU institutions). Equally, theyeimsely support the need to examine the
criminal record of the applicants extremely thorolyg so it is assured that nobody who has
committed an offence in the past can get a Brjies$sport:

Certainly people who in becoming citizens breakl#ves of this country | think
they probably shouldn’t be citizens, and if there nks with organisations that
perhaps intend to blow us up, then I think foranse, again. It's not something
you can take for granted, in my opinion. | mears thpplies to any country,
Britain, Spain, France, whatever, but I'm not soree can define criteria, | mean,
| think that the idea of asking do you know who iyevilll was is absolutely
idiotic, because most people who have been bore, veell they may not know
who he is, but may know something that has to db wim. | think these
questionnaires are silly. | think, honestly, th&nlow this country quite well, and |
looked at some of the questions in the test and, sell, | don’'t know how to
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answer that, you know, anything about pop musicféidl so | think it's very
difficult to define, | mean, you live in a countgqu obey its laws, you don'’t
demand any special treatment for yourself, and’shatobably it, but | do think
that a state, any state, Britain, France, Spainateler, has the right to say no,
you can’'t be a citizen of this country, becausér thest and immediate duty is to
those who are already the(€@he Bruges Group, 228)

Another member of the Bruges Group suggested ligabational and religious backgrounds
of the applicants should be used as valid critéoiadeciding whether applications for
citizenship should be granted or not, as evidehogvs that individuals with certain religious
backgrounds are more prone to become radicalisagpy for benefits:

If someone wants to become a citizen, if they cbere, and they learn the
language, and they live according to our laws, thiegy can become citizens. The
problem is an issue above all with Muslims, whendmag out citizenship rights
as if they were sweeties has lead to large numbiekuslims, of young Muslims
with British citizenship becoming radicalised, begong a very big problem.
That's the reason why we should be much more parsous in allowing
citizenship rights to people. We might just waigjeneration or so to see how
these groups have settled down. Different comnasnidiiffer greatly in their
relation to British society as a whole. There aesydifferent criminality records,
there are very different welfare records. For ex#&nChinese do not have any
problem with school, they do not have much invoérgnthat I'm aware of in
knife crime, most of them are not in welfare anchdbend up in prison. This is a
rather different profile from some of the other pkes, of other immigrants. And |
think that governments ought to take note of akthproblems because we don’t
want to import people with a high level of crimitaland a high level of
dependencéThe Bruges Group, 225)

Another member of the Bruges Group stressed thieathdy that a preference was given to
those who showed loyalty to the UK, shared Britistional valuesand came from a
Commonwealth country:

Personally, | think that British citizenship ismsething which has to do with
people sharing loyalty to the state and to the @althat we want to live by in this
country ... | think if there are people who'’s hadtdvig ties with Britain or with
British people, they should get a preference, éfytban contribute to British life
and of course to British economy as wWé&he Bruges Group, 227)

Even though certain institutional claims of thedéfem Association seem to suggest that this
particular NGO would not like any differences tomade when it came to immigrants and
their accession to citizenship members of the Freedom Association also expretssid

19 A Freedom Association blog entry published on tkie August 2009 read: “Speaking on BBC
Radio 4's Today Programme Phil Woolas laid out rgavernment plans, under which migrants
would have to earn points to gain British citizapsh. The government also said they would deduct
points for what they referred to as ‘bad behavioltowever, what concerned me is what the
government meant by ‘bad behaviour'. It was nattyrlimited to illegal activity but includes what
many would consider to be a basic human right;fithedom peacefully to protest and express one’s
opinion. Speaking on Radio 4’s Today Programmel, \Wloiolas made it clear that “if you took part in
anti-war demonstrations... that that would be an glarof ‘bad behaviour,” suggesting that freedom
of speech would not be guaranteed for non-citizénhink this introduces a shocking precedent
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wish that citizens coming from any Commonwealth ntop had preference, rather than
citizens from EU countries:

Why should we give priority to the EU, to thesentoas of the EU, Latvia,
Croatia, who's the next to come in and deny pnotid countries with which
we’ve had close ties for hundreds of yegiB?e Freedom Association, 217)

While making such assertions, members of the Freedgsociation were also making
explicit their disagreement with the idea of EUizghship, and with any sort of EU
interference in questions having to do with citt@p and the UK:

[Citizenship is a] national right. And | don’t thimwe should have EU citizenship
at all (The Freedom Association, 141)

A nation exists first and foremost to protect thieiests of their nationals, that's
what it's there for. Its nationals are the peophat the country has decided are
nationals(The Freedom Association, 142)

Another member of the Freedom Association suggestat British citizenship should be
granted to those who have lived in the countryaforextended period of time and shown that
they have made positive contributions to societyth& same time, he disliked the idea of the
citizenship test:

| would say probably a combination of period of éinsay a dozen years, and
contribution to society. | certainly wouldn't likelimited to people’s ethnicity or
country of origin. | prefer it if these things aleft a little bit vague, actually. |
don't like this idea of citizenship tg§the Freedom Association, 214)

The only member of the Federal Trust who elaboratadthe question of citizenship

suggested that different ways of acquiring citizgmsshould be contemplated, leaving the
path open both for those who are born in the cguwoir happen to live in it for a period of

time, and those who are descendants of nationals:

| come from a country where you have the birthrighitoe a citizen]. So you have
a very large immigrant community, the Turkish comityuwho are born and
raised in Germany but haven’t got any rights arttihk that this is not right ... |
think that it should be a mixture of birth, residendescent. (Federal Trust, 132)

Another German, in this case a member of the Cdatr&uropean Reform, suggested that
citizenship should not be regulated by the EUt asane of the core national attributes:

Given that citizenship is such a sensitive isseally at the heart of national
sovereignty, | would advise the EU to leave thanftional governmentéCentre
for European Reform, 230)

As could have been expected from members of thy parrently in Government, no major
changes to the system currently in force were sstgdeby Labour party members. They
essentially agreed with granting citizenship aptighjus soliand b) through passing a test
on British institutions and regulations after thdsering lived in the country for an extended
period of time:

whereby we are no longer all equal in the eyesheflaw. If we in Britain value the principle of
freedom of expression, it must be a universal fplac It is a human right not a citizen’s right”
(http://www.tfa.net/tfa_blog/page/2/. Accessed ®etn2009).
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I’'m quite happy with the regime and | think thagrth is a time qualification and
you give and gather and you look on the criteriattivere set. | think you are
asked to show your understanding and | don’t hayeablem with the questions
that they askLabour Party, 139)

Another Labour politician argued that in additiom descent and living in the country, a
certain degree of patriotism should be expectenh fitwose holding any particular citizenship:

| think that [citizenship should be based on] de$céving in the country. It all
stands on the existence of national boundaries thefines citizenship... So
citizenship is based on your national boundaried paople feel patriotic for that
and | think there’s nothing wrong with thdtabour Party, 83)

Plaid Cymru politicians showed a more radical apphoto citizenship, as they argued that no
restrictions whatsoever should apply when it camegranting citizenship, a position that
brought them close to the stances supported by dMddBs members:

| think that we shouldn’t be constraining peopfepéople want to become citizens
of the country, | would try to open that up and astan advantage rather than
stop themPlaid Cymru, 55)

| think citizenship should be open to whoever wdatapply for it under no
conditions(Plaid Cymru, 48)

No Borders members honoured their self-definitiencéassic libertarians (some of them
declare themselves to be anarchists), and opeslyish citizenship as a useful or desirable
concept, as it has an essentially exclusionaryreand perpetuates difference, and a power
structure based on exploitation. In fact, one @irtimain mottoes explicitly states that “We
call for a radical movement against the systemowitrol, dividing us into citizens and non-
citizens”. In the words of their members:

| don't like the exclusionary idea of citizenshipd rather live in a post-
citizenship worldNo Borders, 127)

| think we are all world citizens. Full stop. Wheetfuck came up with this shit?
Essentially, | feel no great affiliation with theate | am part of or | have lived my
entire life within. | don’t feel that | should hag®me sort of solidarity with the
members of the middle or upper classes from thie sbecause they don’t serve
my interests or look after the people whom | limeoagst, and whose lives | am
part of. My cultural ethnic identity, such as itlieel some affinity, but | don’t
feel it translates into any political manifestatgoat all. | feel quite strongly that |
am a member of the human race and | am connectedexybody on this planet
to a certain extent, and | think that the pressihigg is those who are suffering
the worst now and that is at odds with any ideanafional citizenship(No
Borders, 136)

The Brussels correspondent fiine Guardianadvocated the granting of citizenship to those
migrants showing a commitment to the legislatiorrently in force and the democratic ruling
of the country:

Citizenship should be granted to those who pregibglve a commitment with
collective laws and democratic structures
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The correspondent for theaily Telegraph instead, thought that a more open approach to
citizenship would be desirable, as rights also imembligations, and therefore guarantee a
better integration:

| think there should be a much more generous apgrada citizenship, as it could
make the lives of people living and working in;sletay, Britain much easier,
granting them citizenship and rights, rights thatree with obligations too such as
sending your kids to school or paying taxes, fanegle (The Daily Telegraph,
42)

b) Dual citizenship

The analysed organisations did not have any offmsitions regarding dual citizenship, as
they did not have official positions regarding UKizenship. That clearly indicates that dual
citizenship is not currently a political issue imetUK: in fact, the UK is one of the few
countries that does not require those who applyciizenship to relinquish their original
citizenship, regardless of the country of origintlee existence of bilateral agreements. At the
same time, this lack of official positions resulteda greater diversity of answers from the
interviewees, offering a richer depiction of thecerns that such an issue generates amongst
prominent politicians and activists.

In this sense, conservative politicians showed nhifeelings towards dual citizenship.
Most of them showed a very open attitude towardseaching sometimes very enthusiastic
endorsements: “I think that needs to be encourabédink that it enables the person to
maintain one of the nationalities but it might ber freasons of family or business”
(Conservative Party, 81). A respondent thoughtdinad citizenship was a desirable option, as
it made it possible for migrants to preserve theiots in their original countries while
allowing them to integrate in the country whereytliecided to live, work, and raise their
offspring. A system that did not grant dual citigkip would not guarantee that those who
happen to live their lives in the country but wdyern somewhere else integrated and
participated fully in society:

| don’t have a problem with dual citizenship..sémeone is born in a country and
it is their parents that are bringing him into thvgorld and they might wish to
settle down in another part of the world. There #re ancestral roots and the
respect to the community. | fully understand whgpte tend to keep their dual
citizenship simply because their roots belong intaar community. Through the
progression of time they would like the host coumtr be their mother country
and the family they would raise in their host caynthich ultimately will turn out
to be their permanent honf€onservative Party, 148)

Although they all essentially agreed on the deditgbof dual citizenship for practical
reasons, some of them showed some concern regardiiogal allegiances and identification
and integration in both countries:

| find it difficult if people want citizenship inrsumber of different countries but |
think dual citizenship ought to be the norm in maages because, especially in
ethnic-diverse cities, dual citizenship is QBonservative Party, 62)

| personally think that you really need to makeyapir mind whether you want
citizenship. But it is very difficult as I've hadses of people who were declared
"stateless" which is quite tricky as well becausmi yhave citizens with no
citizenship and no citizens’ rights as well ... | g@rally think that if people are
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fortunate enough to have a choice | think that peowill use that right
(Conservative Party, 60)

A particular interviewee supported dual citizenslupt showed concerns regarding the
linguistic integration of those holding dual citihip and deciding to move to their other
country:

There is no problem with dual citizenship howeveran become a problem due
to linguistic problems for those who decide to limea country(Conservative
Party, 129)

Finally, an interviewee saw a risk with dual citizdip when there was a conflict between the
two countries. However, he did not offer any pmdtisolution or way of implementing
regulations that overcame such situation:

Dual citizenship is fine as long as you don’t héive notion that you're going to
compete. If you are from a country which is in Gonfwith the other country,
then it becomes a very difficult situati@@onservative Party, 75)

Members of the Bruges Group also portrayed divigigidions on dual citizenship. While
some of them had no objection whatsoever to duaeaship, and were happy with the
continuity of the current system —“I do not have abjection or opinion on dual citizenship”
(The Bruges Group, 68) — others suggested thaacu#pting dual citizenship constituted a
respectable decision, and that a bi-national ageeénvas desirable: “It depends on the two
countries, | mean, not every country agrees toritttieir own reasons” (The Bruges Group,
228). Finally, another Bruges Group member —a duien himself- suggested that a
number of elements should be assured before diizértship was granted. These included
cultural and linguistic similarity between the ctngs, a clean criminal record, and a record
of not having benefited from the welfare systerthia past:

It depends on the circumstances. Immigrant socetieh as the American do not
normally like dual citizenship. | myself have sdmreg close to dual citizenship,

but that is because | am very old, and when | was bAustralia was part of the

British empire, and there where no differences wbeter in culture or language.

I've never been in prison or on welfare. If these aot the conditions, then dual

citizenship becomes very diffic(ifthe Bruges Group, 225)

The question of benefits was also mentioned by mlnee of the Freedom Association when
arguing against the desirability of dual citizemshi

It seems a bit silly, but as that entitles you & gll the benefits from all two
nationalities, and therefore, | disagré€he Freedom Association, 203)

Other members of the Freedom Association, instaaderstood the personal benefits that
dual citizenship could bring to those entitledtiand therefore supported it:

It is normal (and desirable) that people keep th@evious citizenship when they
are entitled to a second oKi€he Freedom Association, 217)

It's only a piece of paper isn’t it? | mean, youlieing in one place and you're
living by their laws and all there, why shouldndu go somewhere else and do
the same there? ... | think you can have as margenghips as you likehe
Freedom Association, 141)
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| don’t have any particular objectiofThe Freedom Association, 214)

In fact, this was also the case with the membeth@fCentre for European Reform, the Anti-
Poverty Network, and the Labour Party:

As more and more people are now bilocational | deee why the state should
ask you to renounce to your citizenship to acqamether(Centre for European
Reform, 230)

| do not see any problem with dual citizenstfipti-Poverty Network, 88)

| don’t have any problem with citizenship. | knoview people who, for variety of
reasons, either because of birth or marriage haweal ditizenshipgLabour Party,
71)

This was, in fact, the question that generated strengest agreement amongst all
interviewees, regardless of their organisationéliatfon. A member of the Federal Trust,
however, suggested that her enthusiasm could Vatyal citizenship was to be granted to
citizens who originally come from countries outsitie EU. Still, she did not make a very
strong case in that regard:

From a personal point of view, it's a positive thiif | would be able to have a
son with dual citizenship so that is a good conckepan see how there are cases
that will lead to difficulties. Obviously I'm talkg about two EU countries, part of
the same EU polity and | can see with other coestit will bring difficulties
(Federal Trust, 132)

The answers of the interviewees of Plaid Cymru BliedBorders redefined the concept of
dual citizenship. In the former case, the multielad individual affiliation with Wales, the
UK and the EU was considered as an equivalent &b dtizenship, turning all EU citizens
into dual citizens. In the latter case, dual citgt@p was rejected as a principle, as
interviewees believed that everybody should hajtbaal citizenship, or no citizenship at all:

I think that most of us have dual citizenship. Egample, I'm Welsh, British and
European(Plaid Cymru, 48)

| think everybody should have global multiple etighip(No Borders, 91)

The Brussels correspondent of tliaily Telegraph shared the opinion of most
interviewees, and supported the desirability advaihg dual citizenship, because I think dual
citizenship can make the lives of people working éiming in Britain easier” (The Daily
Telegraph, 42).

C) Minority issues

Conservative Party members showed a consistentsgfggoto the accommodation of the
British social and political system to meet theuiegments and the needs of minorities. This
iIs consisten with their understanding of diversity a potential threat to British social
cohesion and the prevalence of British traditiovelues. The Conservative Party proposes
four measures to enhance the cohesion of the eliffexommunities and minorities living in
the UK:

a) Supporting community groups based on theircgWfeness in countering poverty and
deprivation rather than on the basis of ethnicityfath
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b) Devolving power to local authorities, who aretter placed to make decisions for
their communities

c) Offering English language instruction for ali tement the English language as the
bedrock of our national identity

d) Tackling unacceptable cultural practices, sashforced marriage and female genital
mutilatiorf®

These proposed measures fit with the views sustdigeConservative Party members in their
interviews, as they were essentially supportingitlea that the adaptation to accommodate
minorities needs “is not healthy, we should susii@iegration” (Conservative Party, 114). To
a certain extent, they perceived that migrantdgrdarading on an already existing society, and
therefore the onus should be placed on them totadafpthe other way around:

If they voluntarily came to Europe to be in Euroffeey have to have European
values, as they have chosen to go to Europe, Medhosen to go to Britain:
nobody forced me to go to Britain ... Well, they hakiesen to come, haven't
they? Anybody pointed at them with a gun and todint to come here? No, they
voluntarily paid money or decided to live in Britaibecause they love Britain
(Conservative Party, 75)

This was even the case with one Tory politician whppeared far more open to
accommodating institutions, as he suggested thett dwough certain adaptations might be
made, in principle migrants should respect and ealtag the laws already in force in the
country:

| think that you can adapt public institutions amdhke sure that there is proper
representation ... | think that's a mistake that hexpgp a lot in certain countries,
where you get a perception really of an ethno-matlogroup for being
represented and sometimes you see over-represargatf certain groups.
Obviously if you talk about welfare, health etcerth needs to be an
understanding amongst the professionals within éhssrvices on the different
need of other ethno-national groups ... | think tiere are expectations of those
who come into the country that they should resgieetlaws, the government’s
arrangements, and try to assimilate as best as taey That doesn’'t mean that
they have to throw out their cultural identity- @he contrary their national
identity should be celebrated. | think there musetdn understanding of the
different way of life for people who get educatedarms of different approach
that might be taken in the country they come ttbeset(Conservative Party, 62)

Another Conservative member opposed accommodabienause they represent a form of
positive discrimination and lead to higher degreegositive discrimination, which, to her

understanding, is negative as “discrimination iscdmination” (Conservative Party, 148).

Conservative politicians respected religious difg@nd the practice of different faiths in the
private realm, as long as they did not contradichimon law, nor interfere with the state nor
with the regulations currently in force, abovevaitih regard to sharia law:

If you want to live under sharia law you go to aiotyy where there is sharia law.
You've chosen to come to a country and thereforéhe moment you walk into

20 http://www.conservatives.com/Policy/Where_we_st@amimunity Relations.aspx. Accessed
October 2009.
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that country you accept the institutions of thatmoy, you don’'t change the
institutions: this sounds to me like coloniali§@onservative Party, 75)

Similar positions were held by members of the BsuGeoup. This may be indicative of the
conservative leaning of the interviewees, as thegBs Group does not have a unified take on
minorities (as long as they remain under the coemmes of the UK, not the EU). One
member of this organisation argued that immigrafisuld make an effort to adapt to the
country they are migrating to, as they are decidiniye in this country voluntarily:

Yes, | think so. | mean, these are not slaves, wesg not forced to come here.
They choose to come to this country, for whatewason, and | think that
therefore the onus, | speak as someone who cartiestgountry as a teenager,
and the onus, my family accepted that the onusorass to adapt to this country,
and of course that does not mean that one forgetsmwn language, one’s own
food, or one’s whatever, but yeah, | think you é&vehto adapt(The Bruges
Group, 228)

Still, she believed that there were certain quastisuch as the request to be treated by a
female gynaecologist) that should be respectedausecthey are not requirements which are
exclusive of those sharing certain religious bslief

It depends on what you mean. For instance, if wovwant to be seen by female
doctors, that actually has nothing to do with redig, especially with
gynaecological problems. You often get non-Muslomen, or non-whatever, I'd
rather be seen by a woman doctor, and | think yieoukl definitely have that
choice. | think it is not up to doctors to decideontheir patients are, so under no
circumstances can we have a health service, | méamu’re going privately,
that’s different, but we have a NHS in this coungnyd most countries have some
kind of a health service, but if you have a natl@®@vice you can’t have a doctor
saying I’'m not seeing her because she’s a wofiihe Bruges Group, 228)

Again, sharia law was considered a no-go area mbers of the Bruges Group, as they
believed it undermined the core values and priesigf the British nation and its democratic
system. In essence, members of the Bruges Growmg$yr supported the fundamental
principles according to which everybody should lb@ad before the law, and that the law
should be equal for everybody:

No, we’ve got to have one set of rules within ¢oigntry, and anyone can’t say oh
you're a Muslim so you’re going to have a differagal system or you're going
to live, you know, a very different set of lawsl &pply to you if you're not a

Muslim, you know we are all in Britain, and we shiball have shared values and
shared responsibilities and duties and to somenéxights (The Bruges Group,

227)

If by their own political institutions you mean siaalaw, then the answer would
be no. If they want to live under sharia law, whas they doing in Britain? The
essential question with all these people is whyttéty come here. And if they
came here to live exactly as they used to livenénlands where they come from,
then they should go back, rather than expect thiésBrto respond to their
demandgThe Bruges Group, 225)
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Even though the Freedom Association does not haugifeed stance on minorities (they
believe in the individual, rather than in sociabgping$®), members of this NGO showed a
diverse range of attitudes, from those supportitegright of migrants and minorities not to
adapt to the dominant values, to those arguingttieastate should not engage in any sort of
adaptation process that might undermine the cokeesaolding the British nation together.
As an example of the former case, an interviewggested that:

If immigrants do not want to adapt, | don't thirlleyy should be forced to. | don’t
think the state should force people to adapt oroenage them not to adapt. By
and large, | think that if people had the opportyrtio choose, they’d choose to
adapt, but I'd also respect people’s right not tdapt (The Freedom Association,
214)

An example of the second trend would be the foltmuwi

There shouldn’t be any [adaptation for minoritiesls this is undermining the
integrity of the nation. If you want to be a citizef the UK, you're free to
practice your religion, that’s fine, as religion & personal thing, but to take an
active part in society, to work there, to pay taxesbenefit from all the health
services there should be a willingness to learnlamguage of our country. The
idea that we have a never ending array of langudgesccommodate the people
so that they don't find the need to integrate Inkhis wrong(The Freedom
Association, 217)

In spite of the Association’s strong defence ofividual freedoms, the knowledge of the
English language was perceived as crucial for mesntfethe Freedom Association:

No [adaptations for minorities should not be madapd one of the things | am
thinking about is local authorities, or indeed lat other public bodies sending
you something saying that you can have it in 2diht languages. | don’t think
that should b€The Freedom Association, 141)

Another member of the Freedom Association who hadilas views presented a more
moderate position, as he suggested that nobodyiksheuexcluded from services for not
speaking English, and that the state (or local aiites) should help migrants to learn the
language and integrate in the country:

| don’t think anybody should be excluded from smwibecause of their language
problems, if there’s something who speaks only Ueshd they are seriously ill,

and they present themselves in a hospital, youoably cannot say that we are
not dealing with this patient because he speakg ontlu, and you have to make
some kind of special arrangement, on the other hahd idea that local

authorities should be required to publish everythin seventeen languages or
twenty-three languages that is as lunatic as theopean parliament, which is

doing everything in twenty or twenty-one languagethe moment. | am strongly
in favour, and | think the Labour government is aogrup with this view, but the
presumption should be that the English country wark English, and people

%1 The Freedom Association believes that a free sosiebuld be organised alongside the following
seven principles: a) Individual Freedom; b) Persand Family Responsibility; ¢) The Rule of Law;

d) Limited Government; e) Free Market Economy; ftiNnal Parliamentary Democracy, and g)
Strong National Defences (http://www.tfa.net/theeffom _association/about-the-freedom-
associa.html. Accessed October 2009).
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should be encouraged and helped and taught to speghksh and to engage with
society(The Freedom Association, 142)

The interviewees from the Centre for European Refand the Federal Trust stressed the
need for migrants and minorities to accept abidéhkyBritish law:

Obviously there is the question that is relatechvtite compliance with the rule of
Law and the pragmatic principles that there arethink there is a certain
requirement that you have to expéetderal Trust, 132)

In the particular case of an interviewee of the t@efor European Reform, sharia law was
also mentioned as a practice that should not bepsed in the country. If we take into

account that most organisatiods not have a unified stance when it comes to minority
policies, the significant number of spontaneous toas of sharia law by interviewees

reveals the extent to which this issue is opposeBrhish political elites:

You need to accept the Constitution, and the feattthis is a democratic, secular
country so if you come here and say I'm a Muslimbserve sharia law and |
have four wives, well no, you should probably noime and live here, you
probably should live somewhere where the natiorsdlies suit your lifestyle
better. You don’t have to become British to liveehéut you have to accept the
principles of the Constitution of this coun{entre for European Reform, 230)

The Labour Party presents itself as “the party qiadity”®, and even though they do not

address the issue of minorities as such, theiriputiscourse explicitly supports social
equality, showing particular concern about gendeability, sexual orientation, age, race,
religion or belief. Perhaps as a result of the m@rsies generated by New Labour’s support
for multiculturalism, culture is no longer menti@hia that list, and a stronger endorsement of
integration is now showed. Interviewed members supp respect for the law as an essential
requirement that migrants should meet. Although dieibparty members suggested that
migrants should not necessarily fully adopt the ohamt culture, they also perceived
knowledge of the English language as a crucialirement for enjoying the state-provided
services and a satisfactory life in Britain. Labguatiticians were careful in presenting these
requirements more as something desirable that wmenefit migrants themselves rather than
as a necessary, unavoidable requirement. Stillaithdugh they did not think it was the ideal
situation, some Labour politicians also felt thhe tstate itself should aim at providing
translation services in certain cases, as it woafztove the quality of the services provided:

If you are delivering a service and you are deahlmth people who have diverse
languages, [...] then how can we be sure that you dekvering the proper
services. You can’'t have treatment that is pas¥ee. have to bring in measures
whether it's translation, whether it's people wahparticular language skill. So
that is just a proper thing to do ... | think it'slat of nonsense of who hasn’t
adapted but when people talk about it they haveas® their languages on one
hand and then sort of speak the dominant langubgent to houses where [the
people] didn't speak English and there was a lotimteraction with body
language but you can’t have a conversation if yoo'dhave someone translating
(Labour Party, 139)

22 5ee, for example: http://www.labour.org.uk/equesit{Accessed October 2009).
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| think that there are two dimensions: One is thderstanding of the culture they
are about to enter for those people but I thinké¢lealso an advantage for the
people in the country who are able to learn abdwt other. So | think that it's a
balanced approach and | don’t think that we neethéqpushing one culture over
the other because it will cause difference of gmsiand rift ... if you want them
to live in your country then you would have to ad@pmeet their requirements. |
think that you cannot invite people to your courdnd accept them in without
accommodating their needs. But you have to do guich a way that you don’t
overcommit your budget in one area ... | don’t thivik should impose a way of
life on the people. | think that it's advantagedoisnyone who comes to a country
not of their origin to at least understand its cut and language. Because if they
don’t understand the language they won'’t have exteservices, work and won'’t
be able to help their children do the same. | ththiat should be helped to
understand the country that they live in for tHesnefit(Labour Party, 83)

A Welsh Labour politician adopted a similar stanakhough the Welsh perspective, rather
than the British one, was underlined:

| don’t think that anyone should be forced to adapy form of life providing they
are not breaking the law and there is toleranceaatiund and that people’s ideas
and beliefs are respected and understood as fggassible. So | think that it's
important for people who come to Wales to be reasgeavelcomed and at the
same time there’s an obligation for them to underdtsome of the traditions and
cultures of Wales. Not to integrate necessarily fmore to understand as much
they can. And certainly they must not be excludedn factivities, either
accidentally or deliberatel{i.abour Party, 71)

Members of Plaid Cymru insisted on the Welsh asmecthey perceived it had been wiped
off from the debates, and, what was more impotfianthem, from the courses and tests that
migrants are presented with in the publicly fundeddemes aimed at facilitating a smooth(er)
integration in British society:

| think the language is the most important elenfientne. | think this goes back to
the whole UK policy on immigration and with thetsethat take place, such as the
English language and English history tests. Thaen'a any signs of the Welsh
language or history in those tests so if someonatsv@o come here, this
application goes through London and this is what nezd to changéPlaid
Cymru, 55)

Even though the Anti-Poverty Network does not havenified position when it comes to
minorities, its members stressed the importanckearhing English as a desirable common
ground that might enhance dialogue between cultamesgroups. They also thought that the
state should play a role ensuring that migrantseggreed their original language, as they saw a
multilingual society as a richer society. A balaroetween setting common arenas for
dialogue and respect for minority cultures was fusued:

The state plays an important role in regulating rethhational diversity. If it
wasn't for this regulation, we could end up in fuegle of culture. The state
should not protect minorities, but should play deran promoting dialogue
between groups. The state should guarantee thatoreers keep their mother
tongue, but, at the same time, it should guaratiiaeethey learn English, so that
they will have more opportunities in this countryl think there is really a benefit
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in adapting to certain cultural traditions and legjas, but there is also a fear, and
it is the duty of the government to keep theseegsBubalance ... It is important to
know how we adopted certain policies or institusipand it will also help you to
know where you come from, that might generate d &ina cultural foundation
for dialogue(Anti-Poverty Network, 88)

Members of No Borders, instead, advocated crods#alllintegration, placing the onus both

on the dominant culture and the minority one, icoherent line with the group’s egalitarian

and inclusionary —yet not homogenising— approacheyTargued that the state should
guarantee that a more balanced linguistic environiramerged, enabling those belonging to a
minority to keep their language and use it evem wibse who did not originally speak it:

| don’t think anybody should be forced to do anyghior living in this country. |

think generally it would be good if we encouragedtreother to integrate more,
for example learning more languages to integratergvody into the local
communityNo Borders, 91)

| think institutions should be more and more totdraon some issues like
language. There are languages used here by son@eptdmt we need to work
on. | don’'t know on what level the doctor has toalbée to speak, but | do think
that integration is essential, and it is the wawands becoming a more tolerant
society(No Borders, 136)

Regarding the media, the Brussels’ correspondentheiDaily Telegraphsuggested that
paying a special attention to minorities may beag wf legitimising inequalities:

| don't think a person with an Asian backgroundwdtde treated differently than
a person with a Welsh background. You have to befdaso you don't end up
institutionalising inequality. For example, | wasading that the city council of
Utrecht had opened two information desks for Muslione for men and one for
women. You don't want to institutionalise thesgugaliees as a public authority. |
particularly think that public authorities shoul@nprivilege any religious groups
(The Daily Telegraph)

d) Migration
Migration is a controversial issue in contemporBntish politics, as there is a widespread

assumption amongst a considerable proportion opthic that the UK has welcomed more
immigrants than British public services can handher discourses stress the social and
cultural fracture immigrants have generated in vatiagedly was a united society, the lack of
space, or the loss of sovereignty that the UK mestfiye to the EU has brought with regard
to this particular issue, as the UK is no longde @b reject migrants from other EU countries.
These views —or at least some of them— are commamgst those closer to the right, and are
often turned into the official discourses of thegamisations in that area of the political
spectrum.

In the particular case of the Conservative Patigjrtofficial line shows concern with
current border controls, as it allegedly lets tasts, traffickers and illegal immigrants into
the UK?, In spite of the fact that they acknowledge theneenic benefits that immigration
brings to the UK, Tory official statements undeglithe need for stricter border controls to
identify the ‘right’ type of migrants. Not only thaan annual limit for immigrants would also
be desirable:

2 http://www.conservatives.com/Policy/Where_we_standiigration.aspx. Accessed October 2009.
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Our approach will ensure that we admit both thehtiggeople for our economy
and also the right number of people. For econonmigramts from outside the EU,

we propose a two-stage process: The first stageaiking eligible for admission

those who will benefit the economy. The secondssagn annual limit to control

the numbers admitted with regard to the wider ¢ffen society and the provision
of public service’$

In addition, the Conservative Party pre-emptivebrng that in the eventual case of a further
EU enlargement, citizens from those countries shawt automatically benefit from free
movement within the EU, or, at least, when it coteethe UK: “A Conservative Government
would also apply transitional controls as a matiercourse in the future for all new EU
entrants.**

The essentially restrictive migration policy propdsby the Conservative Party was
closely followed by the interviewed Tories. In theense, while showing an open attitude
towards international migration, mostly based aaméhonomic benefits migrants generate for
the British economy, all of them agreed that migrashould be kept under control, so that it
would not be too overwhelming for British society:

Migrants are a huge benefit, they bring benefitsui@l areas and town, they get
those jobs that the UK citizens cannot and wontifiihey have a good education
and are doing well, we can only gain, but great bems can create problems
(Conservative Party, 114)

There are benefits and there are drawbacks. Migratan enrich the society, it
can balance the norms in a society. In the westeorid we have [an] ageing
population. Obviously that means that there areefeywounger people who are
looking after the ageing population. So by haviegge coming and do the jobs,
[they] settle in the society and bring that balar@ek. If you look back in history
every society has benefited from migration and ftbre flow of people to the
society ... As long as a society is able to hostoagiof people that come into the
country and intend to stay on a permanent basthjnk that there shouldn’t be
any restrictions. Society and democracy have toenth&t decision [about] what
we sustainably achieve over a certain period oktim | think that any society
would be receptive towards a sustainable society s future (Conservative
Party, 148)

One Conservative politician also stressed the piadgoroblem that guaranteeing integration
could bring to British society. The impact that naigon could have on the British welfare
system was also perceived as a problem, as it quuilchn excessive pressure on it which
could affect the quality of the services Britishizgns expect:

| think from a sending country’s point of view dinclead to a brain drain in terms

of the expertise they might need -- usually pelgaleing developing nations to go
to more developed nations. In terms of the recgiviations, the capacity of

receiving nations must be able of accepting imnmitgand take into account the
cultural, linguistic barriers and the capacity ofiiplic services in particular. They

must be able to meet the demands and respond tetiheesidents of the country.
That’'s why I think there need to be controls incglavhich make sure that there is
a balance between both ends of this pro¢Esmservative Party, 62)
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Another Conservative politician brought the argutreestep beyond, as he suggested that
certain migrants only came to the UK to benefinfrthe free and universal National Health
Service:

The two main problems are the high standards ohdivthat attract economic
migrants, and that’s the majority. That has to legulated when they come but
the numbers cannot be overwhelming, particularlg ismaller community. | also
think the EU must be careful on health migrants wimoply want healthcare ... |
think international migration is inevitable ... | ttk that there has been a problem
mainly [due] to large numbers. In the 1950s theeesa problem with recruitment
[and] the government recognised and actively actedt. The world has changed
within the last couple of years and now people @tewed to come here and it
seems that we can’t support them economigé@lnservative Party, 81)

Finally, a Conservative politician who acknowledgbéd need to welcome migrants so that
they can better integrate in the UK, advocatedctontrols and checks on migrants, to avoid
resentment in the host population:

Migrants do a great patriotic act, as they leaveithcountry to live in a new
country because they LOVE that country. That is ®hiish society should be
welcoming to them and helping them to become matisiB... Unchecked and
uncontrolled migration can bring huge problems kesw those coming in, and
those already living in the country. Migration shdue controlled to meet the
needs of the host population, as you want the pogtilation to be welcoming,
not resented. We need to have fair, just migrapohcies (Conservative Party,
75)

In spite of the fact that the Bruges Group is ardpcerned about migration policy because of
what they perceive as an EU interference in a bensssue for security and for national
sovereignty alsd, members of the Bruges Group were probably thst leathusiastic about
migration as such, as they perceived that an unaéed, excessive amount of migrants had
overpopulated the UK during the past years. Theysid concern about the impact of what
they saw as an excessive number of migrants oquhbty of public services. On the other
hand, they acknowledged the benefits that somieesiet migrants bring to the economy:

Problems: volume in relation to social resourcekd] high population density
areas and infrastructures such as schooling or $@ort in the South East of
England. If you can’t plan for population increasepecomes a problem. [The
benefits of migration are that] it is often the raandustrious, and indeed, the
more educated who are economic immigrants, thoseamt a great deal for the
national economyThe Bruges Group, 68)

Another member of the Bruges Group perceived arowepshment in the quality of British
social and political life as a result of welcominggrants from areas that do not have the
long-lasting tradition of stable democratic ruleattlthe British have enjoyed in the past
centuries:

The British way of life distinguishes, or used tstidguish because things are
getting worse for the last 30 or 40 year, Britisfe Iwas distinguished by the
contrast between public and private life, which iobgly goes back to the

24 http://www.brugesgroup.com/news.live?article=14042gword=24. Accessed October 2009.
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distinction between God and Caesar. This was wlzatenthe British in particular
and the Europeans in general free in a way in wigiebples from other countries
were not free, and were ruled more or less desalhyicand when they migrate in
large numbers to Europe they bring of course tlagspotic habits amongst us,
and this is not, | think, a good thirfghe Bruges Group, 225)

The question of the number of migrants was alsogdeed as a problem by members of the
Federal Trust, who in spite of acknowledging thevitability of migration flows, expressed
their wish for stricter migration controls:

| think that international migration is a fact ofalpal life and | think that in the

EU context there are benefits and problems withEhkreceiving, not so much
sending, and that is something that needs to beeaddd in a common way
(Federal Trust, 132)

The Freedom Association official discourse cleattpws double standards when it comes to
their defence of individual freedoms, as appareatily British citizens’ freedoms should be
respected. Migration, free movement, and relatedes find a difficult accommodation with
the Freedom Association’s aims to promote individiraedoms while keeping strong
national defence policies. Its members advocatedHe implementation of a system that
guaranteed that those who are more likely to imtiegbetter in British society (because they
already speak English, for example) would get pegfigal access to the country:

It has always happened. That's as much as my tignis. Receiving countries
usually benefit from migrants, because it broaddmesbase, it brings experience,
and expertise, new ideas, new ways of doing evegytihich is all great. The
only difficulty is the volume, and how much youeht/pay in order to cope with
these people that do not know the language, orevieatit is ... If they are willing
to work and adapt, and they are not going to putuzaue pressure upon the
country’s welfare system, they should be able tmeco.. I'm not opposed to a
system of points where people get points if theyspeeak English, or if they can
contribute, as long as this system does not exghaedple who have had lots of
bad luck in life, even though they haven’t gotedecation, but they would have
to come at the bottom of the pile, and | think Wweusd have a limit on numbers
(The Freedom Association, 141)

Whilst the question of limiting the number of migts was the dominant discourse amongst
the interviewed members of the Freedom Associatioa,proposed criteria for discerning
who should be accepted or not differed. In thissegand in addition to the aforementioned
points system that evaluated the likelihood of grédion in Britain, two additional sets of
criteria were mentioned. One interviewee suggettatthe suspicion that a potential migrant
might have any link with a terrorist organisationosld automatically lead to rejection.
Another interviewee, who presented his views as dbminant in the country, showed
concern with migrants and their use of public besef

These would be my constraints: total numbers, &edoroblems with integrating
people with different cultural values ... We shouéléh a right to decide on
absolute numbers, we must have a right to decidthergualities of the people,
for example, if we suspect, not prove, if we suspfet someone is associated
with terrorism, we should not let them in. It mbst consistent with the needs of
our economy, in terms of skills and numk@ise Freedom Association, 142)
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What I'd like to see, and what | think most peoptaild like to see that if people
are coming here, regardless of their religion, redjass of their ethnicity, if they
are coming here to play a role in the society, torky to contribute and to
generally be law abiding, then | have no problenalaaind it should be welcomed
and celebrated ... | think | share the view of mesigte in this country. You see it
a lot in the media. | don’t think the British publis particularly anti-immigrant,
what they don't like is people coming here who se&lbuse the system, who seek
that the state should be more favourable to cer&imo-national groups, or you
set certain people over the native population, #nd not saying here that the
native population should be superior to anybody iogto this country, I'm
saying that it should be equal ... There are certbenefits providing that
immigrants are coming here to do their job, to Ivere and to contribute to the
economy, but if we have people coming here wittemtion to work, who have
to use the public services, then we have to quedtithat's really a benefit ...
This should be based on a quota system that wet oidave heré¢The Freedom
Association, 203)

Interviewees from the Centre for European Reforso alriticised the migration policy in
force in most European countries, as it attracted $killed migrants, rather than highly
skilled ones. They also criticised the fact thatdpean countries were open to migration
while the economy was growing, and closed the dhoimg times of recession. Still, they
celebrated the dynamism that migrants bring toett@nomy, and the sense of competition it
generated amongst local workers too:

International migration brings a degree of flexitil to the labour market that
most markets don’t have, because they’re much miliag to take up odd jobs,
because they’re willing to move around regions afsb across countries. If you
have a smart immigration policy, and EU countri¢Bes than the UK, that is a
bit better, have in general very bad immigratiorsteyns. If you have a smart
immigration policy, then you can attract clever pEofrom around the world,
which is very good for the economy, and also biynfpethnonational diversity,
the local population increases competition. Havsgd that, the immigration
systems that we have on the continent, which aréased on skills, | mean, you
just import loads of low skilled workers at a tinveen your economy is booming,
then you shut the door when the economy is doimgewthen you kind of rely on
family reunions for the next ten years, and eveeyorho comes are family
members of those low skilled workers, and this amething that once the
economy turns down brings some resentment to tiad pmpulation(Centre for
European Reform, 230)

Plaid Cymru members were enthusiastically suppero¥ immigration, even though they
some of them also acknowledged that it was notydvea easy process for migrants nor for
locals. They concluded, however, that the benefithumbered by far the inconveniences as
long as equality and mutual understanding of tlspeetability of everybody’s culture were
assured, and migrants abided by the law:

We've always taken a stance that everybody who £dmé&Vales has brought
something new. The important thing is the attittiiey come with. And if that
attitude is developing the nation, that's fine. fidiere everybody regardless of
creed or background or colour or ability is equalcamust be treated as equal
(Plaid Cymru, 92)
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Citizens of Wales are everybody who is here noverevier they came from,
whether their family has been farming the samegyefdand on the slopes of the
mountains in the north for over a thousand years oefugee who got off from a
boat from Kosovo or Somalia. We can’t define otizenship or any nationality

in any other way and an attempt to do something @lsuld be crazy, it would

also be completely illogical, because we are a tuthat has survived out of
migration and had migration for a very long timeyda you know, we don’t have
pure Welsh blood lingdlaid Cymru, 122)

There are massive problems as well as massive apptes as well. Looking at
the economic recession, | think it's becoming eatsiecriticise foreign workers
who come here to work. | think that times are toaght everyone looks after their
own, rather than the global outlook. | think thateeyone must look outside their
borders and their people and work collectively .thihk instead of ticking boxes
with specific groups we must say who should wdetanto the country. | think
that should go back and say: "Open the bordersitit respect to the country, to
each other’s cultures and background®laid Cymru, 55)

Probably due to the dominant discourses spread idiyt wing media organisations,
particularly by the tabloids, and to the relatedajgeneralised perception (at least amongst
certain sectors of the public) that immigrationaissocial problem that still needs to be
addressed, Labour Party politicians were less esidhtic, although they also felt that
migration was in essence beneficial for the reocgi\aountry. There were members, however,
who insisted on the need for migrants to pay taaed,abide by the law, and respect the local
regulations:

There are enormous benefits. First of all, in teraisexpertise where we may
encourage immigration for shortage areas of exgertsuch as the medical
profession, engineering and teaching. The recenvewaf nurses from the
Philippines but we almost denuded the nursing stingcin the Philippines. Bear
in mind that we also lose through emigration adbhighly skilled people as well
in places like the US, Canada and Australia whéeeihcome is greatgtabour
Party, 71)

For example, London is such a city that is depenhdarthe incoming labour. So
that’'s what a city strives for, needs and can nayarenough, of skilled people
and labour. You cannot have enough people who wnardic and that can help
growth. And there are many people where if theuntoes are stable and if they
get sense of more of an economic well being they thnak that it is a great

country to live and have a family ... if someonetaying for a reasonable time
and paying taxes and settle here and then theirlyanome here then it is

reasonablgLabour Party, 139)

Another Labour politician adopted a discourse aldsethe one supported by Tories and
members of the Bruges Group and the Freedom Adsmtiguggesting that stricter controls

over migrants, as well as a consistent policy guaeing that there were not massive migrant
flows should be in place:

As regards the problems | think that there wouldrbthe recipient countries who
are not equipped to deal with the mass amount oplee either economic or
socially, we have to think then globally as poléics how we are going to deal
with the consequences of that migration ... We hawave people who share our
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common beliefs. We also need to be very mindfu iftvant to let in friends and

not enemies of this country. | think also that westvhave control in our borders

and we cannot let anybody in our country regardiglsshecks and balances ... |
think that we are a very small geographic area tisathe UK and we are talking

about even smaller area when we are talking aboaie¥/and so you need to look
at the capacityfLabour Party, 83)

In any case, the Labour Party is not proposing em@jor review to the British current
immigration policy, and therefore, their officialasce basically supports the government in
their assessment and its tackling of the question.

The activity of Anti-Poverty Network is basicallgdused on the reduction poverty in the
UK, and the group does not have an official lingareling immigration. As a result, members
of the Anti-Poverty Network had different approagtte the question. The bottom line in
their discourses would be that migrants shouldeabiglthe law, learn English, and integrate
in British society, in order to prevent social wstreStill, they recognised the benefits that
increasing the diversity of the country brings daisty:

The good thing when you receive so many peopleun gountry is that they

contribute to the diversity of the country. On titker side, it is not that simple,
because if there are migrants that do want to lase if they lived in their

countries, many difficulties may arose. It is p@sitas long as there is the will to
integrate in that societgAnti-Poverty Network, 88)

It is an enormous advantage if they learn the laggu... The state should go
further than looking peoples’ status within Britisddw and at peoples’ status
within the framework of Human Rights ... Advantadetkiink that the benefits
always are that you bring new blood into the cowntt brings a revivification of
the country. Disadvantages: if there was a largeuyr of society that decided to
cut off society and live in a separatist w@nti-Poverty Network, 88)

A member of the Anti-Poverty Network, however, adlde complaint, as according to her
migrants had taken jobs from British citizens, ahadt was not desirable: “Of course
immigrants should adapt, as it is their own chdide living in this country ... My only
complaint would be that they have taken all ousjo\nti-Poverty Network, 77).

No Borders UK, instead, is mainly dedicated to ¢limination of international borders
and the eradication of the notion of citizenshi;mderstood as nationhood), and the
inequalities it generates within any given sociéitiie group publicly supports the right of
every individual to free movement, and therefocenigrate freely. For No Borders UK,
migration is not a problem, and therefore, it sdowbt be addressed as such. Consequently,
interviewees from No Borders rejected the currengration policy, and opposed the
widespread discourses about migration, as theyevmsli that it stigmatised a sector of
population that were already victims of inequaditi®lo Borders activists rejected the very
idea of ‘lllegal immigrant’ —“I don’'t understand e@hconcept of ‘illegal immigrant” (No
Borders, 118)—, and denounced the use of migramsapegoats of the inequalities generated
by the very capitalist system based. More spediyictiey criticised the hypocrisy behind the
widespread discourse that migrants have an untésiranpact on public services and on
British citizens’ job opportunities, since they@lsontribute to paying for them through their
taxes. In addition, they underlined that the NH&&king profits — instead of reinvesting in
the service so that the increased population gdisti@r service — and big companies are
increasing their revenues by exploiting migrantsthfe same time, and in addition to these
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negative statements, they celebrated the benefaspkct of migration as an invaluable
cultural input for British society:

As the current system stands, with unequal riglois migrants, various
companies are able to benefit massively from etipépmigrants that don’t have
equal labour rights. I'd like to add that migrantsse these structures to create
their own mobility, and they exploit the systemnadl. Migrants bring a hell of
cultural value to this society. Migration is greatorder to bring new ideas, new
thought ... There should not be any limits for imm@ngs to be let into the country
(No Borders, 127)

At the moment, migrants coming from different coestare often misunderstood
and seen as something completely different to Wt are, they are seen as
complete outsiders in other people’s mindsets, anel blamed for various
problems. They are the scapegoat for all the thigggng wrong. Regarding
benefits, the more diverse a society is, the mba#lenges, debates and therefore
the more creativity can be found in a soci®y Borders, 91)

Migrants are often blamed for lowering wages, iragiag population, and putting
pressure upon our social services. All three aagvéld: migrants are not bringing
wages down. It is bosses drawing their margins laps conflated from two
different points. Regarding the increase in pogalat! just don’t buy, | think it's
just bollocks. Regarding social services, againt'tha problem of the economy:
there’s enough money, there’'s enough professiomaldo these things, but the
money has not been released for it. The NHS juderagrofit last year and there
are still waiting lists. | don’t buy [the argumetitat] any of these migrants are
making our lives hardeiNo Borders, 136)

Figure 2 seeks to sum up and synthesise the viemgppon migration reconstructed here, and
demonstrates how groups and organisations’ positiornthe political spectrum correlate with
their understandings of migration as, at one enth@fpectrum, a threat to society and, at the
other end, a benefit. As we have demonstratedetheswys, in turn, inform our actors’
arguments about the need for stricter border cboiroconversely, the desirability of more
openness.

Figure 2. Organisations’ and their members’ attitudes towanegation

| Freedom Ass | | Euro Reform |
| BrugesGr. | | No Borders
Fed. Trust Antipoverty N |
THREAT/ BENEFIT /
NEED FOR NEED TO
STRICTER OPEN
BORDER BORDERS
CONTROL EVEN MORE
Conservative Labour
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e) Political Rights

The question of non-citizens’ political rights i®tna prominent issue in British public
debates. As a result, other than in the case gfesissue organisations such as No Borders
UK, organisations do not have a unified stancehan particular question. Still, respondents
showed a strong degree of coincidence in theiraresgs, probably at the expense of their
arguments’ sophistication. Once again, those cltwsenore conservative positions showed a
unified view, while those interviewees holding mdikeeral positions were more nuanced in
their responses.

Conservative politicians, for example, opposed &t lthe participation of non-UK
citizens in British politics. They did not offer yther explanation that went beyond the idea
that ‘only British citizens should participate inriBsh politics’. Only one Conservative
interviewee acknowledged the potential benefitd #ilbowing non-citizens to participate
might have over British society, as it might faeite social cohesion and could even prevent
further isolation of those who are new to a society

It depends on the background of the individual whegry often they come from a
very different political system with the politiceystem they reside, such as the
Chinese community for example and if they are ¢grymmengage with the British
political system it can be difficult because fremdof speech is suppressed in
many parts of China. | think that there must beeeognition of that and support
to ... enable them to fully participate in the pac#ii system that they arriving in.
But what | would not advocate is the existenceféérént political systems within
a state. | don’t think that is helpful at afiConservative Party, 62)

Members of the Bruges Group suggested that onliysBrcitizens should have the right to
vote in the UK, even in the case of EU citizens:

No you don’t have political rights, you're not alled to vote here if you're not a
citizen, and obviously you're still equal before ttaw, and if you happen to be
working and living in the UK your children get sch@laces and so on, but you
don’t have a vote and you can’t stand for varidusgs(The Bruges Group, 228)

If EU citizens want to participate in British podial life, they’d have to do what
I've already said: show loyalty to the state andhe values we want to live By
(The Bruges Group, 227)

Members of the Bruges Group also opposed the lddatternative political institutions were
set up for minority groups, as they believed sugbractice would undermine the principle
according to which everybody is equal before the. I&till, they left the door open for
minorities to set up organisations of political urat such as charities, pressure groups or
NGOs:

You have only one law in one political systemeligle want to set up their own
charities or something like that, yeah, of courkat a double law you can't.
Everyone is equal before the law. Otherwise younoahave democracy and you
cannot have freedolThe Bruges Group, 228)

® He had previously stated that these requirememtsilé be the criteria for accessing to British
citizenship. Therefore, by saying this, he was egging his wish that only British citizens should
have the right to vote.
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Members of the Federal Trust and the Freedom Aasorishowed similar positions to those
held by the Bruges Group, and opposed the poggilofi allowing minorities to have
alternative political institutions. Like the membaf the Bruges Group, they did not object to
minorities setting up political organisations tkagre meant to operate in the already existing
institutions:

| think that political institutions are too broacebause | think they should have a
right to form a political party for example. | thkrthat they shouldn’t have the
right to have their own parliament for example, dese | think that it is
something that can’t be happeni(ifederal Trust, 132)

Anybody, any group of people with a common intesbsuld be entitled to get
together, should be entitled to form an organisatithey’re entitled within the
law to have their own rules, they're entitled tdly, and | tell you | was many
years an MP and many of them do, and | was oftebiéal by people interested in
animal welfare, in the environment, age concerrg ou know, the whole list,
and teachers’ groups and media groups, and any @yeplk, and trade unions, so
yes, anybody is free to form a group, to be a pmesgroup, to appear in the
media, to lobby their representatives, providedytte it within the system we've
got. If they came along and said no, because wealdierent we are a different
group in society and we want rules for us, theask jcan’t take i{The Freedom
Association, 142)

Although all the members of the Freedom Associasbared this view, two of them also

showed some concerns regarding the nature of meataiociations. They felt that rather than
promoting the rights of minorities, some groups mignstead perpetuate differences and
constitute an obstacle to the integration of mimesi Particular concerns were shown
regarding the already existing Black Police Assiomm Two interviewees mentioned it, and

criticised its existence using the very same argumehich might indicate that this particular

issue was been previously discussed in internatingse briefs or in public debates:

Everybody should have the same rights under the laiaverybody should be free
to join or to form their own groups within the laprovided that they are legally
resident here, but that should not necessarily neaapproval, for example one
of the things that | find myself more antidiversitgore antiintegration is the

police, where you’'ve got the Black Police Assooiativhen you don’t have a
white ong(The Freedom Association, 217)

If private individuals, for any reason, they wanthave a Jewish Golf Club, I
don’t have a problem with them having a Jewish @dlfb, | don’'t mind it even if

| applied to the Golf Club and they said sorry yeuhot Jewish, you can’'t come
in. 1 have a bit of a problem with the Black Polissociation, because there is
not a white police association, indeed | have aobia problem with the women’s
committee in the European Parliament, because wa'tdbave a men’s
committee. | object to questions of nomenclatureh sas the Muslim Parliament.
| don’t object to having a Muslim council, or a Mias organisation, but don’t
call it a parliament, because then it implies titdtas some democratic authority
which it may really doesn’t have, and shouldn’t éélvhe Freedom Association,
142)

Interviewees from the Centre for European Reforggested that sizeable minorities might
have the right to establish certain institutionsdagations to ensure their political
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representation, as long as that entailed an adaaptaf the current regulations and their
integration in the existing institutions:

Up to a point. Obviously, if there is a sizeabl@aonity in a country, that minority

should have certain minority and cultural rightsathare distinct from the

majority group. Having said that, | would say théere is a bargain to have
somewhere, you have your cultural rights, you ggresentation for your own
group at the local and up to the national levelt the other side of the bargain is
that you need to make the effort to integrate ywar host society, where you
learn the local language, you accept the local t¢ituson, and so on and so forth
(Centre for European Reform, 230)

However, this same interviewee also suggesteddhtiaens from EU countries should
enjoy greater political rights, and even the right/ote, as it is much easier to guarantee that
British citizens would enjoy these rights if thegppened to live in a EU member state: “I
think there should be a difference between EU aizand non-EU citizens, because within
the EU it's much easier to ensure reciprocity” (Ceor European Reform, 230).

Plaid Cymru members supported the extension ofigallirights to long-term residents in
Wales, regardless of their country of origin. Thieglieved, however, that it would be
desirable if those rights, if ever granted, wereresed within currently existing institutions:

| think that everyone should be engaged in the deatic process but I think that
they need to get involved in the political instiins because that is like playing
with the fear factor of the opposition who are agstiintegrating communities
(Plaid Cymru, 55)

The people who live in Wales must have faith inpbigical system that exists
here and stand for politics at the institutions ttlexist here, either in the Welsh
Assembly Government or even in the UK parlianfelgid Cymru, 48)

Labour Party members, instead, thought that oriyeris should have the right to vote, even
though they granted that it could be desirablénatt right was extended to non-citizens too:
“the right to vote in a country? | can’'t envisage tsituation with those who don’'t enjoy
British citizenship vote necessarily, but | thitls important” (Labour Party, 71).

A member of the Anti-Poverty Network, an asylumkszehimself, accepted the fact that
he was not entitled to vote under the current eguris. Still, he expressed his wish that such
regulations were modified, as the only way to fultegrate in a country is through enjoying
the same rights and obligations as the local populaHe also thought that there were
alternative forms of political participation othéman voting, such as the network he is
involved with:

Being an asylum seeker myself, | do understandl tthanot have the right to vote
in this country. Still, | participate in politichitough other means ... If people are
willing to come to this country, you must give thibe same rights as the rest of
the population. And once you have the same rightevarybody, you must have
the same obligations. And this is the only way ¢oplart of a country(Anti-
Poverty Network, 88)

No Borders’ members, in line with the organisatsoafficial line, openly rejected what they
saw as a legalistic distinction between citizensl aon-citizens, as they felt it was an
exclusionary way of organising society, and a walegitimising relations of domination and
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(neo)colonialism. They all argued that everybodgupying the same political space should
enjoy the same rights and obligations, regardléfiseir country of origin:

I don’t know why people belonging to different etimational groups should have
different rights if they are all occupying the sapwitical space at the same time
... For practical reasons, it would not make muchssethat individuals only

living in the country for, let's say, six monthspudld have the right to vote.

Therefore, | would say that every individual livihgre as a part of this society
should have every possible political right, regasl of their country of origin

(No Borders, 118)

The creation of the idea that some people who lia&esame physical attributes
as others, and are of the same species are somsboond class because of the
particular longitude and latitude of their birthpta, because of who is in charge
of their country is at best foolish, and at wonstredibly offensive. We are all
world citizens ... I'm very much of the belief the¢rybody should exercise their
personal political power in whichever way they $iéeand... it's very hard to
oppose people setting up alternative political stimes or political institutions
and for whatever reasofiNo Borders, 136)

Among our media interviewees, the Brussels cormedpot forThe Guardianendorsed the
general opinion according to which the politicasteyn should be equal for everybody, while
supporting the devolution of certain powers to veatminorities. In his opinion, other than
devolved assemblies, there should not be any gallitnstitutions competing with the Houses
of Parliament:

| certainly do think that the political system shibbe identical for every citizen.
That does not exclude, though, forms of devolutiike, the Welsh Assembly
Government, there is a Scottish Government, therea iNorthern Ireland

Assembly. |1 do not favour any sort of political otar-structures that are in

conflict with the democratic structures that havelged from mature societies for
the past several hundreds of ye@fbe Guardian, 59)

The figure below charts our interviewees’ attitudesards political rights for non-citizens,
demonstrating once again that organisations’ mstion the political spectrum inform their
views of notions of citizenship. In particular, migeaning groups and organisations are more
likely to support political rights for citizens gnlwhereas left-leaning interviewees were keen
to advocate a more inclusive understanding of thigbes.

Figure 3. Organisations’ and their members’ attitudes towamalitical rights for non-

citizens
Federal Trust AntiPoverty

POLITICAL
RIGHTS POLITICAL
FOR RIGHTS
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f) Free Movement

As with the case of political rights, free movemenonly a central issue for relevant single-
issue organisations such as No Borders UK. Wheanites to political parties, think tanks, or
other civil society organisations no official linexist. On most occasions, interviewees
themselves did not have a well-grounded opiniorithenissue, and based their responses on
their basic political principles, rather than oralgsis of the issue and its implications. In this
sense, for example, Conservative politicians weraegnlly in favour of free movement.
However, they had different understandings of wine¢ movement entailed. One of them
understood free movement as the free movement dders “it helps countries with a large
number of skilled and unskilled labour boost tresonomy” (Conservative Party, 81). The
rest understood it as the free movement of indafsllacross borders. The latter group
advocated special treatment for EU citizens, bloahg the British government the right to
change the regulations at any time:

My view is that if you are a sovereign state aridlamember, that should entitle
you to certain rights to move around because yoel arpart of a club. But
ultimately it would be on the discretion of the rhemstate to decide whether to
reside those rights or ngConservative Party, 148)

Members of the Freedom Association ideally suppbiftee movement, but in practice
fiercely opposed it. The issue that prevented threm supporting free movement in practice
was the sheer number of migrants, which they betleshould be kept under a limit —
possibly through a points systemide suprd. They worried that uncontrolled migration — and
even migration controlled with the regulations eutty in force— could lead to collapse of the
economy and the public services:

Ideally, I'm all for freedom of movement of labobut in reality, it's a number’s
game ... | think the points system is probably vemgsible (The Freedom
Association, 214)

Absolutely not. This crazy policy which in theosygreat and if we were all
prosperous from free and massive countries woulfinee but in today’s climate,
in the country we live in to say to open up thedeos and say to the world you're
free to come here and work fine, but to say anyhlmahycome here and no one
will stop you is absolutely crazy, and is leadingsbme serious problems in parts
of this country(The Freedom Association, 203)

Members of the Bruges Group showed mixed opinionis kegard to free movement. While
some of them fiercely opposed it, and felt that th€ borders should be kept under British
control —“the UK is not in Schengen and | don’tnthiwe should be” (The Bruges Group,
68)—, other members enthusiastically supportedith no special treatment whatsoever for
EU citizens. Still, those supporting it also uslee taveat of the numbers of migrants, and the
subsequent need to limit migration:

Well, European Union and anywhere else. I'm all ficsedom of movement of
people [but] I'm not in favour of people arrivingere in large numbers and
claiming benefits, but then I'm not in favour ofga number of people claiming
benefits anywagThe Bruges Group, 228)

Another member of the Bruges Group, instead, sugdeabat free movement within the EU
could be a positive development, although thedatirgement had brought to the EU certain
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states that were, from his point of view, problemaind that was already a problem for the
UK:

| think that it is probably all right that EU citens are granted free movement
within the EU except, | mean, | think there haverbesome problems with
Romania and Bulgaria. That is, the EU, like moditjpal organisations, wants to
extend its power, and what was tolerable, barelgrable, when the EU was
made of small relatively homogeneous states becdesssand less tolerable
when more and more states are included within te Tlarger and less
heterogeneous it gets, the more free movement lescarproblem. It means, for
example, that Britain is open to all sorts of, iomse ways, highly undesirable
people. We no longer have the right to exclude sedple(The Bruges Group,
225)

Members of Plaid Cymru endorsed the idea of fregament as a desirable one —“| can’t see
what the major barrier would be to not having tfiede movement]” (Plaid Cymru, 48)—,
while Labour Party members thought that it shouddkiept for EU citizens only, and not
extending this right to all countries in the world:

| do believe in the free movement of labour, arat #ll citizens from the EU
countries should enjoy equal rights in any of trember states ... | think that all
Members of the EU should have free movement bunit dhink you should

remove all barriers right across on a worldwide Isas think that our controlling

systems would be overwhelmed, if that was the asleour Party, 71)

We have free movement for people coming from thenElber states but there
must be some border control for people who coma fnon-EU countries. | think
that | would be very uncomfortable about not havisgme sort of
control...(Labour Party, 83)

That was exactly the same position advanced by-Rowerty Network members, although
they also explicitly expressed their convictiontthiae UK should be integrated into the
Schengen agreement: “Once you cross the EU botldere should be no further border
controls inside the EU” (Anti-Poverty Network, 88pn the other hand, members of No
Borders considered the freedom of movement to beueial human right — not surprising
given that their official communications descrileit organisation as a “network of groups
struggling for the freedom of movement for all aad end to all migration control§®
Restricting this freedom was just a mechanism sthsel to exert their power, including the
power of exclusion:

| think freedom of movement is a core human freedath borders have been
designed by states to control the monopoly of ma#ewithin their territory. |
don’t accept their legitimacy. | don’t accept thairders should have any right to
be there. | think that everybody in the planet thesright to freedom of movement
(No Borders, 136)

Interesting, a similar approach was put forwardhey Brussels’ correspondent of the right-
leaningDaily Telegraph “I think free movement should not be a privileg¢hink people are
far too paranoid with borders” (The Daily Telegragh).

26 http://noborders.org.ukAccessed November 27, 2000.
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g) Asylum
As a general principle, both the organisations toedparticular interviewees think that the

long British tradition of welcoming and helping ugkees should be maintained, as long as
every refugee / asylum seeker is a genuine onecdiheern about bogus refugees and asylum
seekers was prominent, and shows evidence thauthenticity of the claimants and their
motives constitutes the actual dividing point oe tesue, informed by the centrality of this
theme in British political discourse (Sales, 2002)r example, a significant proportion of
socially conservative interviewees argued that mamgrants were benefiting from the
condition of political refugee or asylum seeker jle/tthey were not under threat for political
reasons in their countries. Conservative partytip@ns shared that view, and suggested
doors should be kept open for genuine politicaligets, while ensuring that those who did
not match the criteria were transferred to theksaeserved for regular migrants:

Genuine refugees can never be a problem. Genuihigcabrefugees escaping

from terror and oppression are entitled to bendfam the consideration of

asylum seekers in Britain. Bogus refugees shoulddoepted or denied access
based on economic criter(€onservative Party, 75)

Members of the Bruges Group believed that asyluskess were essentially a problem for the
country, at least under the current regulationse @h its members suggested that they
constituted a problem just because they were pedeas one —“They are seen as a social
problem, and therefore, they become one. It's &fglilling political issue” (The Bruges
Group,68), whereas other members of the think suggested that the problem with asylum
seekers is that, like regular migrants, have aresinable impact over British public services:

Certain areas just cannot cope. I’'m not sure hoe @&e going to solve that. Our
health system, and our education system just fimifficult. When you have a
school entry in which a whole class of children’tapeak English, and they all
speak different languages, you have a problemahgbhool(The Bruges Group,
228)

Interviewees from the Bruges Group had a particiglsume with refugees living on benefits,

and with the costs such schemes have for the Britigte. This question was perceived as
particularly problematic when refugees are consideegular migrants using the application
for asylum as an alternative way to obtain a residepermit entitling them to stay in the

country:

Yeah, financially there’s a cost. There’s also eswith asylum seekers coming to
this country under the terms of the asylum, ang tan’'t work so they have to
live on welfare, and of course they’d all be wogkin the black economy, that’'s
bound to happen. Yes, they are a problem in terimheir reception, and of
course they’d be costs. I'm sure lots of peopleiogrhere as asylum seekers are,
in many cases, not genuine asylum seekers. Ifdheygenuine asylum seekers
who face being prosecuted in their country thensiveuld offer them protection
and help and look after them, protection from theirn government, but if they
are coming here for the wrong reasons, well theyptvita have a better life, fair
enough, but we should really be checking who wim igthe Bruges Group, 227)

Another member of the Bruges Group had a more aadjproach, as he perceived that under
the current regulations all Africans and most Asiaould potentially be entitled to asylum in
the UK. However, the numbers were not his main ahlga. His main objection had to do
with the fact that many of those who are entitiedhie condition of refugee are persecuted in
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their countries because of their rebellious behayioften linked with organised terrorism.
He thought that offering these individuals asylurought terrorists to the country for an
undefined period of time. As that was not a de$eraliuation, the interviewee advocated for
changing the law:

The criterion of an asylum seeker is that somellady a justified fear of being
killed or ill-treated. By that criterion, the enéirpopulation of Africa and quite
large populations all have the right to be refugess | think that the asylum
question is a very difficult one. | mean, the Bhtare often tormented by people
saying that we used to give asylum to people lée Iarx, or Mazzini, but those
were relatively small numbers of people, and thieyndbt cause great trouble to
us or, indeed, to their homeland. That was a diffiérsituation: when you have
mass asylum-seeking, you have a totally differénatson, and | think a very
dangerous one, because people who are in dangepragecution in other
countries are by no means merely innocent victihes; are often people who are
very troublesome and violent indeed. Britain hagjuned large numbers of
Muslims who have been kicked out of their own cas)tand are part of
international Jihadism, and we have lot of troutideget rid of them, because no
country will take them. So we are stuck with thang that constitutes a major
problem, and a stupid problem, so | think the lageds to be changedhe
Bruges Group, 225)

Members of the Freedom Association shared the fotioe with Conservative politicians
and members of the Bruges Group, and thereforehaltgenuine asylum seekers were not a
problem for the country, whereas fraudulent onesukhnot be let in because of the costs
they generate: asylum seekers are “not [a problértjey are political asylum seekers.
Otherwise yes, as there is a cost” (The Freedonoddaison, 141). Although the Freedom
Association shared this point of view, one of tngamisation’s members asylum seekers are
problematic, on the basis of the frequent reportihgoncerns in the press. Still, the response
put forth the argument that the UK should contiaaeepting genuine asylum seekers, due to
its long tradition in that regard:

| think they have clearly been a problem, as theyehbeen often in the press. I'm
not an expert in the question ... | think this coymsinould accept genuine asylum
seekers. It has a long tradition of doing(3de Freedom Association, 214)

Another member of the Freedom Association expreseaedern with the increasing number
of deportations (and with the cost of these deporia) involving failed asylum applicants:

The problem we have now is that we have peopleamoeally asylum seekers,
and that it takes some time to process these aiits, so if you are a genuine
asylum seeker, and face prosecution, and choosedk asylum in this country,
and work, then yes, | wouldn’'t have a problem whtht. The problem | see here is
that we see a massive increase in failed asylunlicgms, and a massive
increase in deportationd he Freedom Association, 203)

Members of the Federal Trust did not consider asydeekers a problem for the UK —“| don’t
think there are problem for this country” (Fedefalst, 132). Members of the Centre for
European Reform shared this view, and added ttstifen should be granted to those who
deserve it” (Centre for European Reform, 230).

Labour Party members also agreed with this positeord acknowledged the difficult
situations faced by asylum seekers. They criticifexl widespread perception that asylum
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seekers were taking British citizens jobs, andest#ibat the only solution to the alleged flow
of asylum seekers would involve increased cooparatrith countries asylum seekers come
from:

| don’t think there are problems for Wales, | ththlat there are opportunities for
potential problems to arise from a movement ofgeés and asylum seekers that
doesn’t start or end in our own boundaries. | thiti& about joint working so |
don’t think that as long as we work internationalhat is going to be a problem
(Labour Party, 83)

They are perceived as a problem because much gdreeption is around the

notion that they are coming for work and to undérand work more cheaply.

That is a negative perception and it is not trueefvhelmingly, asylum seekers
are fleeing through desperate situations and | khime should be welcoming.
Reasonable control is necessary and we need to inanend the historic links

with some countrieabour Party, 71)

Plaid Cymru politicians showed support for asylusekers, and blamed the media for
spreading negative images of asylum seekers, igmotine difficult experiences these
particular individuals have had:

| don’t think there are and especially those peopl® flee to the country for
certain reasons. What's worrying is that the Prdsgsn’t share that vie@Plaid
Cymru, 55)

| think it's a problem with the way the media refpasylum seekers ... It was seen
that everyone who is not from this country origipdias come through illegal
ways. And that is not the cad®laid Cymru, 48)

Anti-poverty Network members thought it was mistake present asylum seekers in terms of
numbers, and that the idea that there were indalsdwho were entitled to asylum under
international agreements should prevail: “The goasshould not be looking at numbers in
the case of asylum applications, it should be loglat the right to seek asylum, which has
been agreed under the UN Charter” (Anti-Povertynwoek, 85).

No Borders interviewees rejected the idea thatethvegre asylum seeker flows, as the
numbers had been going down since migration camagsopened in Libya and Ukraine —
“What flows? They hardly exist any more. Europe basn so zealous about its policing of its
external borders, and creating migration camps ibyd, Ukraine, etcetera that flows of
refugees have fallen massively” (No Borders, 12hey also suggested that the UK had the
moral obligation of welcoming asylum seekers arfdgees, given its status as a global actor
exercising political, economic and military powé&Being one of the wealthier countries in
the world, taking so much money from every othenntoy, we should be granting more
asylum seekers and refugees applications” (No Bseyd). Finally, another member of No
Borders argued that whilst asylum seekers couldbeotonsidered a problem themselves,
they were helping to expose some of the problentritiEh society: “They are not a problem
per se, although they expose many of the probledasseat in British society” (No Borders,
118).

The Brussels’ correspondent of The Daily Telegrapggested that a certain degree of
cooperation amongst European countries would bieathds, above all if the shared problems
and ideals of European citizens are taken intowatcdiowever, he did not think that the EU
should necessarily be the arena for voicing anduating such political concerns, since its
institutions are not sufficiently transparent:

43



EUROCSPHERE Country Report UN TED KI NGDOM WAHL- JORCENSEN et al .

| think there is a lot that needs to be changed. iRe the first issue that needs to
be tackled is the fact that most of the institwgidrere do not operate in public,
and | don't really see how a political authoritycghd have the right to exercise
their political power if those decisions are nokea in public. At the same time, |
am convinced that Europeans do have shared problents shared ideals,
whether that corresponds to the EU or not is aeddht issue(The Daily

Telegraph, 42)
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3 EU POLITY AND EUROPEAN INTEGRATION: HOW FAR
SHOULD INTEGRATION GO?

To a certain extent, the debates about the nafutreeanodel(s) of European polity are totally
absent from British politics, as the debate is s@tlion the desirability for the UK to be
integrated into that polity. “A crisis issue in Bsh politics” (Budge et al., 2007: 166), EU
membership is a major cleavage in British politicsyealing deep divisions amongst the
public, political elites, and political leaders thgelves. The European question, for example,
and the British endorsement of the Maastricht reat1992 prompted one of the more
severe crises the Conservative Party has beengthnrsince the seventies, leading to an
increasingly Eurosceptic leadership and an diseowsertly opposed to the EU, its
institutions, and its policies. The Labour Partysiion on Europe evolved from hostility to
endorsement during the eighties and the nineti. &hd despite the official pro-European
line, Euroscepticism is not alien to Labour, andnpinent members of the party often state
their concerns with the current state and the @rtlfevelopments of the Union. In fact, the
only national party that is clearly pro-Europearths Liberal Democratic Party. The Welsh
Party (Plaid Cymru) and the Scottish National Rawrtw strongly pro-European, also have a
tradition of hostility towards European integrativitchell, 1998). However, and regardless
of the official Europeanism of Labour, the LibDerasd the main regional parties, the most
prominent discourses in public debates are extiewrgical with the sole idea of European
integration. These debates are often dominatedheydiscourses put forward by political
parties such as the UK Independence Party (a sisgle party advocating UK’s
independence from the EU), think tanks such aBtimges Group (another anti-EU single-
issue organisation), and campaigns such as Bett€d® (of the EU, obviously). In fact, the
mere existence of very prominent single-issue asgdéions (UKIP came out second in the
last European election, getting more votes thar_#mur party, for example) is a clear sign
of the anti-EU feeling that dominates British paldiscourses.

Generally speaking, prominent British political angsations do not favour the
integration of the UK in a federal European polithis is also the case for the organisations
analysed by the Cardiff University Team. Even ie tbase of pro-EU individuals and
organisations, the possibility of further Europdategration is generally perceived as an
attack to British sovereignty, as an opportunity &ther countries to have control over
policies affecting British citizens, because the EBUseen as an organisation with carte
blanche for spending British taxpayers’ money. Btugis often perceived as a remote, non-
transparent, extremely unaccountable organisa@aking the consent of the public that
should legitimate institutions aspiring to be dematic. The media also play a part there: in
addition to the anti-EU discourses voiced by theéets owned by Rupert Murdoch (Jones et
al., 2006), theTelegraphalso portrays essentially anti-EU positions. Thgortance of
negativity as a news value (Galtung and Ruge, 1888cup and O’Neill, 2001), together
with the unfinished nature of the European projeuethich renders it more prone to criticism
— makes it difficult for the media to portray pogat discourses about the EU. The only media
outlet portraying an official pro-EU discourse Tde Independentven when it comes to
supporting the British integration in the Europ&&onetary Union.

The Conservative Party has showed growing anti-Eitldes since Labour won power
in 1997. These attitudes, built on the foundatiees by pro-Atlanticist Prime minister
Margaret Thatchéf, who opposed further European integration. Inespit the generous

2" Her famous speech at the College of Europe (Bruige$®88 inspired the creation of the Bruges
Group, and gave name to the group, of whom sheows IHonorary President. On that occasion,
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opting-out conditions that were guaranteed by tbleddring the negotiations that led to the
British adoption of the Maastricht Treaty in 1992at process revealed the Euroscepticism of
the Conservative party. The Conservative Party sissequently voiced the need for a
referendum on the treaty of Amsterdam (and on ikbdn treaty), and finally abandoned the
European People’s Party, because Tories perceivedas too supportive of European
federalism (Watt and Traynor, 2009). Some intediakions have been arising recently since
David Cameron announced that the referendum orLigi®on treaty that the Conservative
Party promised to call as soon as they got intogsgomould not be called if the Treaty had
already been adopted by all EU member states bfirtteethe Conservative party eventually
got into office (Helm, 2009). The official Consetive statement on European integration
reads as follows:

We believe in an open, flexible Europe in whichntoes work to achieve shared
goals rather than the ever greater centralisatidrpower in Brussels. We believe
that in democracies nothing lasting can be builhwut the people's consent - and
yet people have been denied their say on the resh&tleConstitution.

If the Lisbon Treaty is not yet in force at thediof the next general election, and
a Conservative Government is elected, we wouldhauTreaty to a referendum of
the British people, recommending a 'no’ vote. & British people rejected the
Treaty, we would withdraw Britain's ratification df But if the Treaty is in force
we will be in a different situation. In our viewheh, political integration would
have gone too far, the Treaty would lack democrkgitimacy in this country
and we would not let matters rest there.

A Conservative Government would also amend the Rif@pean Communities
Act so that any future EU Treaty that transfers pmavrom the United Kingdom
to the European Union would be subject to a refdven of the British people.
The British people must be in charge of their fatur Europe.

A Conservative Government would never join the e@iging up our currency
would mean losing a vital tool for running the Bsfit economy in the interests of
the people of Britain - and that means an unacdapt#oss of the independence
of this country.

The EU must adapt to the times we live in - anshduld act where European
countries together can achieve things they canwoaldne. So our priorities for
the EU are today's challenges of global competi@as, global warming and
global poverty. That means:

Thatcher (1988) stated: “| am the first to say thatmany great issues the countries of Europe dhoul
try to speak with a single voice. | want to seemask more closely on the things we can do better
together than alone. Europe is stronger when weadavhether it be in trade, in defence or in our
relations with the rest of the world. But workingora closely together does not require power to be
centralised in Brussels or decisions to be takearbgppointed bureaucracy. Indeed, it is ironi¢ tha
just when those countries such as the Soviet Unigrich have tried to run everything from the
centre, are learning that success depends on siisggrower and decisions away from the centre,
there are some in the Community who seem to wantdee in the opposite direction. We have not
successfully rolled back the frontiers of the statBritain, only to see them re-imposed at a Eaeop
level with a European super-state exercising adg@winance from Brussels. Certainly we want to see
Europe more united and with a greater sense of @mpurpose. But it must be in a way which
preserves the different traditions, parliamentaoyvgrs and sense of national pride in one's own
country; for these have been the source of Eurefiality through the centuries.”
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-Ending the remaining barriers to free trade withire EU

-Taking back control of social and employment goko we can make our own
decisions in these vital areas for Britain's prostyeand social well-being

-Improving the EU's Emissions Trading Scheme

-Reforming the EU's aid policy so that it is maseused on poverty reduction and
less entangled by bureaucracy and administrativetstomings®®

In spite of the apparent Euroescepticism of thes€orative Party’s official line, some of its
prominent politicians (such as Kenneth Clarke, shadbusiness secretary: see Sparrow,
2009), are overtly supportive of the EU, and woeldhusiastically support the adoption of
the Lisbon treaty. Our interviewees clearly showesldiversity of opinions on the EU within
the Conservative Party: while a majority supposd ithea that the EU should devolve all its
political powers to member states, and go backhéinitial common market idea, others
believe that the EU has been largely beneficial Haropean countries and constitutes an
essentially positive example of international caagien. A third group of members would
support inter-state cooperation that did not ineahstitutions like the European Commission
—“l am into member states’ cooperation, not byEueopean Commission: there should be a
stage of intermediate cooperation” (ConservativeyPa14).

Some Conservative politicians opposing politicaégration at the European level argued
that policies should be made at the local level:

Policies should be made close to the people. #bsurd that you can know the
needs of Andalusians, Catalonians, Basques, or iewaf you are working in
Brussels. It’s ridiculoug¢Conservative Party, 75)

| think the EU is a remote body and that should&@thappening. Politicians must
not be so away from the peoj&onservative Party, 60)

Conservatives also suggested that the EU shouldagk to its original structure, aiming at
rebuilding Europe through integrating the markdisey therefore advocate for the EU to
devolve certain powers and abandoning aspiratibrierming a federal state. The mandate
given by the British public in the European Comntiesi membership referendum (1975)
constitutes the main argument backing such position

| think the EU has already gone too far and takesponsibilities from the
countries themselves. And that can’'t be happening wanted a European
Economic Community following the Coal and SteelodnBut we are getting a
closer and closer political Union, and that is reotway forward(Conservative
Party, 60)

The EU should be restricted to what it used to béote, a market-oriented

organisation that supposedly created wealth from dlevastation of World War
[I. Coming together from people with common intexydéom both sides of Europe
to form a confederation that was strong enoughetaurld its infrastructure. That

to me is a very noble cause. | believe that it haw lost its way by seeking to
replace the states of Europe with an overarchimgcstire. | happen to believe
that if they carry on pursuing the goal of a fedeEurope, the dream of a
marketing block that can create stability will st and that will lead to polarise

28 http://www.conservatives.com/Policy/Where_we_stBadbdpe.aspx
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situations and people will turn their backs on thrgginal dream(Conservative
Party, 148)

National publics are not told that most of the &giion being passed in their
parliaments derives from EU legislation. Many posvéall those not helping to
construct a common market), should be returf@@ahservative Party, 75)

Those supporting the existence of the EU highlightee benefits derived from inter-state
cooperation, its contribution to protecting theenatsts of the member states, as well as the
platform it constitutes for exchanging experienegsl best practices. Still, they showed
concern with the lack of democratic legitimacy eftain EU actions, and the lack of control
regarding the enforcement of actual policies:

| think that the EU by and large has been good amynways, but one thing that it
has failed to do is to give full democratic valuests actions, especially the way
the European Commission operates. | also think thatEU has failed to ensure
that directives and regulations from the EU Parlemhare consistently applied in
the whole EU. | don’t think that EU should becomiederal Europe, but | think
that nations must be able to protect their ownresés and also that there must be
closer cooperation in some areas and better undadshg, and better learning
between EU countries to roll out best practi€®nservative Party, 62)

Another Conservative politician in favour of the Bighlighted its importance in protecting
cultural differences, and empowering regions. A¢ ttame time, he also rejected the
widespread argument that a considerable propodidaws are passed in the EU Parliament
with no intervention of the member states:

I think that it's very important and | would lik@ tsee more recognition with
things like the Committee of the Regions, thats® & very good mechanism of
publicising minority differences. Perhaps somehef linguistic ones ... | think it
would be positive in the cultural agenda of the HiAt is helpful towards
preserving cultural traditions and can do more mat way ... | think we are
getting better and in that ways some of the EUslagon is helpful. There is a
resistance towards the way laws come from Europhes were, forgetting what
is actually been agreed by national governmentsimgnmear the European
Parliament and we do have a tendency to gold platrilations(Conservative
Party, 81)

Finally, another Tory politician in favour of theUEstressed its opposition to the two-
speed EU, and showed certain reservations concgrtie Eastern enlargement, as he
believed it had increased the heterogeneity ofEble and as a consequence the common
goals of the union had been diluted:

| think that there would be problems if the EU hadr 3 different levels of
integration. | think that everyone must have anaégtatus. | think that it can get
problematic when it is too big because the EU repnes largely developed
countries or countries that are getting by econaiiycand on the periphery of
the EU now are countries less economically [devetthand [less developed] on
citizens’ rights ... | think the EU nation statess@anany things in common. Most
of them are developed, most of them are in Eurabgch helps the EU and it’s
relatively easy to move forward, due to common e&lu think that where you
have approaches of political arrangements, différpalitical systems, and the
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very different role of religion, that creates bams to the EU. | think that today
we have a totally different EU than when it wastfstarted(Conservative Party,
62)

Surprisingly, the Freedom Association (an openlyi-Bl NGO™) use the very same
arguments used by Conservative politicians. Thiglcc@ither indicate the success of the
NGO in influencing the Conservative Party, or tlevasiveness of the anti-EU machinery
and its success in spreading its discourse:

We are strongly in favour of free trade and voluptanter-government
cooperation between European nations, and notgusbpean nations. One of my
problems with the EU is what's special about thtvgenty-six and what's wrong
with the other 165 countries in the world, why we g@referentially linking
ourselves to an economic bloc which is in long-teetative decline, so what we
would like to do as the Freedom Association, andtwiwould like to do as an
MEP is to unpick most of what exists in the Europeaion, most of the policy
areas | would like to close down, most of the tagons | would close down, the
free trade area would require some regular meetiagsongst ministers, so
something like the Council of Ministers would remdahe Commission would be
reduced to a small secretariat serving the Cournmil Ministers and the
Parliament would be closed entirely and what yowblohave is European
democratic nation states cooperating and tradinggtber ... to the extent that the
governing institutions become more and more renatd,less and less amenable
to the influence of the voters so you get a grea dof unhappiness both at the
national level and at the subnational le{€he Freedom Association, 142)

| don’t want it as a political construct, and | ady voted to stay in back in 1975,
but | thought it was a trade arrangement, an ecoicoagreement, and | valued
the propaganda, and decided to stay in, but it lheveloped into more
integration, into something with one currency, ahcave more and more
concerns with staying there, and once they gotdrispassed, and now all the
decisions are going to be passed onto the regigrsoring the central
government. | think it's harming our free trade afait trade with the world ...
Our Parliament should be sovereign and is not, drat’s at the heart of what is
wrong with the ElThe Freedom Association, 217)

Two members of the Freedom Association, howeveqrporated another argument to their
discourse. They highlighted the number of rejedithre EU had obtained (and ignored) when
citizens of a number of countries had been askedtabin referenda:

I’'m very clearly of the view that it's far too cealised, far to controlling, and
that it needs a really radical and dramatic changad it needs to become a much
looser structure such as a confederation rathenthasingle European state. I'd
like to see it develop [to be] much more diverse aaspectful to the nation states,
but because | don’t think it will, I think we shdWietter get out of it ... | think all
this project of top-down integration is already di&éag people towards hostility. |
think in that sense it's a mistake to push peopla idirection that they do not
wish to go. There is evidence, which is now ovelwing, [in] repeated

%9 The Freedom Association started an extremely sefidason-party campaign “We’d better off out
of the EU”, endorsed by a number of prominent pmidibs from all parties. See:
http://www.tfa.net/betteroffout/
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referendums that there is no public support fotHar integration whatsoever. |
can't see any positive sides at all. It's all nagat(The Freedom Association,
214)

The way it wants to develop is up to the EU. Widklike to see is Britain outside
that political framework ... | can’t see any beneb@fdurther integration at all. |
think integration has gone way too far, and the myimig thing that | see with this
is that every time a certain integration is propse the people, whether it would
be the Lisbon treaty or the EU constitution, ak theople are saying no, and |
found it is a worrying trend that the EU continuespush on with more central
powers and further integration when the peoplehef tountries concerned keep
saying no ... | think the nation state does not extiist more. Control over our
military policies is the only thing we have left heTEU should not be pursuing to
me such a ridiculous policy. It was not set up wiespe such a stupid policy. The
UK joined a trade uniofiThe Freedom Association, 203)

The Bruges Group is also an anti-EU single-issgamsation. Its mission statement declares:

The Bruges Group aims to promote discussion onEilm®pean Union and to
advance the education of the public on Europeaairaff The Bruges Group's
research also explores alternative internationallat®nships and policies.
Equipping politicians, key opinion-formers and timedia with the information
needed for a complete restructuring of Britain’satenship with other European
countries.

As could be expected from an organisation whoseomaid’étre is opposing the EU,
interviewees from the Bruges Group expressed tgicisms about the European polity and
its eventual further development:

The European Union should be shut down. It canldpvey going awayBruges
Group, 227)

How about abolishing the EU and having power regiimthe elected parliament
who is accountable to the people who elected it ell, Where would you like me
to start? How about the fact that our Parliamentnoat legislate? That
somewhere between 75% and 80% of our legislationesofrom the EU and we
cannot throw it out although we are supposed toehavParliament. That our
courts of law that have been acting through thelishdegal system for centuries,
since the 12th century, are overruled by a coudt thve know nothing about
because it is made up of different people fromewdfft countries and different
traditions, is that enough? ... Sky is the limit! @ak Turkey, let it fall apart
(Bruges Group, 228)

Many powers should be returned to national parliaise... As a first step,
Brussels institutions should acknowledge a limithteir ambition. The alternative
is that one day several states will decide to lgBrages Group, 68)

I would like it to fall apart. The more it developsthe future, the more power it
gets, the more power it wants in fact. | mean,lisbon treaty is an attempt to
turn Europe into a state. | don’'t want to be paftaoEuropean state, I'm very
happy being part of a small, free state, not a éar@ighly regulated empire
(Bruges Group, 225)
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A different discourse was supported by membersi@fGentre for European Reform and the
Federal Trust, in line with their organisationakfimns — which are not opposed to the EU as
such. In the case of these organisations, the E&Jfaxsoured, but not as a potential state in
the making. They suggested that the political instins of member states, their regions, and
their localities should be maintained, as they gotwed that policies were designed and
enforced at the level that assured a more satsfaghplementation. At the same time, the
multilevel organisation of political institutionslsa constituted a system for checks and
balances:

You may want to call it more federalisation, ibat doesn't mean more
centralisation necessarily. It might mean in cemtareas more centralisation and
in other areas decentralisation. The main reasoriorghat is that a more federal
structure will allow the most democratic elememtshe EU while at the same
time delivering policies and services in the besy (fhe Federal Trust, 132)

| don’t have any idea for the final objective oétBU, | don’t think we will ever

get to an end state where there is a settled baldnetween the centralised
decision making of the EU, the multi-lateral demisimaking and the different
powers of the member states. This is a balance kbaps shifting and it will

always be tricky. So | actually don’t see an eradestand | don’t really want an

end state where permanently there’s more powerhat hember states or
permanently there’s more power at the central tosthns (Centre for European

Reform, 230)

Members of Plaid Cymru expressed some concernthvthhigh levels of bureaucracy of the
EU, and the lack of knowledge politicians themsgliiave about its procedures and ways of
functioning. They believed that the EU would benefi these procedures were more
transparent, as it would enhance its accountabiityhe same time, they also saw the EU as
a beneficial platform for a future Welsh state, veh&Vales could make its voice heard,
standing equally with every other member state:

As an advocate of an independent EU, our partykthithat it is massively
bureaucratic. Up until the last month | represented Assembly to the Committee
of the Regions and it took me a while to realisatwiias going on ... | think that
if these things were more transparent, the whoiegthvould have gained more
effectiveneséPlaid Cymru, 55)

Well, at the moment we don’t have a strong independoice within the EU, | am
a member of Plaid Cymru, so we would aim to hawedapendent equal voice
within the EU, so, if, with my personal preferemgmuld be for a United States of
Europe model, where Wales had an equal voice tegethth all the other
member states within thé®laid Cymru, 113)

Labour politicians, openly pro-European, stressedinfluence of the generally Euro-sceptic
British media in the negative perception citizeaséhabout the EU, and they also took their
part of the blame in that regard. They underlineel fact that EU procedures for decision-
making and policy-making are not thoroughly exptginand therefore poorly understood,
resulting in public perceptions of a lack of denamyr and EU regulations being imposed
upon the UK, rather than the UK actively participgtin their elaboration. They also thought
that these perceptions had an influence in thatiwadlly low turnout in EU parliamentary
elections. Finally, and in the particular case o&l¥¢, they also stressed the benefits the
nation gets from EU structural funds:
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| think that we need much more honesty and nmdemation. The average
British [person] doesn’'t understand our ministerns asitting at the tables with
other EU ministers to work on regulations. | thititat we’ve failed in terms of
communicating that vision that came out of the eaun union in terms of trade
(Labour Party, 139)

| think that the formal relationships are fine, hewer what is not so good is what
the European Union is all about by ordinary peopds. you know on June the 6
we have EU elections and as usual the turnout ig v and that is because
people don’'t know what the EU is all about. Morapwhe media tend to talk

about it in a very negative fashion and concentatehe ridiculous, and even tell
lies. But | must say that we benefit a great demhfthe structural funds but that
Is not understood. | don’'t know whose job it isptove that benefit, but | think

you need more sympathetic media because we dorétthat(Labour Party, 71)

Members of the Anti-Poverty Network considered tB& an essentially benevolent
organisation, as it represented a common platfdmaugh which countries could jointly
address the global challenges of contemporary sesielhey also proposed that any transfer
of powers should be done in a cautious fashionaaivdcated for the maintenance of national
political structures and institutions as a way @fugnteeing a system of checks and balances:

As the EU is still in the making, there should b&tep by step transfer of power.
Countries are confronted today by global challenge®d they must understand
that the EU is a way of facing those challenge<tiogr (Anti-Poverty Network,
88)

There needs to be a balance between the powehe cftates and the powers of
the EU(Anti-Poverty Network, 77)

Members of No Borders showed a consistent unithéir support for decentralising the EU,
devolving all its powers to local communities asi@ns of enhancing the democratic quality
of European societies, as well as bringing politlsser to the people who actually benefit
from or are affected by their consequences. Théicised the lack of sensitivity the EU
shows to local issues, its strong economic comppraenwell as its top-down approach to
politics and the democratic process:

Personally, | think the EU should be implementiegsi rules and laws. If the EU
wasn’t there, or if any sort of top-down politiceystem was there, there’'d be
more localised, natural support within each comnynand these institutions
would be no longer relevafio Borders, 91)

Ideally the EU would blow up and devolve its powerthe local level. The EU is
completely blind to the particular questions th&eat my local aregNo Borders,
118)

Scrap the EU. | don't have time for the EU. | bediethe EU is obviously an
emerging political force, and migration law is obusly EU, that's why we need
to be attacking them. Obviously they are implentebiethe UK state here, but
they are very much organised and harmonised onlatekel. Yes, potentially the
institutions that have been created around the Buld be used to create more
rights for migrants, but a more solidified EU? Nayant a EU from below not a
EU from abovéNo Borders, 127)
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| think it is essential that the European Union elatalises itself. There are
obvious historical links in Europe that should kaeptogether, but centralising
power does no good for people. | think power needde returned to the
community level, and Europe be split up no intoé@ton states but into the local
communities existing within it. | am all for Eurce collaboration if it led to

world cooperation, but the EU is a Western merdesttinstitution (No Borders,

136)

Overall, then, our interviewees expressed a vamétdifferent objections to a centralised
Europe, as well as various degrees of scepticisvartis the current trends in policy-making
within the European Union. Discourses on the pestki“democratic deficit” were, in
particular, implicit or explicit among many actoEven the most pro-European actors found
grounds for concern, reflecting the generally Esceptic nature of British political discourse.
Nevertheless, the ideological orientations and grepations of actors were reflected in their
statements in this area, so that positions on rhar&pitalism, regionalism, and national
identity, affected their expressed views on Europe.
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4 THE EUROPEAN PUBLIC SPHERE AND THE UK ACTORS

Probably as a consequence of the British questoafnthe EU as a desirable structure to
belong to, the debate about the desirability ofueogean Public Sphere is not really part of
the agenda in the UK. The organisations, therefdoenot have official opinions on that
particular question. Their members, however, talidiqular views when asked about the
European Public Sphere.

The Conservative Party is home to politicians hajdia wide range of different
understandings of what the European Public Sphe@nd should be, ranging from those
equating the European Public Sphere with the CowfidVlinisters, to those advancing the
argument that the European Public Sphere shouldalactinvolve the European demos and
their public deliberation, or believing that anyap$ for further European integration would
fail if pan-European media are not put in place:

| presume that there is one [European Public Spherd it is formed by the
Council of Ministers, because democracy elects lgetgpspeak on their behalf
(Conservative Party, 148)

| think that it would be good to have somethinglece so that EU citizens could
discuss the EU and the future of the EU in theirnowews, so it's not
parliamentarians who by the varied nature of bemguropean parliamentarian
or someone in the Commission that has an intenesttiacting more power to the
institution and doing it in a certain way. So Irkithere is a need for something
separate that will help to facilitate those disaoss (Conservative Party, 62)

The idea of a single European state is mad, as avét thave a single European
newspaper, one newspaper that every European eah r® TV channel which is
common for Europe. You cannot create a state cd@ll@mpe because there is no
demos. Even if you watch CNN: you will know whabwoObama'’s tie was, or

what he had for breakfast, whereas if you ask, 3% of the European

population who Mr Barroso is they will ask ‘who® svhere is the demos? ... If
someone is trying to construct a united Europe @hshould at least be a
European News service informing all Europeans alibatthings happening in

Europe, as the CNN does in the US. Even the Acaiosing from their tents have
set up Al JazeergConservative Party, 75)

Other Conservative politicians instead argued éhatiropean Public Sphere does not exist as
such. However, by saying that, they did not mean iksues were not discussed, rather that
the public had not articulated into a common demtsthink there is no European
communication space but rather issues of concaanhate being discussed” (Conservative
Party, 60).

A pro-EU Tory politician believed that a better emstanding of European politics
leading to the emergence of a European Public 8pheuld be fostered if more resources
and staff were allocated for officials trained ionamunicating with the media and with the
public:

| think that we are very well served here by therBfpresentatives but I think they
are under-resourced. It is difficult for them regalbecause the more they do the
better it will be to understand what the Europeanidh does ... It should be
organised with better resources and trained officialhe reason is that all
communication should be able to remove misguideglgice ... | think that it's a
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question of finance for the EU representatives sot@ be able [to] have a
beneficial influence and correct some of the scst@ies in the media and
understand that the whole EU is about people andaadement, not about
regulation(Conservative Party, 81)

Another Tory politician blamed the media for fagimo pay sufficient attention to European
politics, especially given the magnitude of the amipof the EU upon British politics and
policies:

The Conservative party plays a huge role in shagtngopean politics, and we
have a large presence in our constituencies. $fillen the fact that 80% of the
British legislation is made in Brussels, the metkad to hide our activities
(Conservative Party, 75)

The Conservative Party is linked to the Polish Lamd Justice Party, and the Civic
Democratic Party of the Czech Republic, as theycatistitute the European Conservatives
and Reformists’ Europarliamentary group, founde@rathe June 2009 European elections.
Up until that moment, the Conservative Party wdisiaed with the European Popular Party
— European Democrats group. At the time when Elr@sp interviews were conducted,
Conservatives explained the reasons behind thgiiatbn with EPP-ED, their role in the
parliamentary group, and the arguments for degaftom this coalition as follows:

We [the Conservatives] created the group, closéh® EPP constitution, but
without signing [up to] a federal EU. Mostly Euregtic Cameron supports more
transparency and the British European Democrats banmore attractive. The
European Democrats have their own website, hold twn conferences, they
stand at the centre-right in Europe. With the Ewap Democrats we want to
remain stuck to the EPP, but to have more weiglhiwia large group, but

people pay attention because the UK Conservativenbees are chairing

committees. British Conservatives, even though &atic, take coordination of
five policies within the European Democrats and aezy active in the policy

making(Conservative Party, 114)

The Freedom Association fiercely rejected the idea European Public Sphere. The main
arguments behind such rejection were the essgngétist nature of the EU, that aimed at
preventing public debate about policies, and thek laf a common European language,
history, and identity:

No, | don’t think such a thing exists at all ... Téiercertainly an elite in Brussels
who seem to be operating almost in a sphere that ofaus cannot penetrate, and
they are disconnected from the main populaceslafaaintries, and not just this
one(The Freedom Association, 141)

The whole European project thing is an elite thingt seems to me that the EU is
taking these views that go back to Mussolini'syitdldon’t want to overdo the
fascist thing of the EU, but there are certain edets of it, there’s no doulfThe
Freedom Association, 214)

No, and I'd go back to that wonderful quote ‘haw@egh in common in terms of
language, history, and economic interest to be areg to accept governance at
each other's hands’. | don't see anywhere peopldrtg about it today in Milan

or Sofia, and | don’t think | particularly want gither. I'm a person who likes

55



EUROCSPHERE Country Report UN TED KI NGDOM WAHL- JORCENSEN et al .

broadly to be aware of what’'s going on, but it tekee enough time to read the
Telegraph without reading a lot of foreign papers well, so there absolutely
isn’t, there is not ... There is a Brussels bubbiel ane of the dangers within the
European project is that opinions within the Brdsskeubble are becoming so
distant from the views of ordinary peoléhe Freedom Association, 142)

There were, however, different positions regardimgdesirability of such a space for debate,
deliberation, and political exchanges. Whereasehodavour of it argued that it could bring
politics — regardless of its level — closer to theople, those opposing it suggested that it
would be pushing the creation of a non-existingnidlg and cohesion amongst European
citizens:

The whole EU thing has become an elitist, andat& the case in the national
level, because there is a class, that they haverndene any other job, like
Cameron, being researchers in the House, then nstethen going to an NGO
and then go into politics ... Yeah, nothing wrongwitat, whether you are pro-
EU or anti-EU it'd be good to have théEhe Freedom Association, 217)

I'd say no, and any efforts to create one shouldliseouraged. This whole thing
has been about diversity and ethnonational diversib celebrate that and don’t
try to create an alternative set of European idgntith its EU flag, its EU

anthem, when people don’t particularly want it ...s)Ya Parliament British

MEPs sit with Danish MEPs or Dutch MEPs, but regagdcitizens, and this
European identity, | don’t see(iThe Freedom Association, 203)

The Freedom Association suggested that Consergatveee at least partially influenced by
their stances — “The Freedom Association is growargl it has a certain influence on the
Conservative Party” (The Freedom Association, 2T4e Freedom Association cooperated
closely with other organisations, such as “the BEgeps Alliance, Better Off Out, Liberty,
and the Campaign for an Independent Britain” (TlmeeBom Association, 203). Another
interviewee stated:

We are very small, and we only have the resourtésmemployees. We publish
a magazine which reaches 400 people, we have ateielye do things from time
to time, we patrticipate in conferences, we havesdam influence in political
parties and think tanks on the centre-right sidethr@ political spectrun{The
Freedom Association, 142)

Members of the Bruges Group also argued againsgxistence of a European Public Sphere,
suggesting that it would probably not emerge inftitare, as the EU was meant to operate
away from public scrutiny. Although the internetsaseen as a potential medium for a trans-
national public sphere, the lack of a common lagguaas considered a major obstacle for
such a sphere to emerge:

No, and there will never be. People talk aboutEhEhaving a democratic deficit,
but that’'s the whole point of the EU. It is to stogginary people making their
decisions through a democratic system and to ntakgs happen by more or less
self-appointed apparently enlightened elite. Théts whole point. Decisions are
taken behind closed doors, not through the demmcsgstem ... No, the EU can’t
be democratised that way, because the only pointhefEU is to be anti-
democratic. You don't establish an anti-democratiganisation and then make it
democratioBruges Group, 227)

56



EUROCSPHERE Country Report UN TED KI NGDOM WAHL- JORCENSEN et al .

An actual European space is not emerging, despigeBU’s best efforts since
1957, and | don’t think it's going to, because yast don’'t have that common
space, you just have these different groups talkingach other and that’s fine
(Bruges Group, 228)

Well, the internet gives us a world wide commuiacaspace. No, there’s not
because not everybody speaks English or Germanremch. We speak many
different languages, so there are many things wangonicate a lot about, and
there are many things we doiBruges Group, 225)

Another member of the Bruges Group provocativelygasted: “The only common European
communication platform is Youtube”, only to add:II'#he policies fostering trans-European
communication are just an excuse to throw money iné EU propaganda budget” (Bruges
Group, 68). Members of the Bruges Group criticighe limited attention European
institutions paid to them, due to their Euroscepiature —“‘Regarding institutions, we are
Eurosceptic, so nobody ever really takes much @aoait what we say” (Bruges Group, 68).

The Bruges Group perceives that the group hasfarente over the Conservative Party,
and publicly claims that the Conservative Partynalomed the EPP following the “Adieu
EPP” campaigi! started by the Bruges Group (Oulds and Rotherr2@69). In addition to
that public claim, interviewees from the Bruges @rdoelieved that they have “a certain
influence on public opinion which is what slowly wd change institutions” (Bruges Group,
228), thanks to “the UK having a relatively healthgdia environment, so we can contribute
significantly to the democratic debate” (Bruges @x068). More specifically:

Well, it has an influence in public discussionh#ts less influence than | would
like it to have but it contributes quite a bit algaments and contents to public
discussion and | suppose it has some sort of effectBritain is a large country,
and London is a large town with lots of politicianisis successful in the sense
that it has an audience, people take notice of thggople read its publications,
yeah it is part of the general conversation thag¢gon in politic§Bruges Group,
225)

Interviewees from the Centre for European Reforso aluggested that a European Public
Sphere does not exist. They perceived that theee desmopolitan sector of the European
population who are very international, have lived different countries, and follow
international news, whereas other sectors of spsiebw a stronger interest in national and
local issues. This was, however, not seen as praile by the interviewees:

This is probably a question that runs more withgutries rather than across
countries. | mean, in every EU country there israup of people that is very
internationalised, and we know how people thinlSiavakia, and we’ve lived in
countries that are not our own, we speak langudagasare not our own, and we
are very acutely aware of what goes about arourel EtJ. But then there’'s a
large group of people, and they don’t look very macross borders, and they
don’t want to, that’s ok. Do | want every possipkrson in Britain to know what
Is going on in Sweden and in France? No. If theyoske to concentrate on local
issues, that’s perfectly acceptaldgentre for European Reform, 230)

0 see: http://adieu-epp.com/
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Despite its British origin and its base in Londdhe Centre for European Reform is a
European think tank, has an important branch ireggls, and aims at exercising its influence
beyond the borders of the UK:

| think we have a considerable influence at thell@f opinion formers, not only
in this country, but also at the EU level and tltbeo member states as well. We
don’t have a direct influence on public opinion er&tood as the general public
because we do not try to influence public opiniaealy but we try to do so
indirectly by working with politicians, officialshe media business groups and so
forth (Centre for European Reform, 230)

Members of the Federal Trust argued that a Europedatic Sphere already exists, although
not many citizens know about its existence. Thay@ered that it does not exclude anybody,
but neither do they see it as constituting a mality influent element. These interviewees
called for promoting participation in European fpios through national politicians, as that
was the only way they considered a European demosivbe created:

There is [a European Public Sphere] but there \saat number of people who are
not aware of it ... | don’t think it actively excldéhem but it doesn’t have any
importance to people’s lives in order to create emdcratic way ... A lot of
communication needs to be seen from a national.|®&ational politicians must
make people aware of the European Public Sphere willllead to the creation
of demos which would make the EU more democf(@tie Federal Trust, 132)

Plaid Cymru politicians offered a different twish ¢his issue when they suggested that a
European Public Sphere exists, but that it onluithes actual politicians or people who work
in the political sphere. In their view, an effotiosild be made to better inform the public
about European institutions and their daily wormkg #éhey criticised some Eurosceptic claims
widely spread by the media that stressed the cdsEwopean integration without
acknowledging the benefits. Plaid Cymru interviesvatso emphasised the need for stateless
nations such as Wales to get better representatidghe EU level. All in all, the lack of
information on European institutions and policiesda available for the public was the main
criticism they posed:

| think collaboration is made through the politicsiructures. However, there is
quite a lot that needs to be done in terms of etlugapeople about what's
happening in Brussels and in Strasbo(irigid Cymru, 48)

It exists ... | think it excludes most people. | khpeople who are paid to follow
are the ones they actually do it, and it's so hulgéhink it is impossible for

anyone to keep up with what’s happening in the geam Union ... There’s good
work done on a European level - we don’t know abibaind we don’'t share

experiences and we are left in the hands of Eupggreclaiming that there is a
waste of money ... The debates here have a masgaetion the regional level.

However as an Assembly we have no jurisdiction orofean issues and we
rarely have debates on the Lisbon Treaty and sim#sues ... We need a
referendum that will give us extra powers as aneAdgdy and we need better
representation in the European Uni¢flaid Cymru, 55)

| think it's developing and | think one major prebt is the media. In Britain it
has increased our antipathy towards anything Euswpeand | think that
translates in terms of the way people feel abohemoEuropean people, there is
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this idea that ‘Europe’ (in inverted commas) whishnot the real one, but the
created one, something which people, more thartiggahs and the government
can blame, and | think that’s being a really irresgible way of working on part
of the government and the media, because it's difiigult to build or to create
an idea because there are some [who have it on| thgenda to leave Europe, to
leave the EU, but I think that more people feelegalty that it's ok to leave the
EU, we don’t want any external organization andosg but what we create is an
anti-EU feeling and | believe it has always beeawsrd ... To create a positive
and constructive debate, that would be the firgtghlf there is a reason to say
no, we would say no, but we want to talk to pe@tleut the European space,
how to involve people in it and we are fighting thié time with people who are
putting up their barriers against us all the tim@aid Cymru, 45)

Another Plaid Cymru member also suggested thatragean Public Sphere exists, although,
in their conception, it does not really include K. The traditional lack of ability with
foreign languages among British citizens and tipecsal relationship’ the UK has with the
US and with the Commonwealth countries were comsdi¢he main reasons for the British
isolation from the European core:

| am sure there is [a European communicative spadelit | am not sure that the
UK is very much part of it, and therefore | am sate that Wales is very much
part of it, and | think that it's a pity. | thinkhat one of the problems has to do
with language. In these countries, in England, Wal8cotland and Northern
Ireland we are very bad at teaching people otherogaan languages. That |
think affects it, but also it's an effect of a ngetithe way we tend to see things
through an Anglo-American prism, and of course fr@rmpoint of view of Wales
it's very important to crack down that prism andrsiooking at things differently
(Plaid Cymru, 122)

In the European Parliament, Plaid Cymru is integtdhto the European Freedom Alliance
since the beginning of the eighties, and remaisfgad with this particular affiliation:

We’ve been, since the early 80s, part of the Elangaeedom Alliance, which is
a nationalist regionalist grouping, and so we hadwdés with other caucuses not
yet represented. That is quite a well developek, land | think that within the

Parliament as well because of the way it works t@i@dle is no government and it
is very much a consensus way of working, you dokwoore closely with

members of the other parties because you want tlol lau certain level of

governmentPlaid Cymru, 45)

Plaid Cymru members also declared that they haasedies, and satisfactory collaboration
experiences with the Scottish National Party. Taksp collaborate with the Green Party on
environmental and food safety issues, and with Basque party Eusko Alkartasuna on
minority language questions (Plaid Cymru, 45; P@ynru, 113).

Labour Party members showed division when it camdeciding whether a European
Public Sphere exists or not. While the majoritytlém believed that a European Public
Sphere exists, and that this is a positive thingg dabour politician thought that such a
sphere does not “exist at the moment because k thie decisions are being made by the
Parliament, which has got to be in one place.nkhve are being affected by Brussels and by
Luxembourg” (Labour Party, 139). However, thosdadwethg that a European Public Sphere
exists were not completely satisfied with it astands. Different criticisms arose, especially
around its excessive focus on institutional actgesierating a feeling of exclusion —or even,
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actually excluding— citizens from the debates.hikairt view, the EU should be more effective
in communicating its policies, making intensiveut hot exclusive — use of the Internet, as it
is a tool with an enormous potential for developangore engaged citizenship:

| think it [the European Public Sphere] exists mtnan it did and | think that it's
a good thing. But | think there are other peopleowdton’t think there’s a
European space and close their minds to it. Onby itistitutions exist for that
debate. The new technologies that are being deedlgp that people could
communicate online have helped the communicatianespignificantly ... | think
that minority groups will always be excluded whethecause of access to goods,
services, languages, and understanding ... | thin&rethshould be more
opportunities but | can’t guess how it should bgaised(Labour Party, 83)

In Wales we send every year a representation tdEtbegparliament in Brussels
and they communicate with the academics, the méukatrade world and so on
... There are no exclusions, however there are diffes in promoting Europe.
The negative press and media towards Europe detfyt to get the message to the
people on what the EU is. And it has brought maositiwe things to our lives and
that stabilises the daily lives of people acrossdpe. Those messages are not
understood and there is a job to do in terms of maimication ... There is more
work to do from the EU to communicate through idie @nd | think it's beginning
... Because in terms of democracy you advance byingithe hearts and minds
of people getting them to understand why this isdgahat you do ... At the
moment there are many communication events thatpkice to promote the EU
and that's how we influence the people ... | think #U should do more
informing the young people through the Internetwsome of the key objectives
(Labour Party, 71)

The Labour Party is a member of the European SscRarty and often collaborates with its
other European counterparts.

Anti-Poverty Network members believed that a EuaspBublic Sphere does not exist, as
the European Union is essentially an elitist orgaton that involves politicians, rather than
the public, and not engaging in substantive coasah. They also thought that the media are
not fulfilling their mandate when it comes to infang the public about the European Union
and other European countries:

The EU seems to be something for some leadersngeéetBrussels, and deciding
a couple of things without consultiggnti-Poverty Network, 88)

You only know what you're being told. You needatdogother countries and read
their papers to know what is going in these coesifinti-Poverty Network, 77)

The Anti-Poverty Network is integrated in the Eurap Anti-Poverty Network (Anti-
Poverty Network, 77; Anti-Poverty Network, 85), andllaborates often with the Poverty
Alliance Scotland and Oxfam (Anti-Poverty Netwo8K,).

A majority of No Borders members felt that a Eurapéublic Sphere already exists, but
that it is only made up by politicians, journalisaed experts, excluding rank and file citizens:

It would be a fantastic thing to happen, to hawat tommon area of debate, but |
don’t see it happening. There is one amongst pdaits probably, but | don’'t see
that as an open public space for debate ... Absglutelon’t know how it should

be organised, but I'm all for iNo Borders, 136)
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The majority of No Borders members suggested theetwas not a real point in limiting a
potential trans-national public sphere to the E&theere would be positive outcomes if it was
extended to the whole globe, and organised thrgugbsroots organisations:

The political, expert, and media spheres excludest mormal citizens ... | think
any exchange or communication is positive, butrwh sure there should be any
restriction or border on it. It would be good ifwtas organised at the grassroots
level (No Borders, 91)

| don’'t understand how existing channels of comiations that already exist,
such as the internet, should be limited to the(E0 Borders, 127)

Another member of this organisation proposed thatdurrent European Public Sphere does
not exist in the mainstream media, but in altesgaforms of communication. He spoke in
favour of the creation of new media that opposentlanstream discourses normally spread
by traditional media:

Probably [it does not exist] the same way it exisésionally. If it does exist, it
exists outside the media structures that we knomeén, through alternative
forms of communication ... For elitist communicatiddo. For people from
below: Yes, please ... No Borders is an attemptuateo a lot of the shit that the
media pumps out around migration and address ampdelic, so it is an attempt
to create connections and undermine right wing abwut migrants ... Our main
focus is more to create our own media rather thaarting the media(No
Borders, 127)

No Borders, as a non-hierarchical” grassroots dsgton, does not have any formal links
with other organisations, although they benefitnfre@asual contacts with “local groups
working on similar questions” (No Borders, 136).e8b contacts are normally done on an
individual basis and through the internet, and aimexchanging ideas and best practice:
“Other individuals belonging to different organisaits exchange ideas and best practice with
us ... We get in touch with each other through theriret” (No Borders, 118).

No Borders activists stress the importance of peaiscontacts in their organisation, as no
contact whatsoever has been initiated by institgtie” It's worth noting that even amongst
migration activists all our international contati@ve been based on individual friendships,
and have nothing to do with the institutions ... Theyk on similar issues, and they do it all
from below” (No Borders, 131). This organisatioiticises the coverage they normally get
from the media, which they consider a consequeiideemg at odds with the right wing
agenda that they perceive the media are advancing:

| don’t really believe in speaking the truth to powbecause the power knows the
truth and doesn't give a fuck. We speak truth mtdeth of power to people ... |
think that the questions that we deal with haveettp bad press. The right has
an agenda, the government is following the rightgvagenda, appeasing right
wing opinion, and | think the antiracist movemettick blossomed in the early
eighties in the UK absolutely failed to take thetniegical step, and we are
working from a vacuum regarding migration, and igsetty common right now
that organisations which have no opinion or arettyreneutral on the issue of
migration to use the language of racists. The tdtegal immigration is used
pretty often by people who don’'t know how loaders,itbbogus asylum seekers,
even progressive politicians would say things sashbonafide asylum seekers’
or ‘legitimate concerns’. We've got a long way (o Borders, 136).
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The Brussels’ correspondent of tBaily Telegraphthought that a European Public Sphere
would have difficulty emerging because of the naloscope of European media, and their
‘nationalisation’ of European-related stories. Hdidved, however, that there was potential
for such a space to emerge, as European publicsihathr concerns, above all with the

advent of new technologies and new forms of comuatian (blogs). He was sceptical about
the communication strategies of European instihstio

There is not a European communication space todegalise we still have
national media and there is not a European pubtispite of the fact that there
are European parties. There is probably a potenfad a European public,
because there are mutual concerns. If you haveok & different newspapers
published in different countries they cover Eurapstories in different ways for
different audiences ... | think that there are lofspossibilities: the internet,
blogs. | don't think this is the kind of top-dowimdk of thing. | am extremely
indifferent to the EU's attempts to communicatelfif§ he Daily Telegraph, 42)

Across the range of actors and organisations péars that there is a great deal of scepticism
about the idea of a European public sphere, pert@aysd to some extent in conventional
British Eurosceptic approaches. Depending on thefmitions of the concept, most actors
believe that the European public sphere either $doa exist*, or that it is an elite space
which only includes policy-making actors and/orestiprivileged groups or individuals, and
has little relevance to the lives of ordinary Bifitiand European citizens. The lack of an
authentic, bottom-up European public sphere is somes presented as a matter-of-fact
reality, whilst some interviewees see it as a wialtic indicator of the democratic deficit of
the EU. To most interviewees, it also seems thastijpns of organisational collaboration are
entirely conceptually distinct from issues aroulneél European public sphere. Overall, then, in
the British context the notion of the European puldphere remains problematic and
debatable, rather than taken for granted as anralieality and/or normative ideal.
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5 PUBLIC OPINION AND THE UK ORGANIZATIONS **

According to the Standard Eurobarometer 71 (Sp@0g9)? the British general public
opinion is not really enthusiastic about the pratpeof a European polity. Data clearly
indicate public distrust, both in the Union (onl¥ @er cent British citizens responding to the
Eurobarometer questionnaire in Spring 2009 decldrey trusted the European Union), and
in relation to its institutions (trust of the Eusgm Commission was equally 22 per cent). In
the same sense, 32 percent citizens thought than&tdbership was essentially bad for the
UK. Our research indicates that British politichtess tend to be more pro-European than the
general British public, particularly in the caseBoftish political parties — and generally more
supportive of the EU than the average British eitiz

Although the aforementioned caveats about the pokation of data also apply to the
analysis of public discourses on the EU, it sedmas there is a closer match between those
discourses and the discourses circulating in thdiane above all those that are covered more
intensely. While it is impossible to ascertain wiegtthere is any influence of public opinion
on media discourses or vice versa, the convergaindiscourses should be noted.

Interviewees are aware of the gap between Brjihical elites and the general public
opinion on European integration. As public opinsupport is the crucial element for the
legitimisation of policies in representative denamies, interviewees either use this mismatch
to represent themselves as the actual depositofiéise public will, or use it to represent
themselves as members of an enlightened avant;gatdaese discourses are now ridiculed,
but will be eagerly embraced once the public skeslight. Those interviewees supporting
more conservative positions, who are less posytivatlined towards diversity and more in
favour of integration in British culture tend toegent their views as being those of the British
“man in the street.” These actors present theiitipos as ‘reasonable’, root their claims in
tradition, and show fear about societal changes;iwiend to be described as the thin end of
the wedge. To a certain extent, their underlyingcolirse appeals to images of an idealised
past, to the good old days, and characterises tineent situation as a critical one, as
governments pursue lunatic goals through absundieslputting Britain at risk, bringing in
conflict and caring for anybody but the Brits. Thasterviewees think that they are voicing
the claims of British public opinion, and are disgited by the government, which is
allegedly letting Britain be superseded either bigramts, terrorists, or unelected and
unaccountable Eurocrats.

On the other hand, some interviewees promote a totgeant and diverse society, open
to migrants and to cultural exchange, universalbiynpassionate, and aiming at reducing
inequalities and eliminating exclusion. These wimwees perceive that they are putting
forward messages which go against the grain ofdBrjtublic opinion. They pursue what they
view as ‘desirable’ and ‘ideal’ visions, even ifatrentails upsetting certain sectors of society.
These interviewees see the media as inherentlyeocaats/e, and one of the key goals of their
groups is to pursue the ‘reeducation’ of the pyldic making the public see the light, and
question taken for granted conceptions about thelsd®iscourses circulating in society, and

31 This research theme should be answered primarilysbg the respondents’ answers to V2.7 “How
do your views on these questions correspond wéldtdminant public opinion in this country? Do you
feel that your views on these questions face muppat or resistance when you voice them
publicly?” as well as relevant institutional datdlected from organizations’ documents, websites, a
other, secondary literature on these themes. Tdudtseof the work in WP4 can also be used to obtain
the content of the general public opinion in eashintry, and partners can request these data frem th
WP4 |eaders.

3 see: http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archivgelgr1/eb71_en.htm. Accessed October 2009.
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even more those spread by the media, are consithgréuese interviewees as conservative-
by-default and therefore playing a crucial roletiie maintenance of the status quo. These
individuals constantly present themselves and tbeinions as if they were radical and
divergent from the general public opinion in theicty.

These self-perceptions do not only come up whegriigwees are asked whether their
opinions correspond with the dominant public opmia the country, but rather permeate
every answer, and constitute a general frame &r thscourses.
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6 DIVERSITY, POLITY AND THE PUBLIC SPHERE

The UK has a long democratic tradition, with loagting, stable political institutions. Due to
its economic, strategic and military power, therdoy plays a central role in world politics.
The UK holds a permanent seat in the UN SecurityrCi, is a founding member of NATO,
and thinks of itself as a country having a (mucéridihed) “special relationship” with the US.
The UK also has a recent imperial past, and a closed with its former colonies,
institutionalised through the Commonwealth of NasioThe UK is racially diverse, thanks to
a constant influx of migration originating from fdifent corners of the world, and to native
British who are born to migrant parents. The Uksanewhat more supportive of free-trade
than its continental European counterparts. Theidxkot within the Schengen area, and there
Is a strong opposition to the adoption of the Euro.

Despite its EU membership, and other cultural, entin and political factors, including
the Eurotunnel and the holidays Brits spend in €gaftaly and Spain, the UK self-perceives
itself as a quite distinct (European) country. Rdbgss of the well-known dysfunctionalities
of the first past the post system, or the demarratbalance generated by the existence of the
House of Lords, UK citizens are generally satisfigith their democratic system (even
though there may be a generalised dissatisfactiimparties or politicians). Although certain
cultural/religious/migrant communities have genedatoncern amongst certain sectors of the
British public, the majority of citizens do not Wisny EUropean interference with UK border
control, or with the UK visa system.

In this sense, the fact that British political editare more Eurosceptical than their
continental European counterparts does not meanhthaJK is not a country where diversity
is welcomed and celebrated. Quite the contraryach The British concern with the EU has
to do with its homogenising potential, as the EUoften perceived as an extremely
interventionist organisation, potentially endanggrithe singularities, idiosyncrasies, and
national differences of EU member states. The #ritnedia obsession with disseminating
what have come to be known as ‘Euro-mythgrobably play an important part in this. The
British media are constantly reporting stories altbe EU regulating how bent bananas or
how big kiwis can be, sometimes even with “fabechstories such as donkeys having to
wear nappies on British beaches or banning of titesB sausage” (Jones 2007: 174).

Data in the public domain, public discourses inriedia, official political lines, and our
own research within the framework of the Eurosph@agect provide supporting evidence
about British satisfaction with the national invehaent in the European common market. It is
the transformation of an economic free-trade ardga B political organisation, and the
potential loss of sovereignty that such transforomatnay entail which generates uneasiness
amongst UK citizens and politicians.

Our interviews, however, show a tendency, whichrabably a self-fulfilling one. Those
organisations which are more reluctant to welcommgyrants, which advocate more
intensely for the integration of migrants (as omub$o a multiculturalist approach), and
which are more worried about the preservation ofidr culture are also the organisations
which are more reluctant to any further Europeategration. On the other hand, the
organisations which are more open to diversity,clwhéire more prone to accommodating
different cultures and languages in the countrg, @so the same organisations which are
more inclined to further European integration, atigrefore, more open to political
participation at the European level.

3 See, for example: http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/wenlnibpe/6481969.stm. Accessed October 2009.
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It can be said that there is a certain pattern rdaog to which certain organisations
perceive migration and cultural diversity as a afirewould like the UK to be ruled
exclusively through British national institutionspuld like the UK borders to be controlled
by British authorities, would like tougher migraticontrols, and are more overtly supportive
of free trade. These organisations normally pretigrnselves as representing ‘the voice of
the public’. On the other hand, there is anothganisational mindset, which is more open to
welcoming migrants, which would strive for a mogaktarian world, which would like the
UK to be a welcoming place for those migrants whd Bconomic and/or political difficulties
in their countries of origin, and which is more oge relinquishing some degree of national
sovereignty in order to meet those goals. Therlgibsition is in general more supportive of
the European Union (and of further European intimnaoo) than the former.

The degree of consistency of those approachesddfecs. While those individuals and
organisations sustaining more conservative appesashow a stronger degree of agreement
and overall consistency, those favouring more #beand culturally open policies and
attitudes show a stronger degree of internal disserthe same sense, pressure groups such
as think tanks or civil society organisations skstmonger positions, and are more adamant in
their stances. Political parties —and their menmibare more strategic in their positions, and
often ‘spin’ them so that they look more palatdblethe general public.
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7 CONCLUSION

Ascertaining the extent to which a civil sphere mteubalancing the existing European
institutions exists / is emerging in the UK is #fidult task, since the very desirability and
political legitimacy of the European Union are parantly questioned by political and media
institutions (vide supra). The Eurosceptism of Braish public is constantly reproduced in
media and political discourses, and debate aboytatiempted trans-European policy is
systematically limited by the discourses questignifuropean integration as such. In this
sense, the British public has more opportunitiedisouss the existence of the EU or the role
the UK should play in it (if any) than to discuss/d&uropean policy.

However, that does not necessarily mean that Elitypolaking is not influenced by
British actors. Amongst others, the organisatidngied by the UK Eurosphere team play an
important role in British public debates, and aelyv engage with the public and the
institutions (both British and European) througtstitutional, mediated, and alternative
channels of communication, consultation, and malitparticipation. This report has showed
that these organisations actively engage in putdbate, make their messages available
through the media, and exercise their influencenypalitical parties and institutions. All the
analysed organisations enjoy a high degree of @tplin the British media, and therefore
also exercise their influence over the public. Bhesganisations play a key role in British
politics, and contribute to the mediated repregsantaf the British public sphere.

It has to be said, though, that different orgarseat have different relationships with the
media, consequently having an impact upon the uation of these organisations in the
public space. While political parties are perceiasd priori legitimate political actors, which
are therefore entitled to media coverage, thinkganeed to find ways to obtain media
prominence (organising events with relevant persoes publishing cutting edge,
provocative data challenging certain policies), letgrassroot organisations often distrust
mainstream media, and prefer to use their own medikets, so that they can control the
message until the point of delivery.

The organisations have also indicated that, fterént degrees, they are integrated
within and benefit from cooperating with other Epean organisations. This might be a mere
replication of the institutional organisation oetkU, which calls for trans-European social,
political and civil actors as counterparts. Theitpm@l parties winning seats in the European
Parliament need to cooperate with other Europeatiepavhen constituting parliamentary
groups. Think tanks and civil society organisatidrenefit from cooperating with other
European organisations, either as a way to genergi@nisational synergies, in order to
coorganise activities, actions or protests, or wih@omes to applying for EU funds. Trans-
national cooperation at the EU level might be airddsor unwitting consequence of the
process of European integration. Regardless ot#luses, there are signs of growing trans-
European cooperation amongst political, social, andl organisation. In addition, a
significant proportion of the interviewees beliewbat a higher degree of communication
amongst European institutions, organisations, and society would be beneficial for
increasing the levels of mutual understanding, arging experiences and best practice,
minimising the negative consequences of the squiatesses taking place in Europe, and
enhancing the daily functioning of the organisagiand the institutions themselves.

Assessing the extent to which the analysed orgaémisa facilitate or obstruct the
articulation of a European Public Sphere would megan ideal model against which our data
could be evaluated. We will briefly consider hovedhk organisations contribute towards the
construction of three different ideal models of Ehegopean Public Sphere:
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a)

b)

d)

If the European Public Sphere is meant to condis single discursive European
public sphere based on the perspective of a ciglitigal community, the analysed
organisations would constitute abstacle as they normally work at the British level.
The only organisations favouring a different typguablic sphere advocate for smaller
public spheres at the community level, instead sdigranational one

If the European Public Sphere is meant to consisEwopean ethnic minority
movements that may call for essentialised (ethmigligious) public spheres cutting
across the national states borders but withinrdraéwork of the European Union, the
analysed organisations would constitutecdostacle The analysed organisations do
not consider the possibility of cultural / ethniceligious public spheres, not even at
the national or infra-national level. The analyswganisations, in addition, reject
cultural isolationism, either by promoting the imation of the culturally different
into British culture, either by promoting the cowiality of different cultural groups
within the same community, mutually enriching easther through their cultural
exchanges

If the European Public Sphere was meant to cownsist plurality of nested public
spheres based on the existent limitations thatWestphalian state system poses,
where the nested communities have a high degresowéreignty, the analysed
organisations would béacilitating the European Public Sphere. A consideration,
however, needs to be made: in the case of all mgions but No Borders UK and
Anti Poverty Network, ‘the high degree of soverajgrof nested communities could
be a problem, as these organisations see soveregralways resting at the national
level (or the regional level, when it comes ta@erdevolved powers)

If the European Public Sphere is understood adfereintiated public sphere where
citizens and residents bear rights with respecthtor insiderness in the political
system, the organisations (except No Borders UK actually facilitating the
European Public Sphere, as they all believe thatpolitical systems offer different
degrees of political participation to individual®lting different sets of rights
(residents, permanent residents, subjects, refugeeens...)

Ultimately, however, that the organisations an@miewees either asserted that they did not
believe that a European Public Sphere actuallyei®r suggested that if a European Public
Sphere existed, it was clearly dominated by Euro@dites.
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