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Ch.14 Immigrant integration, political radicalization and terrorism in Europe: some preliminary insights from the early millennium (2000-2010)

Gallya Lahav and Arie Perliger
Introduction

The growing number of terrorist plots in Western democracies involving foreigners or members of ethnic minorities has not only stoked national security debates, but has also extended to the politics of immigration. Particularly since September 11th, the ‘securitization of migration’ catapulted immigration policy squarely within a counter-terrorism agenda of liberal democracies (see Lahav 2009). While the use of immigration policy as a counter-terrorism measure became evident, the effects of immigrant integration policies on security considerations have remained elusive.  Underlying these concerns are the oft-jingoistic and taboo but critical questions related to the role of immigrants in manifestations of radicalism and political violence. 

This chapter attempts to utilize empirical metrics in order to provide a more systematic analysis of the impact of immigrant policies and integration outcomes on the proclivities of foreigners or ethnic minorities to engage in radical and/or violent activities.
 Wedding the literatures on migration and political violence, we address three core questions.  First, what are the characteristics of radical activity and political violence produced by foreigners or ethnic minorities in liberal democracies? Second, is there an association between integration policies and level of migrant involvement in acts of radicalism and/or political violence? Finally, under what conditions may immigrants (including 2nd and 3rd generation migrants) be more prone to join radical/violent groups in Europe? 

Focusing on four countries, Britain, France, the Netherlands and Germany, we employ a dataset of more than 200 immigrants implicated in terrorist activity (between 1990-2010), as well as a dataset of immigrants’ radical and violent activism (2000-2009), in order to examine the contextual relationship between integration policies and immigrants’ radicalization. Our explanatory variables can be grouped into three levels of analyses:  1) State level, including types of integration policies (social, political, and economic), and societal norms and practices; 2) Communal level, including demographic and social characteristics of migrant communities, as well as social networks operating within these communities; and 3) Individual level characteristics related to the socio-demographic profile of immigrants involved in terrorist activities.  These three levels of analyses offer some empirical insight to the broad and largely unsubstantiated claims made about the relationship between migrant integration and security concerns.

Theoretical and research frameworks:  immigration and radical political activism

The implication of foreigners or members of diaspora groups in a growing number of terrorist plots in Western countries has coincided with the shift of immigration policy into a counter-terrorism framework (see Lahav 2009). Immigration policies markedly shifted from the predominantly technical domain of ‘low politics’ (e.g., economic and social concerns) to what international relations scholars refer to as security or ‘high politics’ (e.g., issues pertaining to the political and national integrity and security).
  These changes have also coincided with a notable change in immigration discourse. As evidenced by public and elite opinion across the board, immigration moved from a ‘problem’ to a ‘threat’ (Commission of the European Communities 2004).

Not surprisingly, immigration policies became increasingly marked by exclusionary norms. As Western countries of the EU and the US have increasingly linked migration policy and border control to security, they have become more protectionist with regards to admissions policies.  However, immigrant policies towards integration and incorporation have remained much more elusive.  In some cases, countries with assimilationist or ethno-nationalist traditions have embraced more exclusionary norms (e.g., France and Germany).  In others (e.g., the United Kingdom, and the Netherlands), multicultural approaches have generated seemingly more inclusionary measures in order to mitigate the ‘internal’ security risks posed by insufficient and uneven incorporation of settled immigrants (Chebel d’Appollinia 2008).
  

These uneven policies have failed to generate systematic integration outcomes among ethnic minorities and migrant populations (Schain 2010; Pew, 2006; see MPG/MIPEX, 2010).  In many cases, migrants have remained marginalized and more readily vulnerable to recruitment by subversive, radical, and violent groups. As studies on terrorism and violent social movements have shown, the recent proliferation of global jihad cells operating in the West have consisted largely of immigrants who have failed to assimilate in their new countries, and who have created segregated social enclaves that are alienated from the values of the majority culture (Sageman 2004; 2008; Perliger 2014). These developments compel us to question the impact of immigration and immigrant policies on the inclination of migrants and ethnic minorities to engage in radical political activism. 
Migrant involvement in radical activities is typically manifested in one of the following three forms. The first is characterized by the utilization of immigrants for the execution of an operation that is initiated, planned and supervised directly by an established external organization. Local immigrants are recruited mainly for peripheral roles because of their familiarity with the local culture and population, as well as their access to potential targets. However, the driving force of the operation is the organization’s members (known as sleeper cells) who are dispatched to the targeted country. For example, in order to perpetrate the attacks against the Israeli embassy (17 March 1992) and the Jewish community center in Buenos Aires (18 July 1994), the Hezbollah recruited local Lebanese from the large Argentinean Shiite community in the northern part of the country. These recruits filled important roles in providing the perpetrators with the needed logistical assistance and intelligence. In the same manner, in late 1994, the Algerian GIA (Armed Islamic Group) recruited former Algerians residing in Paris, in order to export its struggle outside Algeria. The organization’s activists planted explosives in Parisian neighborhoods and in the Metro subway system during the years 1995 and 1996.  They were also implicated in the hijacking of an Air France aircraft en route from Algiers to Paris in December 1994 (Weinberg, Pedahzur and Perliger 2009).

The second type of involvement of immigrants in terrorism involves small groups which, while inspired by the ideology, acts and propaganda of the more established organizations, evolve spontaneously and act independently in terms of training, target selection, timing of the attacks and the choice of tactics. These networks are composed primarily of Muslim immigrants to Europe and their descendants who have found it difficult to assimilate in their new countries and have developed a strong sense of alienation (Sageman 2004). The terrorist networks which were responsible for the London bombings in 2005, the Madrid attacks in 2004, the attempted attacks in the Netherlands in 2004 are just a few examples of these kinds of groups. 

Finally, the third type of radical activity involving migrants is more spontaneous in nature, and represents an extension of external conflicts. Basically, the migrants import the conflicts that involved their homeland into their new place of residence. Some examples of this type of activity include the attacks of Muslim immigrants in France against Jewish/Israeli symbols during the 2006 Israel-Hezbollah war and the last several Israeli operations in the Gaza Strip (December-January 2008, November 2012, July-August 2014), as well as the attacks upon Yugoslavian facilities by immigrants from the Balkan countries. Perhaps the most salient example of this kind of violence are the violent demonstrations and attacks of German Kurds against Turkish symbols and institutions during February 1999, after the PKK leader, Abdullah Ocalan, was caught and judged by the Turkish authorities. One of their most daring operations was on 16 February, when approximately ten Kurdish demonstrators in Bonn forced their way on to the Turkish embassy and barricaded themselves in.

Broadly speaking, the growing involvement of immigrants, diaspora groups, and ethnic minorities in radical activities coincides with changing patterns related to terrorism more generally. As scholars of terrorism and radical political activism have noted, terrorist activity has undergone some notable shifts that lend themselves to the participation of immigrant and foreign groups. Several empirical developments are notable in this context.  


First, and perhaps the most prominent factor in the expansion of such radicalization is related to the internationalization and globalization of terrorism since the late 1960s. Until then the majority of terrorist groups restricted themselves operationally to a single, identifiable, territory/region. However, since the late 1960s, a growing number of groups have learned about the benefits of perpetrating attacks against targets beyond their home base (Hoffman 2003; Mayntz 2004). Such attacks have enabled terrorist groups to more efficiently publicize their struggles and demands to the international community and to expand their mobilization potential by recruiting local support in the different countries where they were active. The different Palestinian groups (PLO, PFLP, DFLP) for example, shifted resources in the late 1960s from their guerrilla warfare against Israel, and instead established an operational infrastructure in Europe based on local Palestinian immigrants. This infrastructure enabled them to initiate a series of attacks against Israeli and Western targets abroad, including the Israeli delegation to the 1972 Olympic Games in Munich (Pedahzur, 2009). Shortly thereafter, the Palestinian struggle, until then another local conflict, was transformed into a major issue in international politics, and became a permanent concern for the international community. The internationalization of terrorist activity coincided with the globalization of domestic politics through diasporas and international migration (Vertovec and Cohen 1999; Koslowki 2005; Shain 1993; Shain and Barth, 2003).
Another important development in the migrant-terror link has been the ideological shift from local to transnational goals. In the last two decades there has been a dramatic growth in the number of terrorist groups adhering to universalist or pan-religious ideologies. With nationalist ideals discarded in favor of religious ones, the new terrorist groups perceived geographical boundaries and national identities as secondary to a common religious faith (Juergensmeyer 2001).  Hence, they are interested in forming transnational or international terrorist networks (e.g., Al-Qaeda, Aum Shinrikyo) and in tightening ties with groups sharing similar worldviews (but operating in different countries) (Hoffman 2003; Mayntz 2004) as well as in recruiting member from various countries and cultural backgrounds.  In this context, immigrants and foreigners in targeted countries, who are affiliated with the ethnic or religious communities the group represent have become potential subjects to the groups’ recruitments efforts. 
The geographic dispersion of these new terrorist groups have influenced their internal organizational structure. As scholars of terrorism have amply demonstrated, the most salient organizational feature of the new terrorist groups is their utilization of network/cellular structure in place of the hierarchical structure that characterized most traditional groups (Hoffman 2003; Mayntz 2004; Raufer 2003; Sageman 2004; Perliger 2014). Unlike traditional (subnational) groups such as the IRA or ETA, which have central committees, headquarters, and clear lines of authority, the new groups are formed of cells operating with considerable autonomy in different geographical regions, with every cell using its own local resources (Mayntz 2004; Raufer 2003; Taylor 2002, Perliger 2014). This organizational structure facilitates the recruitment of local violent networks of supporters cross-nationally, since it allows them to enjoy the group resources (training, knowledge, logistics) while maintaining some level of independence.  
Finally, an important factor in these shifting patterns of radical activity relates to the demographic changes in migration and ethnic composition in Europe. As illustrated in Tables 14.1 and 14.3, the growing religious and cultural heterogeneity resulting from post-WWII liberal immigration policies (necessitated by reconstruction in the majority of Western European countries) has generated a notable demographic shift in composition of immigrant communities to include mostly non-white, non-Christian, third-world peoples often recruited from the poor peripheral former-colonies (formal and informal).
 

--- Table 14.1 about here ---
The labor attraction of many immigrants through colonial or bilateral agreements was accompanied by uneven (or non-existent) integration schemes, which resulted in large number of denizens who either lacked economic rights or the traditional Marshallian triptych of social, civil, and political rights (Marshall 1965; Hammar 1985). This anomalous situation has provided a fertile European breeding ground for the evolution of enclave communities of 2nd or 3rd generation youths who may be economically, socially and politically deprived, and alienated from the mainstream culture. These new social conditions have facilitated the growth of sub-groups within the communities who may openly express their frustration through radical political activities.   Ironically, this presence of culturally, religiously, and ethnically diverse groups in European societies further compelled liberal states in Europe and elsewhere to consider policies to avert the ‘multicultural backlash’ (Vertovec and Wessendorf 2010).

Three sets of variables may be gleaned from the literatures on political violence and immigration to help explore the empirical conditions of immigrant radicalization.  They tend to differ according to whether they focus on broad institutional or psychological factors, and include: 1) neo-institutional/domestic migrant policy contexts, including formal and informal practices such as types of integration policies, public opinion towards the policies, and institutionalized anti-immigrant sentiment (e.g., extreme-right parties or movements); 2) communal characteristics of radical groups; and 3) individual-level characteristics of foreign or ethnic minority radicals.

1) Institutional explanations:  the state and immigrant policies
As immigration scholarship has widely noted, the incorporation of immigrants and ethnic minorities into national communities is essential for democratic stability (Layton-Henry, 1992; Heisler, 1992).  The ’order-disrupting’ changes experienced by the major immigrant-receiving countries as a consequence of mass migration and ethnic diversity in the context of new security threats has compelled many European countries to reexamine their ideational and legal/constitution foundations of who belongs to the polity (Messina and Lahav 2006: 404-406). While most European governments have responded to the securitization of migration by revamping their immigration laws, integration policies, and citizenship/nationality codes, they have done so within the context of their own philosophies (Brubaker 1992; Favell 1998), and with varying levels of outcomes and success (see MPG/MIPEX, 2005-2013, for more systematic discussion see Bleich 2008, Schain 2012).  

 
The conditions (both formal and informal) and degree to which immigrants are legally, socially, politically, and economically incorporated are diverse.   Broadly-speaking, there are three dominant strategies of immigrant integration which range from: 1) assimilation, a process of making immigrants and their descendants increasingly similar to the ‘mainstream’ population; 2) multiculturalism,
 a situation of semi-equal coexistence of different cultures within society; and 3) differential exclusion, a temporary and/or segmental incorporation of immigrants into certain areas of society (mostly the labor market), but exclusion from others such as political or civic rights (Castles 1995). 

While these models are largely nationally-driven (Brubaker 1992; Baubock 1994), their conceptual validity has been widely contested (see Schain 2012; Joppke and Morawska 2003).
  Some critics of multiculturalism pose that the ‘salad bowl’ distinctions that remain through ethnic identity-based mobilization or voting for ethnic minority candidates, for example, may undermine national and/or political cohesion and represent a lack of incorporation.  Although critics of assimilation may agree that ‘a melting pot’ logic increases voting rates and immigration participation, they may regret the loss of immigrant culture or identity that ultimately leads to alienation. While both assimilationist and multicultural strategies may produce effective incorporation, they may also be said to generate ‘political excorporation’ in the form of under-engagement, withdrawal, active exit, or resistance (Bleich 2008).  According to Bleich, the immigrant groups most likely to generate violent types of opposition may be found in societies with inclusive citizenship policies and failed socio-economic incorporation.  In contrast, the likelihood of such excorporation movements may be reduced in countries with restrictive policies. Clearly, immigrant integration may have a pivotal effect on levels of political radicalization among immigrant groups.

2.  Psychological/attitudinal explanations: communal and individual-level factors
As the literature on political violence and extremism has suggested, immigrant communities may become breeding grounds for political radicalism and violence. Theories in political and social psychology have provided some insights into individual and communal motivations behind violent terrorist activities that may help extend our understanding of immigrant radical behavior. One postulation, based in part on early Freudian theories, claims that the link between frustration and violence is centered on a desperation that stems from humiliation and perceived economic deprivation (Dollard et al 1939; Schmid, Jongman, et al., 1988).
 Hence, according to such theories, frustration, coupled with the view that terrorism or radical political activism is the only alternative to leading a meaningful life, drives these individuals to engage in political violence. In many ways immigrants, more than other segment of society, are exposed to economic, cultural and political deprivation, as well as to strong feelings of frustration associated with the challenges of assimilating into a new environment. On the other hand, effective integration policies have the potential to erode these sentiments, eradicate economic gaps between immigrants and veterans, and eventually prevent the slide to radicalization.   

Other studies have focused on the social learning processes of individuals who engage in political violence.  They have argued that childhood exposure to political violence, oppression, and humiliation in the individual’s immediate environment increases their chances of becoming involved in political violence (Bandura, 1998; Post, Sprinzak and Denny 2003). These studies paved the way for scholars who claim that the dynamics within the terrorists’ social networks are sometimes more responsible for the inclination to engage in violence than ideological affinities or personality traits. By analyzing the social ties of the terrorists, and the structure and characteristics of the terrorist groups’ social network, these studies aim to portray the paths of how groups and individuals slide into terrorism. Generally, they argue that most terrorist incidents are a product of social networks which operate within social enclaves alienated toward society and mainstream culture, and radicalize in times of external threats to their values (Perliger and Pedahzur, 2014). The members’ conformity with the social networks’ values is expressed by participating in political violence (Sageman 2008). The application of these theories to explain immigrants’ political violence is almost self-explanatory. As shown by Sageman and others (Sageman 2004; Perliger and Pedahzur, 2007), members of many European Islamic terrorists networks active in the last few decades grew up within immigrant communities that had the characteristics of social enclaves whose members felt strong alienation towards mainstream culture and society. Moreover, feelings of cultural oppression and humiliation were proven to be strong incentives for engaging in radical activities within the immigrants’ communities.

  Finally, some scholars have departed from individual-level explanations related to aspirations, and have focused on communal tendencies as explanatory factors. There is still much debate between students of political violence as to whether economic deprivation—relative or absolute—fosters political violence, or if the role of political and social oppression is the catalyst within communities to originate terrorist groups and support them. Given the prevalent perception among many immigrant communities that they have limited economic opportunities and lack efficient political representation, it is not surprising that many of their members turn to radicalization. Under such conditions, one cannot ignore the importance of successful integration policies upon limiting the devolvement of such communal mindsets, and in providing concrete mechanisms to closing the political and economic gaps between immigrant communities and the mainstream culture. 

The next sections identify our comparative cases, and investigate in depth three sets of variables that may account for the variation in radicalization of immigrant groups.  We specifically examine the empirical links between radicalization and (formal and informal) state integration, immigrant and ethnic communal features; and individual-level characteristics of foreign or ethnic minority radicals.

II. Data and research methods
In order to investigate the relationship between immigrant communities and political violence, we collected information from two quantitative datasets and several surveys. The first dataset consisted of data on terrorist attacks and radical protest activities perpetrated by immigrants/foreigners between 2000 and 2009 in four European countries (United Kingdom, France, Netherlands and Germany).   Based on content-analysis of written international and local media extracted through the Lexis-Nexis database, we compiled a listing of all migrant-initiated and politically-motivated demonstrations, violent attacks, and acts of terrorism for each relevant country.  We conducted a key-word search on Lexis-Nexis for terms that included: types of perpetrators (‘immigrants’, ‘immigration’, ‘foreigners’), as well as types of political participation (‘demonstration’, ‘rally’, ‘protest’, ‘violence’, ‘attacks’, and ‘terrorism’).   Though each of these behavioral manifestations of ‘social activism’ varies by the level in which they challenge social and legal norms, an important body of literature has established that radicalization includes the individual’s movement along all six of these dimensions of social activism.  That is, people who become active by joining a demonstration are considered more vulnerable to slide into more extreme ideological behaviors than those who never engaged in peaceful demonstrations (see Pedahzur and Perliger, 2009). Thus, despite the differences in nature, we include all of these behaviors as measures of radicalization in our analysis. 

News story hits resulting from these searches were thoroughly reviewed and incidents were documented by category in a new database. Given the extensive collection of publications covered by the Lexis-Nexis search engine, we were able to cover more than 3000 reports in order to verify that we indeed detected all relevant events.   Overall, we documented 47 violence events (Netherlands – 2; France- 15; Germany – 7; UK- 23) and 49 cases of events which cannot be categorized as terrorist plots/attacks, but include radical activism and/or act of political protests (Netherlands – 6; France- 21; Germany – 3; UK- 19). In all cases, the reports provide strong indications that migrants served an important, if not dominant role.

The second dataset includes biographical information on 163 individuals who were members of seven networks that perpetrated attacks in various Western countries since the early 1980s, all of whom were immigrants or foreigners. The groups consist of the 1980s Hezbollah network in Paris, the Hofstad Group in Holland, the perpetrators of Madrid attacks, the ‘Landmarks’ plot and the 1993 attack on the World Trade Center in New York, as well as the 9/11 and the London bombing networks. The information was extracted from various sources, such as court documents associated with prosecutions of ‘sleeper’ cells,
 governmental reports,
 autobiographies, biographies and protocols of trial proceedings. 

Third, we collected demographic and public opinion survey data on immigrants (defined as those who live in a country outside of their place of origin) in France, Germany, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom. Demographic information contained in our tables and figures have been drawn primarily from the OECD statistics database and the OECD International Migration Outlook (2009), as well as the Pew Research, Religion and Public Life Project (2011).  It also includes secondary published reports on Muslim figures (e.g., Buijs & Rath 2006; Alba & Foner 2009; and Hochschild and Mollenkopf 2009). Survey data obtained for this study comprised three categories: 1) attitudes towards immigrants and Muslims, 2) Muslims’ views towards nationals and government, and 3) public opinion towards immigration policies. Data entailing the first two categories was gathered from the Pew Research Center’s Global Attitudes Project (2006), and the data on European immigration policies was collected through the GMF Transatlantic Trends Immigration Country Profiles (2009). All survey results are reflected in the tables and figures below.  

Finally, integration policy measures are derived from the Migrant Integration Policy index (MPG 2014 reporting on MIPEX 2010) of cross-national rankings. The indices are based on a 100 point system that consists of the following indicators of integration: labour market mobility, family reunion for TCNs, education, political participation, long-term residence, and anti-discrimination measures.  All four of our case studies are featured in the annual survey reports (MPG, 2013).

III. Empirical framework and analysis
A. Country Cases and Variation of the Dependent Variable

In our efforts to explain the variations of immigrant radical behavior among liberal democracies, we focus on four West European countries which lend themselves to parsimonious comparative analysis: France, Germany, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom.  These countries have received some of the largest numbers of foreign workers in Europe during the post-WWII period, and have comparable percentages of immigrants relative to their total populations (as depicted through relative breakdowns between European versus non-European stocks). Apart from Germany, which had largely recruited foreigners from Turkey through bilateral agreements, many of these countries also reaped the benefits of cheap labor gained through formal arrangements with their former colonies with largely Muslim-based populations (see Table 14.1). 

Each of these countries also belongs to the same web of international institutions, such as the Council of Europe or the European Union, and therefore faces similar exogenous policy constraints. They also tend to face similar endogenous pressures from domestic constituents, according to public opinion on immigration.  That is, with the exception of the Dutch (13%), public opinion across our country cases were more likely than the EU-15 country average (19%) to identify immigration as one of the two most important issues facing their country.  According to survey results, 24% of Germans, 22% of French, and 32% of British respondents mentioned that immigration was a major issue either for their country or the EU (Eurobarometer 80.1, Autumn 2013).  Finally, the renewed salience of the immigration issue has coincided with highly visible terrorist activity or violent protest associated with ethnic minorities or foreign networks across all four countries.
 Thus, all four countries constitute representative cases to test the relationship between immigrant integration and violent or radical behavior among these groups. 

Each of these countries has exhibited different levels of immigrant involvement in radical political behavior, including central, peripheral and spontaneous participation.  In addition to variance in the type of violence manifested in the four countries under examination here, there are substantial variations in the number of such acts.
---- Figure 14.1 here ----
As can be seen in Figure 14.1, among the four countries, the United Kingdom suffered the highest number of acts of radical political activism between 2000-2009; most of them a product of homegrown radicalized groups. On the other hand, in France, radical activity often involved the exportation of international conflict in the Middle East or North Africa.  Violence appeared largely a product of clashes between Muslim immigrants and local Jews, while homegrown radicalized networks initiated just small number of attacks. In Germany and the Netherlands, homegrown networks were mainly responsible for immigrants’ violence, though overall these countries suffered from a limited amount of attacks. The data presents an interesting paradox.  It suggests that countries who adopted more inclusive multicultural policies (United Kingdom) may indeed be more vulnerable to immigrants’ political violence than countries that adopted what is often considered to be exclusive policies in the form of republican France. As Kepel (2005) argues in his image of ‘Londonistan’, ethnic separatism may provide a haven for Islamic ideologists. 

As for less violent activities (see Figure 14.2), three main types of activism could be detected.  The first relates to the protest of immigrant communities against restrictive immigration and discriminatory immigrant policies, in addition to the incompatibility of secular and modern societies with religious values. These include protest activities of asylum-seekers and their relatives against the initiatives to deport them back to their home countries, as well as demonstrations against new legislation intended to impose more restrictions on the entrance of new immigrants. The second type of radical activity includes incidents that stem mainly from growing tension between local immigrant communities and the surrounding native residents. These include riots following attempts to harm immigrants, their communal symbols or facilities, or a reaction to activities of local anti-immigrants groups mainly affiliated with the radical right. The last type of activity relates to protests against governmental agencies that wish to impose cultural conformity over immigrants and their communities, or enhance supervision mechanisms (such as the protests against the British government’s attempt to initiate an identity cards program).

[Figure 14.2 here]
As can be seen in Figure 14.2, the majority of immigrants’ radical activities in the United Kingdom during this time period aimed to coerce the government to adopt more inclusive immigration policies, while in France the protest activities focused on promoting the political rights of the newcomers.   The German and Dutch cases were marked by immigrants’ relative reluctance to participate in communal political activities.  In this paper we attempt to explain these variations, both in terrorism and in radical political activities, by looking at the relationships between migrant integration, integration policies, and propensities towards radical or violent behavior among immigrant groups.

B. Independent Variables:  Explanatory Factors 
Three independent variables are used to explore the relationship between immigrant integration and radical activity across our four country cases: 1) state policies and domestic contexts (both formal and informal, including types of integration policies, societal integration, public opinion, and value integration); 2) communal characteristics of migrant communities; and 3) individual profiles of immigrants involved in radical activities. Our objective is to isolate more particularly the effects of integration strategies in order to more broadly test claims about migrant integration and security.

1) State and Societal-Level Factors (the Politics of Integration and Immigrant Policies)

Immigrant integration is both difficult to define and to measure.  It varies along different dimensions (e.g., economic, political, social), modalities (formal and informal), philosophies (assimilation/melting-pot; multiculturalism/salad-bowl, differential exclusion) and measures of success. While the concept has been widely debated (see Joppke in this volume), much of the scholarship embraces nationally-driven models. Nation-states are seen to rely on strategies that vary according to national, historical, and political exigencies (Tilly 1992; Brubaker 1992; Noiriel 1988; Baubock 1991).  The incorporation of immigrants particularly relies on a ‘public philosophy’ (Lowi 1969) model that ‘colors, shapes, and justifies state formation of public policy’ (Schain 2010: 1).  Public policies pertaining to immigrant incorporation tend to derive from historically-based notions of nation-state and citizenship, mainly because the concept and rights of citizenship rely on exclusivity.  

For our purposes, three aspects of integration may be considered in comparative perspective: 1) policy models or political philosophies (see Lowi 1969; Schain, 2007 Favell 1998); 2) policy content; and 3) domestic receptivity (e.g., party politics, public opinion, anti-immigrant extreme right groups or movements) and integration outcomes (economic, political representation, social values).  

--- Table 14.2 here ---
As Table 14.2 reveals, each of our four countries bases its citizenship laws on different ideal-type principles or on a mixed system (e.g., jus sanguinis or blood, jus soli or territory), with varying conditions for citizenship acquisition and dual nationality.    Such differences in rules may account for the lower rate of foreign naturalization in a country such as Germany, in compared to those in France and the UK. There are also variations in political integration, immigrant groups, and integration schemes.  We may thus classify our four cases according to three predominant integration categories: multiculturalism, assimilation, and selective inclusion/exclusion. The United Kingdom and the Netherlands adhere to multiculturalists’ tendencies (albeit with great differences here too; see above), whereas France is more inclined to enforce assimilation and Germany, with its guestworker model seems to approximate differential exclusionary policies, with multidimensional incorporation approaches to sectors, segments, and immigrant populations (see also Phalet and Swyngedouw, 2003). That is, some migrants (mostly Turkish workers, are incorporated into certain areas of society (above all the labour market) but denied access to others (especially citizenship and political participation, see Castles and Miller 2014; Castles 1995).  

Beyond direct measures of immigrant integration, policies towards immigration or admissions are also worthy of consideration. Trends in immigrant integration need to be contextualized in a protectionist framework of immigration control that has existed across most European countries with ‘zero migration’ rhetoric in place. The linkage with organized crime, terrorism, and Islamic fundamentalism has meant that over time the object of control has become less about borders and more about the flows of migrants as an ongoing process (Gammeltoft-Hansen, 2006). Reinforcing their law enforcement proclivities, European countries have adopted ‘a strategy of policing foreigners rather than an immigration policy’ (Council of Europe, 2004, 41). In contrast to the American emphasis on stricter control of entries, Europeans have not only revised their visa rules, but adopted policing strategies that focus on internal or social control (Council of Europe 2004: 2; Body-Gendrot 2012).
 This includes increased identity checks, more stringent conditions for issuing residence and work permits, new automated systems for registration of foreigners, the reduction of categories of persons who may not be deported, closer monitoring of foreigner accommodations, limited rights of appeal, broadening of potential deportees, and tougher penalties for assisting in illegal migration and employment of foreigners. While these policies reflect a separate set of immigration policies, as Tomas Hammar (1985) originally noted, they are inextricably linked to immigrant policies of integration and should be considered in any analysis of immigrant radicalization.

2.
Communal and Demographic Characteristics, Integration, and Immigrant Radicalization

Given the ‘securitization of migration’ discourse on the political landscape of Europe, Muslim migrants and minorities have been common fodder and preoccupation of policymakers and publics alike.  Although Muslims do not necessarily constitute  the largest percent of foreign populations in these European countries (see Table 1), their relative growth rates across the board have increased dramatically since the 1980s.  Boosted by high birth rates and immigration,  according to Pew reports, the size of the Muslim population is projected to nearly double, from less than 6% (43 million people) in 2010 to more than 10% (71 million people) in 2050 Pew Research Center, 2014.

Though the largest Muslim 

populations in the Western world reside in France and Britain, the bulk of Muslims arrived in Europe after the 1950s (Buijs and Rath, 2002).
  Thus, not only have Europeans become latecomers to acknowledge their multicultural societies and religious pluralism as unintended consequences of labor migration (Klausen 2005), but for the most part, the issue of immigration in Europe is much more about ‘integration’ than immigration (see Lahav 2004). As a Member of European Parliament reported in 2004, ‘the issue of immigration is really an issue of integration’ (author interviews, Lahav and Messina 2004).  Indeed, the incorporation of Muslims more generally has become more of an issue due to integration concerns rather than a result of an event such as September 11th (Klausen 2006). 


The preoccupation with immigrant and minority integration may explain why EU policy-making related to migration and security assumed a more serious upsurge in the post-2004 period than following 11 September 2001.  The murder of Dutch filmmaker Theo van Gogh by an Islamic extremist on 2 November 2004 was shocking considering that his murderer was actually born and raised in the Netherlands (despite holding dual Dutch and Moroccan nationality). The Madrid train bombings on 11 March 2004 and the 7 July 2005 bombings of the London Underground indeed fomented the perception that radical Islam was a threat to the European social and political system. Indeed, social integration of migrants became a top domestic priority for European states, thus feeding the fear of an ‘internal threat’ – a burning topic that re-emerged with the 2005 riots in France.
  Although Europe has remained culturally attached to its Christian roots, it has generally become more secular in recent decades, thus explaining why the headscarves issue in France became a political crisis of integration.  


While participation in organized religious services is slowly rising again in many European countries, it still remains low.  For many Europeans, Islam is often equated with Muslim fundamentalists (Lahav 2004), and ‘the simple fact of practicing a religion at all puts a person outside the mainstream,’ (van Selm 2005).   Roughly 4.5 % of the EU population is Muslim, with France having the largest Muslim minority at nearly 5 million (about 8.5% of the population). The active practice of religion is higher among French Muslims than among Europeans more broadly (van Selm 2005). 


The data in Table 14.3 suggest that despite variations in minority or immigrant concentrations among our four country cases (e.g., Muslims from the Maghreb countries in France; Turks in Germany and the Netherlands (in addition to Moroccans); East Asian Muslim communities in the United Kingdom), there are some notable shared characteristics. Though not a coherent group, Muslim diasporas in Europe are often identified or self-identify as a significant ethnic or religious minority.
--- Table 14.3 here ---
Notwithstanding the important religious sectarian and ethnic differences, the immigrant communities in all countries adhere to distinct religious and cultural frameworks than those of the majority population. As a result, they are committed to different spiritual leadership, and often observe different sets of holidays and mourning days. In order to preserve their unique cultural characteristics and to limit outside influence, they may develop social barriers between themselves and the surrounding environment (Sageman 2008). Due to lack of central registration by religion, breakdown of Muslim religious denominations within European countries is typically extrapolated from the immigrant’s country of origin as documented in Table 14.3 (Buijs & Rath 2006). Thus, many facets of Islamic identity coexist through immigrant communities and their relationship towards the host country, regardless of whether an individual’s Muslim identity is cultural or religious in nature (Maréchal 2003).     
3.  Individual profiles of radical Immigrants

By using the dataset of terrorist profiles, we were able to examine the socio-demographic characteristics of the individual immigrants and foreigners who were involved in political violence in liberal democracies. 

--- Table 14.4 here ---
As can be seen in Table 14.4, the majority of individuals were relatively young (more than 80% are younger than 40, and almost 50% are in their twenties), especially in comparison to the general population in most European countries, where it is around the early forties.
 Nonetheless, it seems that there is more variation than in many other terrorist groups, which tend to include mostly activists in their twenties. Furthermore, the great majority of them were active in their groups for more than a year before engaging in violence, obtained their religious education in mosques and small learning groups of friends, and work within their communities. These facts suggest a long-term socialization process rather than a rapid recruitment one. Hence, in these cases, it seems that we are dealing with a slow, gradual process of radicalization and indoctrination within the community and group. This emphasizes the importance of environmental communal characteristics for the radicalization process, and indicates that successful integration has the potential to hamper the individual’s indoctrination. 

IV. Discussion of Preliminary Findings

In order to understand the association between integration policies and their outcomes, and the involvement of immigrants in political violence, we examined different dimensions of integration.
  Our four country cases are comparatively surveyed in the annual MIPEX survey, along the predominantly seven different integration dimensions.  They waver in overall (and specific) scores, ranging from the lowest in France (51) to the UK and Germany in the mid-range (with 57) and the Netherlands with the highest index rank (see Table 14.5).  

--- Table 14.5 here ---
As for political integration, which refers to the level of representation of immigrants in the political process, it seems that the countries with more limited representation were least affected by immigrant violence (see Figure 14.3). While in all four countries immigrants suffer from under-representation, this is most prominent in Germany and in the Netherlands (see Figure 14.3), the two countries that have experienced less incidences of immigrant violence.

[Figure 14.3 here] 

 Several explanations can be posited to elucidate this paradox.  First, it is not coincidental that the tendency of the immigrant communities in Germany and the Netherlands to avoid engaging in ‘legitimate’ political activity is also reflected in their tendency not to engage in more ‘radical’ political activity.  Since political radicalism is in many ways the continuation of a process which starts with legitimate political activity (and which in turn enhances a sense of political efficacy), the absence of the latter prevents the occurrence of the former.  Moreover, communities that are devoid of legitimate political activism are usually lacking in effective political social networks and related infrastructure, which may be utilized for organizing militant activities.  

 A second explanation is that, since most of the violence (especially in France) is a result of external conflicts which have involved immigrant ethnic groups and other minority groups, and not a conflict with the state, the government or the mainstream population, we should not expect to find a strong association between domestic political representation and the tendency to engage in violent activities.

The economic integration indicators further illuminate the paradox. In the United Kingdom, the immigrant unemployment rate relative to the general population is the lowest (39%) while in the Netherlands it is the highest (55%). This is exactly the opposite of what we would have expected from looking at the level of immigrant violence and radical political activism in both countries.   Moreover, as Table 14.6 suggests, despite largest success among higher educated economically active generations (between 15-64), overall, foreign-born populations in that age group, have a substantially higher rate of employment than any of the other countries in our analysis. 

[Table 14.6 here]

  It seems that integration in the labor market has a very limited influence on radicalization. 

While objective indicators are important, it seems that when talking about radicalization - a psychological process which is highly influenced by subjective perspectives and mind sets - it is also worthwhile to look at the informal and subjective integration indicators. The main findings are represented in Figure 14.4. 
[Figure 14.4 here]

In contrast to objective political and economic indicators, it appears that informal normative indicators and what Martin Schain (2007) has described as value integration, may hold some correlate effects between integration and the level of immigrant violence and radical political activity. As can be seen in Figure 14.4, in the United Kingdom, an overwhelming majority of the public sees immigration as a policy problem (66% compared to less than 45% in all other three countries), both on the economic level (54% compared to less than 32% in all other countries) and on the social level (50% of the British support equal social benefits in contrast to more than 63% in Germany and more than 70% in France and the Netherlands).
An examination of Muslim attitudes towards their host communities provides further evidence that subjective perception of integration success is more important than objective indicators. Of our 3 country cases covered in the Pew Research Center (2006) survey results on Muslim-Western attitudes, only French Muslims expressed an overwhelming majority (78%) view that Muslims in their country want to adopt national customs (compared to 41 of British Muslims and 38% of German Muslims) (Pew Research Center, 2006).  Only 7% of the British Muslims surveyed identified with their national/citizenship affiliation before their religious one and less than 50% of them felt that there was no contradiction between secular modern society and their traditional religious practices (in comparison to 57% in Germany and more than 72% in France).

Lastly, we have assessed the success of radical right parties in the four countries examined during the period under investigation, as a metric of informal societal reception to ethnic minorities.  Since these parties are the main political forces that promote anti-immigrant policies, and/or reject migrant integration, their electoral achievements could provide us important insights on the public attitudes towards immigrants and informal integration norms in their respective societies. As can be seen from Table 14.7, in general the French radical right is significantly more successful than its counterparts in Germany and the United Kingdom, while in the Netherlands it seems that the radical right was gaining momentum. Beyond distinct attitudinal patterns, there are obvious structural explanations for these variations in extreme-right party success. For example, institutional barriers such as the 5% rule in Germany, or single-member majoritarian electoral system that exists in the UK, prohibit the growth of small extremist parties.  The electoral system in France and the Netherlands are more conducive to the emergence of small single issue parties. This is not the case in the United Kingdom, in which the relative successes of the BNP in local elections imply that support for the party is larger than what is reflected in the national arena. While much more research and data gathering is needed, at this stage it is difficult to point out a direct and causal connection between the activities of these parties and immigrants’ level of involvement in violent activities. The two most targeted countries (the United Kingdom and France), as well as the two least targeted countries (Netherlands and Germany), experienced different levels of success for their respective radical right parties. However, the success of the radical right in France is consistent with higher involvement of immigrants in protest activities than in the other three countries. This could imply that while the success of the radical right cannot predict involvement of immigrants in terrorism, it could explain their motivation to engage in less radical protest activities.    
Conclusions:  Exit, Voice, and Loyalty
This chapter has investigated the impact of immigration and immigrant policies on migrants and ethnic minorities’ inclination to engage in radical political activities.  At the intersection of radical political activity and immigrant participation, several trends are noteworthy.  In the four countries investigated we found considerable involvement of foreigners in what is typically referred to as ‘social activism’, and in particular, on political violence.  The number of terrorist attacks were higher in the UK but violent protests were higher in France.  Moreover, while in the United Kingdom and Germany most of the violence involved homegrown radicalized immigrant groups targeting the general society and its political institutions, in France most of the violence seemed to stem from spontaneous clashes between hostile ethnic groups, especially in the export of global or international conflict.  In the Netherlands, we found just limited sporadic violence. As for political protest, here too immigrants in the United Kingdom and France appeared most active.  However, in the United Kingdom, the protests mainly aimed at influencing immigration legislation, while in France, grievances involved prolonged cultural and political deprivation. 

As for the association between integration policies and political violence, our preliminary findings suggest that while there is a very limited association between objective formal integration indicators (both political and economic) and the level of violence manifested by immigrants (we actually found a inverse relationship) it seems that informal integration, manifested by the attitudes of the mainstream society and its minority groups, serve as a more effective determinant for the tendency of migrants to become involved in radical political activities.  Corroborating the claims of migration scholars regarding the discrepancy between formal rights and values (Schain 2009; Bleich 2008), our preliminary data analysis suggests that more inclusionary integration policies may create openings for migrant hostility.  As captured earlier by European scholars of Islam, recognition of cultural diversity has to some degree had the perverse effect of facilitating ethnic separatism and the development of ‘parallel lives’ (Kepel, 2005). Paradoxically then, the discourse on migration and security should consider the unintended consequences of inclusionary but uneven integration policies. Addressing extreme-right and diffuse public reaction to migrant minorities in host societies may target the values that substantively matter when it comes to integration effects.  It appears that migrants’ perceptions of integration and the attitudes of their host society is integral for participation outcomes.  As in the case of other migration choices, political considerations condition such behavior, as migrants seek to maximize their potential for agency in the political realm (see Fitzgerald, Leblang and Teets 2014: 430).  Assuming that immigrant incorporation is affected by host-country reception and policy environments (Lahav 2009), its failures may share similar underlying variables with radicalization.  In this sense, countries with few ‘exit’ options and more effective objective integration measures (e.g., UK and France) may focus on Hirchmann’s (1970) ‘loyalty’ prescription to cultivate migrants’ ‘voice’ more constructively.
Since this chapter represents just an initial exploration of the association between integration policies and migrant involvement in political violence and radical activities at the dawn of the new millennium, its conclusions are suggestive and limited to four country cases. In order to make more causal inferences, researchers need to extend their cases and other confounding variables, such as foreign policy considerations, the nature of immigrant populations, organizations, and leadership (e.g., imams).  Most importantly, future avenues for research warrant a more serious effort to overcome the reluctance and paucity of scholarship to entertain the taboo question of what happens when migrants and descendants remain socially, economically, and politically marginalized. Despite the plethora of invaluable research on integration, the empirical evidence of implications remains scarce and inconclusive. 

Given the growing salience of ‘foreign fighters’ recently involved in terrorist training activity targeting Western societies, the role of diaspora communities through circular migration has become critical. Future studies thus need to address the existing gaps in our understanding of these issues. For example, can we identify differences in terms of motivating factors (for involvement in radical activity) between first-generation immigrants and second- and third- generation immigrants? Other important questions are related to the decision of immigrants whether to engage in homegrown radicalism or to join groups in other countries, or why multiculturalism seems to intensify animosity towards the host-state rather than to mitigate it. Moreover, while our dataset explicitly bias our perspective on immigrants who commit political violence, they ignore the majority of immigrants that may feel equally alienated, but do not engage in such activity. Future research would thus benefit from such intra-group comparisons. Lastly, we think it is important to further identify how immigrants consume political knowledge, in order to gauge the processes which are involved in their radicalization processes. Given the growing tendency to link migration and security, it behooves scholars of integration to make credible attempts to identify the threats generated by failed integration efforts. In this way, it may be possible to overcome the endogeneity problem of establishing causality by including the dependent (integration) into the independent variables examined.
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�Should there be an explanation for whether and why the focus is specifically on Muslims? In general I do not understand what the relevant variable is here, and what is the logic whereby the community level matters (what does it mean for the community variable to go from X to Y, and what that means for the dependent variable. 


�Does the above paragraph logically help respond to comment?





� In the context of this text we refer to radical political activity as the tendency to engage in illegal and /or violent activities to promote a political agenda which is located at the margins of the political spectrum. 


� This is evidenced by the explicit link of immigration policies (on admissions) to homeland security and comprehensive border control, as well as the proliferation of new actors. (see Lahav, 2013)


� There remains a great deal of analytical ambiguity around models and correlate measurements, and also regarding whether the models are durable and/or nation-specific (see Comparative European Politics, Special issue on the Problems with National Models of Integration, July 2012).  


� Available official data prior to the addition of the 10 new countries into the EU, indicated that out of a population of roughly 330 million, approximately 19 million non-nationals lived legally in 1 of 15 EU member-states (Council of Europe, 2004).  Less than one-third (30% or 6 million) were citizens of EU member-states, meaning that the majority of foreigners were third-country nationals (TCNs), mostly comprising of Third-World, non-White, non-Christian populations considered the ‘problem area’.


�This response to growing public skepticism of diversity suggested that the dominant liberal ideology of immigration policies had failed miserably and produced dangerous social condition in which Islamic terrorism could flourish (Vertovec and Wessendorf 2010: 12).    Thus, the trend towards multiculturalism in the 1990s in Europe was replaced with either revised labels such as ‘integration’, or ‘social cohesion’ or complete abandonment of policy models (see Castles and Miller 2014: 293).


� This approach implies that immigrants (and non-migrant minority groups) are granted political or cultural rights as equals, but expected to conform on key national values.   The concept is often used interchangeably (and problematically) to describe both state policy and/or informal public acceptance of cultural diversity.


� While these models are contested and conceptually amorphous, the assumption has been that they follow mutually exclusive ‘public philosophies’, and that countries serve as conceptual containers. (e.g., British and American multiculturalism, liberal Dutch multiculturalism, and German ethno-nationalism or selective inclusion (see Schain 2012).  According to Joppke and Morawska (2003) however, these models of citizenship and integration may be compatible in that migrants are both assimilating and transnationalizing.


� Even in the early 1970s, scholars were perplexed by the willingness of individuals to sacrifice personal resources and partake in risky and life threatening activities for the sake of what they perceived as altruistic goals (Hubbard, 1971; Hacker, 1976; Jager, Schmidtchen and Sullwold, 1981). This perspective, combined with the observation that terrorists are inclined to engage in especially cruel manifestations of violence, fostered the popular perception of terrorists that was partially based on Freudian theories, manifesting a link between frustration and violence (Dollard et. Al. 1939; Schmid and Jongman, 1988)


� For example, significant information on 1993 attack on the World Trade Center in New York was extracted from


Docket Nos. 98-1041L, 98-1197, 98-1355, 99-1544, 99-1554 of US Court of Appeal 2nd circuit.


� 8 See for example the ‘Official Account of the Bombings in London on 7th July 2005’, which was released by the 


British House of Commons in May 2006.


�  The most salient events include the bombings in Madrid and London, and the murder of film-maker Theo van Gogh by an Islamic extremist in the Netherlands in 2004.   Less obvious were the effects of September 11 attacks beyond the borders of the US, as investigators learned that many of the hijackers had spent considerable time in Europe, especially in Germany and Britain.  Among non-terrorist activity, we can include the minority youth riots of 2005 and 2007 in suburban Paris, France, which included burning of cars and public buildings.


� By contrast, this formula is reversed in a country such as the US, where Muslims have been perceived as an external risk linked to international relations and border control.  In Europe, they have been seen as an internal risk, linked to integration and internal control mechanisms (Lahav 2009).


� This does not include the indigenous Muslim communities in the Balkans and other Eastern and Southeastern European countries.  In addition, unlike two-thirds of Muslims in the United States who are considered middle-class, European Muslims are often characterized by their working-class status, poverty and colonial past (see Body-Gendrot, 2012).


� It also induced governments and politicians to reconsider how Islam might become a ‘European religion’ (see Klausen 2006: 2).  In this vein, while French President Chirac enjoyed overwhelming political victory in the National Assembly for his proposed law prohibiting Muslim headscarves in schools, ironically one of the sole opponents against such a bill came from the Front National’s anti-immigrant J-M Le Pen, who feared any subsequent restrictions on Christians (Klausen 2006: 1).


� Given that our dataset includes individuals who are migrating from different countries, and we are examining more than one host country, we are limited in making age comparisons with the general population.


� The Migration Integration Policy Index, MIPEX has attempted to systematically monitor integration differences annually (since 2005). While the European Union (EU) 15 have an index of 60 (out of a possible 100), it varies between a low of 39 for Austria to a high of 88 for Sweden.  In 2010, the index ranged from 51 (out of 100) in France to 57 in both Germany and the UK, and up to 68 in Netherlands (MIPEX, 2013).





