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1. Introduction and background 

This paper presents preliminary results from a literature survey of municipal policies toward migrants in some 25 European cities.
 This database of local policies served as the ‘raw material’ for development of a theoretical framework for comparing local policy reactions to labour migrant settlement, based on the concept of Host-Stranger Relations. This framework, described below, includes an ordering of the various policies into policy domains and issue areas (e.g. housing, education), and a typology of all policies according to the local authority’s attitudes toward these Strangers. Such a framework makes it possible (a) to compare what appear to be very different kinds of policies in a bewildering variety of local situations, and (b) to relate these policies to a common explanatory context (Host-Stranger Relations) that can be applied to all the cases. 

The local migrant policies gathered from the literature survey are presented within the framework of this typology
. I do not present here any ‘findings’ or generalizations based on the data, for reasons explained below. Rather, examples from the literature survey are used to demonstrate the possibilities (and problems) of comparing local policies toward migrants across a wide range of cities and policy domains, and to propose a theoretical framework that does make such a comparison possible and worthwhile. 

Below I give a short background to labour migrant settlement in European cities and local policy reactions, the need for a broad (multi-city, multi-domain) comparison at local level, and the relevance of Host-Stranger Relations, as a theoretical framework that allows such a comparison.  The next section presents the typology, using the data gathered in the literature survey, and the last section demonstrates possible uses of this typology. 

Background:              







  

A large, permanent presence of labour migrants
 has come to characterize many cities in Europe in the last decades (Rogers & Tillie 2001). Residents of foreign (usually non-EU) origin now constitute between a tenth to a third or more of the population in ‘veteran’ immigration cities in northern Europe, while ‘new’ immigration cities in southern Europe (cities where labour migrants began settling in the 1980s and after) now contain around a 5% labour migrant population, not including irregular migrants whose estimated numbers may greatly increase the total foreign population – see Table 1. 

Table 1: Survey Cities -- population data

	Countr
	City
	Population1 
	% migrants/

eth.minority2
	Main ethnic groups3
	Source and 

year of data

	BEL
	Antwerp  
	453,000
	13
	Mo,Tu, EE
	CT 96

	BEL
	Brussels
	953,000
	29.4
	Mo, EU 
	RT 98

	BEL
	Liege
	189,000
	17.6
	It, Mo, Tu, Sp
	CT 98

	FRA
	LaCorneuve
	34,000
	25
	Al (40%), Pt, Sp, It, Mor
	IP 87

	FRA
	Lille
	170,000
	15
	Mo, Al
	RT 90

	FRA
	Marseille
	800,000
	11
	MA (mostly Alg).
	RT 90

	GER
	Berlin
	3,500,000
	11.7
	Tu,Yu, Pl, ME, EU
	BH 93

	GER
	Cologne
	1,013,000
	18.6
	Tu, It,Yu, Gr, Pt
	CT 97

	GER
	Frankfurt
	660,000
	28.3
	Yu, Tu, It, Mo,Gr, Sp
	WM 94

	GER
	Stuttgart
	566,000
	24
	Tu, Yu, Gr, It
	EL 96

	GRE
	Athens
	770,000
	18-22 (est.)
	Albania (over 50%), Pl , Eg
	CT, RT 91

	ISR
	Tel Aviv
	349,000
	5-15 (est.)
	AF, EE, SA, EA (est.)
	RT 97

	ITA
	Milan
	1,300,000
	7
	Eg, Ph, Ch, Mo, EU
	U 98

	ITA
	Rome
	2,808,000
	5.5 
	EE, EA, MA, AF
	Ca 01, Co 01

	ITA
	Turin
	915,000
	2.8 - 3.5
	Mo, Peru, EE, AF
	CT 97, LI 99

	NED
	Amsterdam
	731,000
	35.8
	CA, Mo, Tu, SE
	RT 00

	NED
	Rotterdam
	591,000
	32.3
	CA, Tu, Mo, SE 
	CT 98

	NED
	Utrecht
	230,000
	11.3
	Mor (14,000)
	BH 90 

	POR
	Oeiras
	151,000
	est. 5
	CapVerde, AF
	CT 92

	SPA
	Barcelona
	1,509,000
	2 - 3
	Mo, Peru, EU, Gipsy 
	CT96, LI 99

	SWE
	Stockholm
	Ca.700,000
	17 (metrop.)
	Finland, Chile, Yu, Tu, AF, EA
	CT 97

	SWZ
	Zurich
	336,000
	28
	It, Yu, Sp, Pt, EU
	CT 95

	U.K.
	Birmingham
	961,000
	21.5
	Pk, CA, India
	RT 91

	U.K.
	Bradford
	457,000
	20
	Pak,India,CA,Bangladesh
	LI 99

	U.K.
	Sheffield
	501,000
	5
	Pak,CA,Ch
	LI 99


Notes

1. Municipal population (not including irregular migrants), rounded to nearest ‘000. Figures for some of the cities are for metropolitan area (e.g. Athens, Brussels, Marseille, Stockholm).

2. Definitions vary from city to city. Figures here generally exclude irregular migrants (except estimates e.g. Athens, Tel Aviv) and sometimes exclude foreign residents from OECD countries (e.g. Amsterdam). Large irregular migrant population may significantly raise the percentages for some cities noted here.

3. Ethnic groupings follow definitions used by source for each city. Est. = estimated

AF=Sub-Saharan Africa   CA= Caribbean  EA= E.Asia   EE=E.Europe   EU=Eur.Union   MA= Maghreb   ME=Middle East   SA=S. America  SE=S.Europe  Al=Algeria  Ch=China  Eg=Egypt  Gr=Greece  It=Italy  Mo=Morocco Ph=Philippines  Pk=Pakistan  Pl=Poland  Pt=Portugal  Sp=Spain  Tu=Turkey    

Sources

BH:
 Bousetta, H., 2000.  

Ca/Co: 
Caritas Dossier 2001./ http://www.comune.roma.it/dipsociale.

CT: 
‘City Templates’ of MOST-MPMC project (1999-2001).  
EL:

ELAINE - European Local Authorities Interactive Network for Ethnic Minority Policy, 1997. 

FL: 
Friedmann and Lehrer, 1997.

IP: 

Ireland, P., 1994. 

LI: 
LIA -Local Integration/Partnership Action, 2000. 

RT: 
Rogers, A. and J. Tillie (eds.), 2001. 

U: 
URBEX - Spatial Dimensions of Urban Social Exclusion and Integration: www.frw.uva.nl/ame/urbex
WM: 
Winter and Musterd, 1998.

Migrant settlement creates specifically local problems that local authorities must cope with, often in the absence of a clear or effective national policy. The spatial concentration of migrant settlement (in cities, and within particular areas in cities) intensifies the effects on the local environment, so that even in cities with a relatively small migrant population the impact can be significant. Migrant settlement affects a broad range of local policy areas: housing, schools, the local labour market and demands on municipal services, as well as affecting the urban development of neighbourhoods and the city as a whole. These are the ‘practical’ effects, but there is another effect of migrant settlement which may be described in terms of Host-Stranger relations. Local policies toward migrants are no less a response to this factor. 

A particular problem that often arises in the context of labour migrant settlement is the reaction of local inhabitants. Although the attitudes of  autochtonous residents may largely be indifferent or positive (welcoming the new vigour that labour migrants often bring to deteriorating neighbourhoods), they may also turn negative. This may be expressed through ‘white flight’ (abandonment by those who can of the neighborhood, schools, etc.), mobilisation of residents with demands on the municipality (e.g. for more police), voting for anti-immigrant parties, and racist violence. The migrants too do not remain passive: ethnic entrepreneurs set up local businesses, ethnic organizations mobilise and make their demands on the municipality (for special services or simply to get equal treatment). If these various needs are ignored for too long, sporadic violence and in extreme cases urban riots may appear in the aftermath of migrant settlement. These all present challenges as well as opportunities that local government must face, sooner or later.

In fact, municipal responses to migrant settlement have varied widely. Local authorities have employed traditional as well as innovative methods to confront the changes set in motion by migrant settlement, involving nearly all the policy domains within their jurisdiction. Regarding the political participation of migrants, some municipalities whose migrant population includes a significant proportion without local voting rights have established advisory councils or other consultative frameworks. Others have sought to empower migrant organizations, or conversely, to coopt migrant elites into existing, non-ethnic participatory structures. In the socio-economic domain, some municipalities have adopted a services policy (in health, education, welfare, housing, etc.) that ignores the ethnic element, while others have established specific programmes targeted at ethnic groups, or adjusted existing services to special migrant needs. Local policies toward migrant culture in general and religious institutions in particular have varied from antagonistic to supportive. Urban development and renewal, although not usually mentioning the migrant/ethnic element specifically, has been used to disperse, or to strengthen, migrant (residential, commercial) concentrations. All these may be termed ‘local migrant policies’ in that they are initiated or largely determined by the municipality, and have a significant impact on the local migrant population, whether through specific, migrant-targeted measures or general (population or area-based) measures.
 

Until quite recently, local migrant policies could be found only in the ‘veteran’ immigration cities of northern Europe. In the last two decades, however, as southern European countries have evolved from labour exporters to labour importers, cities such as Lisbon, Barcelona, Rome and Tel Aviv have also been confronted with the phenomenon of migrant settlement. Increasingly, they have developed their own local policy responses, often pre-empting national legislation. City-to-city networks such as Quartiers en Crise, Eurocities and ELAINE are bringing local policymakers together to share experience and exchange information across national boundaries. Thus, it is now possible to speak of a European-wide phenomenon of local migrant policies, with different cities in different phases of policy development.

Despite the increasing relevance of local migrant policy (Lahav 1998, Brenner 1999), its study is still quite unsystematic. This contrasts with research on national-level immigration/ integration policy
, which is replete with models and competing theories, most of which focus on the nation-state (including those, e.g. Soysal’s, which criticize ‘this overemphasis of the national unit’ (1994: 6)). Summarizing current theories on immigration policy (citizenship-regime models, economic models, and models combining the two), Jeanette Money concludes that none of them plausibly explain historic policy changes because ‘the use of  national-level indicators overlooks one central feature of the immigration process: immigrants are geographically concentrated’ in certain cities (1999: 43).
 Adrian Favell (2001), notes in his overview of the integration policy literature that the nation-state paradigm dominates the research and suggests that ‘the city is [a] far better unit of comparison’ for analysis of migrant policy.’ 

At the local level, studies of migrant policy in specific cities (e.g. Friedmann and Lehrer 1997 on Frankfurt) do not usually theorize beyond the bounds of that city. Comparative studies (e.g. Ireland 1994, Rex and Samad 1996, Bousetta 1997, 2001, Garbaye 2000) have generalized beyond their particular cases, but nearly all are focused on the juridical-political domain. This approach downplays or ignores other local policy domains affecting migrants such as housing policies. These case-study comparisons, while invaluable to our understanding of local migrant policy-making, are unfortunately limited to a handful of cities. Broad, multi-city research on migrant policy has been conducted in a number of research projects/networks. 
 However, they often focus on specific issue areas (e.g. consultative structures for migrants) and/or limit their policy comparison to a ‘best practices’ approach. None of these studies attempt to develop a systematic generalisation of their findings.

What is missing in local migrant policy research is a theoretical framework that will make it possible to compare local policy reactions to migrant settlement across a wide spectrum of cities and policies over time. This framework should not only make a multi-city, multi-policy-domain comparison possible, but also justify the comparison in terms of its explanatory potential.

To this end I propose adopting the concept of Host-Stranger Relations as a theoretical framework, borrowing from the sociological concept of the Stranger/Newcomer, as appearing in the works of  Zygmunt Bauman and the urban sociological literature
, and applying it to local policy reactions to migrant settlement. 
Two characteristics of labour migration make Host-Stranger Relations important for understanding local policy reactions. The first one is the transformation that characterizes guestworker migration, from transience or temporariness to permanence (the ‘myth of return’). The second is the ethnic, racial and often religious Otherness of these newcomers (beyond the usual socio-ecomomic differences), which touches deep chords within the host city, ranging from curiousity to fear. Labour migrant settlement requires more than just ‘problem solving’ in areas such as housing or the labour market. It often requires a redefinition of the city as a local society, based on varying attitudes toward the presence of these Strangers. The  local authority may regard labour migrants as a passing phenomenon best ignored, as a threat to stability, as an opportunity for change in neighborhoods or the city as a whole. It will have expectations regarding the temporal aspect of the migrant presence (how long they will remain), the spatial aspects (segregation) and the migrants’ Otherness (e.g. will they /should they assimilate, and to what degree).  

These attitudes and assumptions are expressed by local authorities in often seemingly disconnected policies such as neighbourhood renewal, vocational training, and provision of municipal services. Despite this complexity, I posit that these attitudes/assumptions on the part of the local authority towards these Strangers (labour migrants-turned ethnic minorities) are an important variable in local policymaking. Without disregarding other explanations (i.e. the institutional approach), I propose that looking at local policies toward migrants in terms of Host-Stranger Relations can reveal an important and often hidden dimension of policymaking. 

This hypothesis is not so unusual, as demonstrated by that branch of theoretical literature on national immigration policy which emphasizes ‘[t]he primacy of cultural values’ (Money 1999: 27). Models refering to the policies of settler states versus ethnic-based states, Castles’ (1995) models of citizenship regimes, Soysal’s (1994) ‘incorporation regimes’ etc. all refer to the theme of Host-Stranger relations without using those exact terms. These national-level models have been criticized as overly abstract, based more on premises than actual policy comparisons, overlooking differences between policy domains and disregarding local variations.
 I propose therefore to apply Host-Stranger Relations to the local level. The typology described below is an attempt to operationalize this, linking Host-Stranger Relations to specific policies, based on the data gathered in the literature survey. 
2. Ordering schemes of local migrant policies

A comparison of local migrant policies over a large number of cities and policy areas demands putting some order into what may appear as very different and disconnected policies. I propose two ordering schemes, the first relating to the different policy domains and the second to the policy alternatives. 
 These are described in subsections 2.1 and 2.2, below. Combining these ordering schemes creates an analytical framework (subsection 2.3, below) that makes it possible to compare migrant  policies across a large number of cities, or to follow policy development in one city over time. 

2.1 Policy domains and issue areas

The first ordering scheme divides the various policies found in the literature survey into four policy domains: Juridical-Political, Socio-Economic, Cultural-Religious and Spatial
. These are subdivided into issue areas (education, housing, etc.). Without this ordering scheme it is difficult to compare cities’ reactions across different policy domains. But this is vital in multi-city comparisons, since different cities focus on different areas in their policy response to migrants (or, the same city in different periods). The policy domains and issue areas are described below and listed in Appendix 1.

The Juridical-Political domain addresses the civic incorporation of migrants/ethnic minorities. Although the distinction between municipalities with a significant proportion of enfranchised migrants/ethnic minorities (e.g. in the U.K.) and those with a largely non-citizen migrant population (e.g. in Italy) is important, many local policies apply in both cases. Policies can be divided into three issue areas: migrants’ civic status (formal enfranchisement), consultative structures for migrants, and the municipality’s relation to migrant organizations and mobilisation. Civic status, although usually a national policy matter, can become a local policy matter when it is partly delegated to local authorities (e.g. in Switzerland, the Netherlands and Germany), who can speed up or slow down naturalisation procedures. Berlin, for example, has adopted a naturalisation policy which now accounts for nearly a quarter of all discretionary naturalisations in Germany. Who may vote at local elections is also sometimes left to municipal discretion. Communication policies range from supplying migrants with basic civic rights information to projects encouraging migrant voting (Stockholm). 

Consultative structures often substitute, or supplement, formal enfranchisement. Hundreds of local authorities across Europe have experimented with migrant advisory councils and other consultative forms (e.g. a religious advisory council in Marseille), with various degrees of success.
 Elected ‘ethnic’ councillors may also serve, informally or formally, as a kind of ‘advisor on migrant affairs’. Finally, the relation of the local authority toward migrant organizations and mobilisation is a crucial policy area in the Political domain. Policies can range from municipal support for organizations as a means of migrant empowerment, to cooptation (including or excluding migrant organisations as a means of control) 
. Delegation of local services to migrant organizations (Birmingham) is another important policy option.

The Socio-Economic domain comprises a large number of local policy areas, including labour market integration, education, social services, policing and housing policies. Arguably the two most important areas affecting migrant integration (besides civic status) are the labour market and housing (Kloosterman 1998: 74). Labour market policies may include vocational training/ language instruction for adults, policies for migrant entrepreneurs, anti-discrimination and affirmative hiring policies. 

Education is an especially important policy area in cities with second generation migrants
. The municipality’s relation to schools with a high percentage of migrant pupils may include policies allocating extra resources to those schools, attempts at school desegregation, as well as changes in curriculum and language education policies. Social services is another area where the local authority has a wide choice. Local migrant policies may include services/programmes developed specifically for migrants (reception/orientation services, projects for migrant youth, etc.), or adjustments in existing health, welfare and other social services to meet migrant needs (e.g. cultural mediators or translation). Providing services to migrants as part of the general population rather than preferentially (Brussels, Oeiras) is also a policy option, as is delegation of some services to migrant organizations (Rome). 

Policing and security may be a separate issue area when the police force is municipal. Local policies range from use of police as agents of control over migrants (Body-Gendrot 2001) to use of police as agents of social change (Stuttgart, Leicester) Finally, local housing policies, whether specific (provisions for migrant lodging) or general (social housing, policies affecting the private housing market) may be considered ‘migrant policies’ when they significantly affect migrants at the local level. Municipal housing policies are especially influential where a significant percentage of the housing stock is social, either directly (e.g. in the U.K.) or indirectly (e.g. in The Netherlands). 

The Cultural-Religious domain includes those policies specifically relating to the ethnic Otherness of the migrants. Local authorities’ relations toward religious institutions and customs (e.g. mosques, halal butchers) range from neglect to support to discouragement
. School policies also play an important role here, in their relation to cultural diversity. Birmingham’s city council, for example, set up a joint working committee with religious organizations to settle school matters such as prayer facilities, Muslim dress and diet, and curriculum changes. Another issue area involves educating the public to cultural differences. Policies to raise public awareness (within institutions, including the municipality itself, or aimed at the general public) can emphasize different messages (from anti-discrimination to anti-racism to multiculturalism) and use different methods (training seminars, media campaigns, cultural manifestations and permanent cultural centres). The latter often imply municipal support for ethnic self-awareness. 

Lastly, certain issue areas with strong spatial implications can be separated into a Spatial domain. This includes the important issue area of urban development and neighbourhood renewal. Overlapping yet distinct from housing policies, urban development/renewal policies, although normally not targeting migrants explicitly, may often be considered ‘migrant policies’.
 Policies may range from explicit or implicit policies to disperse migrant enclaves (e.g. quotas in Berlin until 1990 or gentrification policies in Paris and Brussels). Other policies aim at urban renewal that protects local residents, effectively strengthening migrant neighbourhoods (Utrecht, Stockholm). 

Another spatial issue area regards migrant access to services and employment. Here public transport policies play a vital role (Polese & Stern 2000:28) as well as the location of public housing. Finally, there is the issue of symbolic uses of space by migrants, such as mosques and cemeteries. Here again cities have adopted very different policies, from providing financial support for mosque buildings, to discouraging or limiting these symbols of Otherness (withholding building permits, limiting minaret height). Even the ‘takeover’ of public spaces by migrants, if perceived as such by local residents, may turn into a policy matter for the municipality, which can respond in various ways (Marseille, Rome). 
2.2 Policy types/phases: 

The second ordering scheme distinguishes between alternative policy reactions within each issue area. Here I propose Host-Stranger Relations as a classification scheme for the different policies adopted by cities in reaction to labour migrant settlement. Local Host-Stranger Relations are defined here as the local authority’s attitudes and assumptions regarding the presence of labour migrants (temporal and spatial assumptions) and their Otherness. Five general types, or phases, of policy reaction are proposed (Transient, Guestworker, Assimilationist, Pluralist, Intercultural), each expressing different attitudes/assumptions by the local authority toward the migrants. This scheme is described below (and indicated in Rows 1-2 in Table 2). 

In the Transient phase, the local authority regards labour migrants as a passing phenomenon, assuming they will soon move elsewhere (or return home). This phase is characterized by Non-Policy, meaning the municipality is either unaware of, or wilfully ignoring, the migrant phenomenon. Non-policy characterizes cities in the first years of labour migration, when the migrant population is still small, often undocumented, and may indeed be transient. At this stage the municipality in effect leaves responsibility for the migrants in the hands of other (often non-governmental) bodies, stepping in only when a crisis situation arises. 

Non-policy characterized Rome’s policies until the 1991 Pantanella crisis (see below). Athens can still be characterized as having a Transient attitude toward its migrants, expressed in the absence of local migrant policies. However, individual municipal departments (e.g. Welfare, Education) may adopt semi-formal policies to deal with the formally ‘non-existent’ migrants, as is the case in Athens, and was the case until recently in Tel Aviv.  

The Guestworker attitude represents a phase in which the local authority realizes it has a migrant presence, but considers this presence to be temporary, requiring limited short-term solutions. This characterizes cities in countries where guestworker systems are national policy. Local policies assume the migrants are young and single (usually males), with minimal needs such as lodging, basic healthcare, etc. Local Guestworker policy then assumes certain responsibilities for the labour migrants, based on the assumption that they will remain for a few years and then go home. 

Policies in the Juridical-Political domain will assume no need for migrant representation (although ad-hoc cooperation with migrant organizations may occur), while Socio-Economic policies will allow limited access to certain local services, including education for ‘guestworker children’, possibly in their home-language to encourage return. Housing policies assume employers are responsible for migrants’ lodging (Berlin until the early 1970s, Tel Aviv today), or offer short-term solutions such as housing scheduled for redevelopment (Amsterdam until the mid-1970s). Phenomena such as ‘ethnic enclaves’, ad-hoc places of worship and black market activities are ignored or tolerated unless they result in crisis situations (e.g. conflict with autochtonous residents).

The Assimilationist phase marks a fundamental shift in municipal attitudes in that migrants are seen as a permanent phenomenon. The assimilationist assumption is that the migrants will remain but their Otherness will eventually disappear. Assimilationist policies encourage this (presumably one-sided) process of integration into the local host society, while discouraging public manifestations of ethnic and religious difference. 

Thus, local policies in the Juridical-Political domain encourage civic incorporation of migrants but discourage mobilisation on an ethnic basis
. Socio-economic policies encourage integration into the labour market but ignore ethnic factors (e.g. in vocational training projects).  In the Spatial domain, local policies try to minimize public manifestations of Otherness such as mosques (e.g. Lille) and implicitly discourage ethnic enclaves through, for example, gentrification policies in ethnic neighbourhoods (e.g. Belleville in Paris).

The Pluralist attitude assumes not only the permanence of the migrant presence, but also accepts their Otherness as permanent. Pluralist policies (e.g. projects promoting ethnic entrepreneurship) aim to turn ethnicity into a positive factor for migrant integration and for the city as a whole. They are often community-based, maintaining the ethnic Otherness of the migrants within the integration process. Thus, policies for political incorporation and migrant representation are explicitly ethnic-community-based (e.g. Amsterdam established five advisory councils along ethnic lines), as are integration policies in the Socio-Economic domain (Sheffield’s literacy programmes per ethnic community, Birmingham’s ‘Employment and Resource Centres’ run by and for ethnic communities). 

Pluralist policies in the Cultural-Religious domain include municipal support of religious institutions, which are seen as an instrument of integration (e.g. Rotterdam’s subsidization of mosque organizations). For the same reasons, ethnic enclaves may be recognized and supported (Amsterdam’s attempt to institutionalize an ethnic market in the mid-1980s; Utrecht’s Lombok development scheme which involves the district’s ethnic entrepreneurs). Pluralist policies also aim to educate the indigenous population to ‘embrace diversity’ (e.g.‘multi-kulti’ campaigns in Berlin and Frankfurt)
. 

The Intercultural phase is relatively new, appearing in the 1990s
. While not reverting to assimilationist goals, the intercultural vision of integration emphasizes the need for more common ground in a multi-cultural city. This represents a reaction to Pluralist policies that are seen as overemphasizing the ethnic-communitarian element, unwittingly perpetuating ethnic stigmatisation and segregation. However, the need for specific (migrant/minority-targeted) policies may be accepted in some policy areas (e.g. education). The dangers of sectarianism and the importance of interaction between different communities and individuals is now recognized, as well as differences within ethnic groups and the constraints that ethnic community may place on individual members (especially women). Intercultural policies aim at giving each individual the freedom to choose among multiple identities (including, but not only, ethnic identity). 

In the Juridical-Political domain, intercultural policy advocates consultative structures that are more integrated, and not exclusively ethnic-based (e.g. Stuttgart’s ‘mixed’ advisory council). In the Socio-Economic domain, Amsterdam’s policy of municipal aid to migrant organizations now directs them through funding criteria toward integration activities such as tutoring in Dutch, rather than ethnic cultural activities. In the Cultural-Religious domain, Turin has established an Intercultural Women’s Centre as well as Intercultural projects in schools with large migrant populations. In some cities, Intercultural policies appear to have real content. Stuttgart’s policy since 1994 includes an inter-religious forum, encounters between antagonistic ethnic minorities, and promoting migrant participation through non-ethnic advisory bodies such as youth councils. In other cities (Barcelona, Rome) it is too early to say if there is an actual change in policies or just a change in policy rhetoric.
 

2.3 Integrated typology of local migrant policies

When we combine the two ordering schemes described above, i.e. when the five policy types are elaborated across the different policy domains and issue areas, the result is a typology space or classification system of actual (or potential) local migrant policies (Table 2). In this typology space the columns represent the policy types/phases, and the rows represent policy domains subdivided into issue areas. The cells of this matrix can then be filled in with policies, each cell representing how a specific policy phase is expressed in a specific issue area (say, Pluralist policy in education). Following one issue area (row), we can see how policies will change according to the different phases. Following one policy phase (column), we can see how it is expressed across different issue areas. The contents of the cells in Table 2 are a mix of inductive and deductive reasoning. Some are based on actual policies found in the literature survey and classified according to the scheme, others are deduced directly from the typology as ‘potential policies’ that may or may not actually exist.

Table 2 is not an accurate description of a particular situation in any city, but an analytical framework that can be applied to particular cities and policies, to better understand them as a whole. As with every classification system, this model is subject to various limitations. The five types proposed here are ideal types, and no city is expected to conform to one type across all policy domains. But  such a model may suggest which domains or policy areas tend to reflect the municipal rhetoric of the time. Further, local authorities are not monolithic bodies, and ‘local policy’ is determined by a combination of actors. A powerful mayor, an independent city council, a department head and ‘street level bureaucrats’– all determine local migrant policies, which may differ and even conflict in different issue areas. Nevertheless, it is often possible to identify prevailing municipal attitudes and policy types, i.e. phases, in many cities. Other cities may be characterized by a mix of policies. 

It is important to note that the order of the policy types/phases in Table 2 does not represent a set sequence of development, or policy trajectory. And, although the phases do represent a development over time, they do not necessarily represent a development from exclusionary to inclusionary policy. In other words, this typology is not meant as a normative framework. If some judgement can be made of actual policies using this framework, it should be based on the ‘fit’ between the policy phase (as identified using the typology) and the actual phase of migration. Thus, policies which can be identified as ‘Guestworker policy’ may be appropriate when the migration is indeed in a guestworker phase. If this develops into a phase of permanent settlement and the policies remain ‘stuck’ in the Guestworker phase, then they are problematic. Determining the ‘fit’ between policy type and actual migration phase requires in-depth knowledge of the local context. 

This classification scheme can be used as a framework to compare the policy reactions of different cities in one or several policy areas, or to follow one city’s policy reactions over time. It is not meant as a formula into which we can ‘plug in’ a policy or city and summarily draw conclusions, as demonstrated below.

TABLE 2:  Typology of local migrant policies*, by domains and  issue areas

* Selected policies, given as examples.

	HOST-STRANGER RELS:

Attitudes/assumptions

 of local authority 
	Migrants as transient phenomenon
	Migrants as temporary

Guestworkers
	Migrants as permanent; but their Otherness will disappear (Assimilation)
	Migrants as permanent; their Otherness should be supported.
	Migrants as permanent; ethnic Otherness should not be overemphasized.

	          POLICY TYPES: 

Policy issue areas:
	NON-POLICY
	GUESTWORKER

POLICY
	ASSIMILATIONIST

POLICY
	PLURALIST

POLICY
	INTERCULTURAL

POLICY

	Civic status
	---
	---
	Facilitate naturalisation
	Support regularisation (Oeiras) Extend  local voting rights (Turin, Bologna)


	Same as Pluralist

	Consultative structures
	---


	---


	Reject, or Mixed (non-ethnic) consultative structures.

(LaCornv/ Lille)
	Initiate, support ethnic-based advisory council(s).

(Amsterdam, Hague)
	Prefer mixed consultative structures incl. migrant reps.

(Stuttgart)

	Migrant organizations/ mobilisation
	Ignore migrant associations.
	Informal cooperation with migrant associations on limited issues.

(Barcelona, Tel Aviv)
	Co-opt or exclude migrant associations.

(Lille) 
	Support migrant associations  as agents of empowerment  (Birmingham) ; 

Delegate services to assocs. (Rome)


	Support migrant assocs. as agents of integration w/ host society (Cologne, Zurich)

	Labour market 
	Ignore black market activity.
	Minimal regulation of legal work conditions. Limited vocational assist. 
	Anti-discrimination policy. General vocational training (non-ethnic criteria). (Lille)
	Affirmative hiring policy (Antwerp); Ethnic-based vocational training, entrepreneurs policy. (Amsterdam ‘80s)
	Same as Assimilationist

	Housing
	Ignore migrant housing. React to crises with temporary shelters. 

(Rome ‘80s)
	Short-term housing solutions; Minimal regulation of private rental conditions (crisis prevention).

(Amsterdam ‘70s)


	Equal access to social housing (non-ethnic criteria). 

Ignore ethnic-based discrimination in housing market.


	Affirmative access to social housing (ethnic criteria?).

Anti-discrimination policy incl. ethnic monitoring.
	Equal access to social housing

Anti-discrimination policy incl. ethnic monitoring.



	Education
	Allow access to  migr children on ad-hoc basis.
	Enroll migrant children in school (Tel Aviv). 

Possible home-language classes (Berlin 70s?).
	National-language classes (Zurich).

School desegregation policy (Berlin? A’dam 80s?). 


	Special support for schools with high ethnic pupil ratio (staff training, extra hours) (Turin).

Home-language classes (Berlin), religion/culture classes. (Birmingham)


	National language classes, home-language tutoring.



	Social Services
	Ad-hoc access to minimal services


	Selective access to some local services.  

Reception/orientation service for labour migrant population.  (Tel Aviv)
	Equal access to all services (ignore ethnic-based needs).

(Brussels, Barcelona)


	Specific services targeted at specific ethnic communities. (Birmingham, Stuttgart)  
	Sensitivity to minority needs (e.g. cultural mediators) but minimize separate ethnic facilities. 

	Policing/Conflict resolution
	Migrants as public security problem. (Rome ‘80s)
	Police as agents of migrant regulation (deportation units, control of legal guestworkers). 

(Athens, Tel Aviv)
	Area-based policing (implicit targeting of migrants) 


	Police as social workers (explicit targeting of migrants) ( Youth Project, Rotterdam).  Pro-active anti-racism enforcement (Leicester).
	Police as agents of  inter-ethnic conflict management (Stuttgart).

	Minority religious institutions 
	---


	Allow temporary solutions (ad-hoc places of worship) 

(Tel Aviv)
	Discourage institutions (e.g. mosques, religious schools). 

(Utrecht in 80s??)
	Support religious institutions as agents of integration/ empowerment (Birmingham).
	Minimize support for relig. instits., channel toward inter-ethnic activities (Amsterdam from ??) 

	Public awareness 


	---
	---
	Anti-racism/tolerance campaign.
	Multi-cultural manifestations, projects ‘celebrate diversity’ (Berlin, Frankfurt) 
	Campaign/projects emphasize inter-cultural ‘togetherness’

	Urban development,

relation to ethnic enclaves
	Ignore ethnic enclaves, disperse if crisis arises.

(Rome ‘80s)
	Ethnic enclaves considered temporary.

(Tel Aviv ‘90s)

(Berlin ‘70s?)
	Ethnic enclaves seen as urban problem. Dispersal policy (Berlin, Frankfurt  ‘70s).  Gentrification policy (Cologne, Brussels, Paris).
	Recognize potential of ethnic enclaves (Amsterdam?); renewal with residents policy. (Frankfurt from ‘80s?) 
	Policy for ethnic mix: gentrification while safeguarding existing residents. (Stuttgart)

	Symbolic use of space
	---
	---
	Oppose symbolizing uses of space.
	Symbolic recognition of Others (monuments, minarets).
	Emphasize functional instead of symbolizing uses of space.


3. Local migrant policies: data from the literature survey 

3.1  Limitations of the survey data 

Table 3 indicates the presence/absence of policies found in the literature survey, using the first ordering scheme (by policy domain/area). Much of the matrix remains empty, as it is based on available secondary literature. Indeed, the matrix at this point reflects less the overall picture of city policies than it does the current literature’s focus on certain policy areas and cities
. 

Given enough time, it would be possible to complete the matrix by supplementing the literature survey and ascertaining the existence or absence of policies from primary sources in each city. This is far beyond the capacities of my research project. More importantly, such a multi-policy, multi-city comparison is of little use without some theoretical framework. Indeed, a comparative analysis based on the matrix alone – even were it completed – would be a superficial exercise which may deceive more than it clarifies. The reason is that ‘policies’ cannot be regarded as hard data, like population figures or even segregation indices. Does the presence of a policy (‘+’) relate to a formal policy document (which perhaps remained only on paper), to a pilot project, or to a long-term policy back by financial and organizational changes? Does the absence of a policy (‘-‘) mean the city is unwilling, or unable, to implement it in that area? Perhaps the issue is already covered by another governmental or non-governmental agency? 
  

In order to make such distinctions we need descriptive and contextual depth which cannot appear in a matrix. In fact, Table 3 is backed by textual ‘city profiles’ (not included in this paper) summarizing the data from the literature survey for each city, including the local and national context. These too are incomplete, due to the patchiness of secondary sources. At this point, a comprehensive multi-city, multi-policy comparison appears impossible. Instead, the matrix can serve as an inventory of the available data, pointing to directions for more specific comparisons and gaps (in policy areas or cities) to be filled by further research. This kind of case study research, conducted in the analytical framework proposed above, can then be used to compare between different cities and policy domains.  

TABLE 3:  CITIES/POLICIES MATRIX -- Local policies toward migrants/ethnic minorities in selected cities, 1990s

(‘migrant’ signifies migrant and/or ethnic minority, depending on the city and policy) 
Key: blank = no data   
 + = existence of policy    d= delegated to NGOs    (+) = attempted, or implicit policy
- = absence of policy      


*See Appendix 1 for policy descriptions.

	
	BELGIUM
	FRANCE
	GERMANY
	GR.BRIT
	NETHERL
	SW
	SZ
	GR
	ITALY
	PORT
	SP
	IS

	POLICY DOMAINS

   Local policy issue areas*

   * local policies
	Antwerp
	Brussels
	Liege
	La Corneuve
	Lille
	Marseille
	Berlin
	Cologne
	Frankfurt
	Stuttgart
	Birmingham
	Bradford
	Sheffield
	Amsterdam
	Rotterdam
	Utrecht
	Stockholm
	Zurich
	Athens
	Milan
	Rome
	Turin
	Lisbon
	Oeiras
	Barcelona
	Tel Aviv

	JURIDICAL-POLITICAL
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Civic status  
	+ 
	
	+ 
	 
	
	 
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+ 
	 
	+
	+ 
	
	 +
	 +
	-
	
	+
	+
	 
	+
	 
	-

	* enfranchisement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	+
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	
	
	
	
	-
	
	-
	+
	
	+
	-
	-

	* info.& advice on civic rights
	+
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	+
	+
	
	
	
	
	+
	+
	
	+
	+
	-
	
	+
	+
	
	
	
	-

	Consultative structures
	+
	+
	+
	-
	+
	+
	 +
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 
	+
	+
	+
	-
	+
	-
	+
	-
	+
	+
	-
	+
	-

	   * advisory council
	+
	+
	+
	-
	+
	-
	
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	
	+
	+
	+
	-
	+
	-
	+
	-
	+
	+
	-
	+
	-

	   * other forms of consult./repres. 
	+
	+
	
	
	+
	+
	
	+
	
	+
	+
	
	
	+
	
	
	+
	
	-
	+
	-
	
	
	
	
	-

	Migrant organiz/mobilisation
	+
	
	(+)
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	
	+
	+
	 
	 
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	-
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+

	   * relation to migrant organizations
	+
	
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	
	+
	+
	
	
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	-
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+

	   * delegation to migrant orgs.
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	
	+
	
	
	+
	
	
	+
	
	+
	
	
	-
	+
	+
	+
	
	
	
	-

	SOCIO-ECONOMIC
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Labour market integration
	+
	 
	 
	 
	+
	 
	 
	
	+
	+ 
	(+)
	+ 
	+
	+
	 
	+
	+
	(+)
	-
	 
	d
	+
	 
	
	+ 
	+ 

	   * vocat'l training/ entrepreneurs 
	+
	 
	
	 
	+ 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	+
	
	+
	+ 
	 
	 
	 
	 +
	- 
	 
	 +
	+
	 
	 
	+ 
	+

	   * affirmative hiring/anti-discrimin.
	+ 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 +
	+ d
	d
	 d
	+d 
	 
	+ 
	 
	 
	- 
	 
	- 
	 
	 
	- 
	 
	 -

	   Education
	+ 
	 
	 +
	 
	 
	+ 
	+ 
	 
	 
	 +
	+ 
	 
	+ 
	+ 
	+ 
	+ 
	 +
	+ 
	- 
	+ 
	 d
	 +
	 +
	 -
	+ 
	+ 

	   * school desegregation
	+
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	+
	
	
	
	
	
	-
	
	
	
	
	

	   * language education
	+
	
	+
	
	
	+
	+
	
	
	+
	+
	
	
	+
	
	+
	+
	
	-
	
	+
	+
	
	
	+
	-

	   * other school policies  
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	+
	
	
	+
	+
	
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	-
	+
	+
	+
	+
	
	
	(+)

	   Social Services
	+ 
	 
	 +
	 
	(+) 
	(+) 
	 
	+ 
	 +
	+ 
	+d
	 
	 +
	+
	+ 
	+ 
	 +
	 +
	 +
	 +
	d 
	+ 
	+ 
	 -
	+ 
	 +

	   * reception/orientation service
	+
	
	
	
	(+)
	
	
	+
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	+
	
	+
	+
	+
	d
	d
	+
	
	
	d
	+

	   * health & welfare services
	
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	(+)
	
	+
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	
	d
	
	
	
	
	(+)

	   * youth, women, elderly services
	+
	
	+
	
	(+)
	(+)
	
	+
	
	
	+
	
	+
	+
	d
	+
	
	
	
	
	d
	+
	
	+
	
	+

	   Policing
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 +
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 +
	 
	+ 
	 
	 
	 +
	+ 
	 
	 
	 +
	 
	 -
	+ 
	 
	 
	 
	 -

	   * as social control
	
	
	
	
	+
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	
	-
	
	
	
	
	-

	   * as social service
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	
	
	
	
	+
	+
	
	
	
	
	-
	
	
	
	
	-

	   Housing
	+ 
	 +
	 
	 
	 
	 
	+
	 
	+ 
	 
	+ 
	+ 
	 
	+ 
	 
	 
	 
	 +
	 
	+ 
	d 
	+ 
	 
	+ 
	 
	- 

	   * primary/temporary  lodging
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	d
	d
	d
	
	
	
	-

	   * long-term housing policy  
	d
	d
	
	
	
	
	d
	
	d
	d
	+
	+
	
	d
	
	
	
	d
	
	
	-
	
	
	+
	
	-

	CULTURAL-RELIGIOUS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Minority religion/culture
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 +
	 +
	 
	 
	 
	 +
	+ 
	 
	 
	+ 
	 +
	 +
	 
	 
	 
	 
	+ 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 -

	   * relation to relig. instits/customs
	
	
	
	
	+
	+
	
	
	
	+
	+
	
	
	+
	+
	(+)
	
	+
	
	
	+
	
	
	
	
	-

	   Public awareness
	 +
	 
	+ 
	 
	 
	 
	+ 
	+ 
	 +
	 +
	 +
	 
	 
	+ 
	 +
	 
	 
	 +
	 
	 
	d 
	 
	+ 
	 d
	 
	 -

	   * institutional/ general public
	+
	
	+
	
	
	
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	
	
	+
	+
	
	
	+
	
	
	+
	
	
	-
	
	-

	   * cultural centre/events
	
	+
	+
	
	
	+
	+
	d
	+
	+
	+
	
	
	+
	
	
	
	+
	
	
	+
	
	
	d
	
	-

	SPATIAL
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Relation to ethnic enclaves
	
	+  
	+ 
	 
	 
	+ 
	 
	 
	+ 
	+ 
	+ 
	 
	 
	 +
	+ 
	 +
	+ 
	 
	 
	 
	- 
	 
	 
	+ 
	 
	 +

	   * urban development/renewal
	
	d
	+
	
	
	+
	
	+
	+
	+
	+
	
	
	+
	+
	+
	+
	
	
	
	-
	
	
	+
	
	d

	   Access/ Public transportation
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	+ 
	 
	 
	+ 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	- 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Symbolic uses of space
	
	
	
	
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-

	   * relation to mosques, etc.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 -
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 +
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 -


3.2 Using the ordering schemes for in-depth research




The ordering schemes described above can be used as an analytical framework for in-depth research of a city’s migrant policies. This framework allows us to identify the ‘local migrant policies’ in a city, order them into domains and issue areas, and classify them according to the typology. We can then follow changes from one policy type to another over time (e.g. from a Guestworker to Pluralist phase of migrant policy), identifying a trajectory of migrant policy development in a city, where policies appear across several domains. This can be repeated for other cities, to determine if  there are typical or common trajectories of city reaction to migrant settlement. In addition, by identifying the phases of migrant settlement (e.g. from transient and/or  guestworker phases to permanent settlement, we can also follow the degree of ‘fit’ between trajectories of migrant settlement and trajectories of policy reaction in different cities. Two examples are given below, based on preliminary findings from research conducted in Amsterdam and Rome.  

Amsterdam 

Amsterdam’s policy trajectory -- Non-policy to Guestworker policy to Pluralist policy -- appears to follow the actual phases of migration. A transient migration phase occurred in the Netherlands in the late 50s-early 1960s, but it largely bypassed Amsterdam
. Guestworker migration began in the mid-1960s and evolved during the 1970s into permanent migrant settlement.
 Until the early 1960s there were no local migrant policies in Amsterdam. From the mid-1960s the city developed what can be characterized as Guestworker policies: in the Juridical-Political domain, informal links were established with migrant organizations; in the Socio-economic domain, basic services were accessible to all legal residents; in housing, city lands were allocated to employers for setting up guestworker camps (1966-1972). At the same time, the municipality ignored conditions in the private rental sector (overcrowding) as well as the illegal sub-rentals to migrants in subsidized housing.

In the 1970s, as the migrants moved into a permanent settlement phase, we can identify a change to Pluralist policies, beginning around the mid-1970s and gathering momentum through the 1980s. In 1975 ties with migrant organizations were formalized and in 1985 separate ethnic-based advisory councils were established. An ethnic-based subsidization policy for migrant organizations and target-group services developed in parallel. The municipality improved the housing situation of migrant families from around 1975, providing access to the larger apartments in the social housing stock (until then, resisted by the housing associations). In the 1980s Pluralist policies appeared in labour market integration through vocational training and an attempt to formalize an ‘ethnic market’. Amsterdam’s ethnic-based doelgroep approach to migrant integration was finally expressed in a comprehensive ‘Minorities Policy Document’ in 1989. 

In the late 1990s the shortcomings of Pluralist policies appeared
 and were widely debated, resulting in a shift to an Intercultural approach, formulated in the 1999 ‘Diversity Policy Document’. The new document outlines policies more attuned to individual differences among the target populations and emphasizes the need for integrated services that do not unwittingly perpetuate the segregation of ethnic minorities. Meanwhile, a decentralization of the city administration (1996) passed many migrant policies to the city districts, some of which quickly abandoned ethnic-based policies (e.g. through subsidy cuts). 

Rome

Rome has been a station for transitory migration for decades but only in the 1980s did a significant labour migrant presence emerge.
 The migrant presence in Rome now includes transient, temporary, and permanent characteristics. Migrant housing, for example, includes makeshift shelters in parks and abandoned buildings as well as the beginnings of a ‘foreigners neighborhood’ south of Termini station. In the 1990s signs of permanent settlement increased (family reunification, enrollment in schools and employment bureaus, etc.) but local policy has lagged behind. 

Until 1990 the municipality ignored the migrant presence, reacting only to crises when they arose -- a classic case of Non-policy. In 1991 the Pantanella crisis (the forceful evacuation of an old factory occupied by several thousand migrants) led to the realization that migrants were not just a public order problem. An interim government (1991-93) imposed by the national government on the city following a corruption scandal drew up a long-term strategy for migrant integration and established a ‘Special Office of Immigrants’ (USI). The municipal policy adopted by Rome’s first directly-elected mayor (1993) recognized the permanence of the migrant presence and re-defined Rome as a multicultural city. Pluralist rhetoric has been replaced in the late 1990s by Intercultural rhetoric, but actual policy measures have been very limited. In effect, Rome’s policy since 1991 recognizes the need to integrate migrants, but delegates all the actual work to voluntary (preponderantly Catholic) organizations. These have initiated and run migrant lodgings, orientation services, language courses and so on since the mid-1980s, partly with public funding. They now receive this funding through yearly contracts with USI, whose main role is to coordinate and channel government funding to the NGOs, unions and several migrant organizations.
  

It is clear that the official attitude of the municipality has changed completely since since the 1980s, but there is disagreement on how much has actually changed in terms of municipal migrant policy. The municipality claims it has established a system in which it oversees a network of NGO-run services, from reception centres to migrant day-care facilities, as the most efficient way to deal with migrants. The NGOs claim that are doing what they have done for years but now have more public funding, with an extra level of local bureaucracy thrown in. The municipality, they say, may have accepted and even welcomed the migrant presence but it continues to avoid its responsibilities toward the migrants. 

Without going into as much detail, it is possible to see some similarities as well as differences with other cities, based on data from the literature survey. Two examples will suffice: Birmingham, like Amsterdam, is moving away from Pluralist policies (begun in the mid-1980s following racial riots and the rise of Labour in City Council) to Intercultural policies at the end of the 1990s. Ethnic-targeted policies are being replaced with general policies in areas such as health, employment and housing, and the powerful, ethnically-based Standing Consultative Forum established in 1990 was replaced in 1999 with a mixed advisory forum (Garbaye 2000).
  

Tel Aviv appears to have moved from a Guestworker policy phase in the 1990s to a phase with some Pluralist characteristics, similar to Rome. During the 1990s signs of settlement appeared especially among the illegal migrants that constitute the majority of labour migrants in the city. From 1993 (arrival of guestworkers) to 1999 the city had clear Guestworker policies, including turning a blind eye to the irregular migrants. In 1999 a newly elected mayor reversed the previous policy by establishing a municipal service centre which promised ‘to aid the foreign communities in Tel Aviv’ regardless of their legal status. However, apart from this centre, which acts mainly as a referral service (including to existing NGO services, which do not receive any governmental aid)
, there appears to be little or no change in other policy areas. As in Rome, it is unclear to what extent the new multicultural rhetoric will be backed by a real policy change (Alexander 2001). 

The trajectories of Amsterdam and Birmingham, Rome and Tel Aviv, point to the similarities as well as the differences in the response of ‘new’ and ‘veteran’ immigration cities to labour migrant settlement. Without going into the details of these comparisons, they demonstrate the usefulness of the model as a tool for understanding the overall development of local policy reactions to migrant settlement in different cities, and comparing and contrasting between them. They also illustrate the limits of the framework: the devil remains in the details. 

4. Summary and further hypotheses

I have proposed an analytical framework for understanding local migrant policies in terms of Host-Stranger Relations. It also makes possible a comparison between different cities and policy domains. The aim is to allow us to generalize from in-depth research on local migrant policies in different cities, beyond the specific context of any particular city. This framework combines two ordering schemes. The first identifies what constitute ‘local migrant policies’ and orders them into four policy domains, subdivided into issue areas. The purpose of this scheme is clarity. The second scheme is a typology of local migrant policies. It assumes these can be seen as an expression of Host-Stranger relations, specifically, of the local authority’s attitudes regarding the migrant population and its Otherness. The typology proposes five general types of local authority attitudes toward labour migrants (Transient, Guestworker, Assimilationist, Pluralist and Intercultural), which are related to five migrant policy phases (Non-policy, Guestworker, Assimilationist, Pluralist and Intercultural policy phases). 

This classification was developed by applying the concept of Host-Stranger relations to data obtained from a literature survey involving some 25 cities. Actual policies found in the survey were classified using the scheme, and the schemes were modified as new data came forth. Since the survey is based on a variety of secondary sources, the findings are not systematic, with some cities and policy areas better covered than others. The typology may therefore be regarded as open to further modifications, however, the essence of the framework integrating the two ordering schemes should remain. 

Using this framework, it is possible to identify a trajectory of development from one policy phase to another in a given city. As shown above, this can be repeated for a number of cities, raising the possibility of identifying common policy trajectories that repeat across different cities. This can raise further hypotheses: Will ‘new’ immigration cities follow the trajectories of ‘veteran’ immigration cities, in their policy response to migrant settlement? Are there common characteristics of certain cities that may explain their same policy trajectories? How important is the national context variable? Further comparison between cities using this framework may answer some of these questions.

Other hypotheses may be raised regarding policy domains. Using this framework, we can compare a number of cities and the migrant policies they choose in different phases labour migration. We may find that there is a predominance of migrant policies in certain issue areas and an absence in others. Can this be tied to certain kinds of cities, or certain phases (e.g., do migrant policies of cities in the Assimilationist-phase focus on urban development and labour integration, while cities in the Pluralist phase focus on political representation, educational and cultural policies)? Are there domains or issue areas (e.g. social services) that appear to more rapidly express shifts in local authority attitudes toward migrants, while policies in other areas continue to express previous attitudes? Or, are shifts in migrant policy linked to the type of city more than the policy domain (e.g. cities such as Amsterdam and Birmingham appear to be fairly unitary, with migrant policies across all domains expressing one type, while other cities, such as Rome,  appear to have a scattering of policies expressing different attitudes at the same time)? 

Regarding city-state relations, local authorities often diverge from national policy, in their responses to migrant settlement. This appears to happen especially when national policy cannot provide solutions to urgent local problems. Often cities (e.g. Tel Aviv, Cologne) shift from Guestworker to Pluralist attitudes before this happens at the national level. In other cases it appears that national legislation is pushing cities toward inclusive policies that they are reluctant or unable to implement (Neymark 1998: 23). Applying this typology for a number of cities, we may identify certain policy phases or issue areas in which this city-state divergence occurs.  

In conclusion, classifying local migrant policies according to Host-Stranger Relations does not prove a cause-effect relationship. Instead, I propose this as one among several factors shaping the response of local authorities to the settlement of migrants (the institutional-political context is another, as noted above). However, local policy responses to migrant settlement cannot be understood only in terms of problem-solving or even ‘management of ethnic diversity’.  Labour migrants represent the guest who remains, the Stranger in our midst. Local migrant policies are part of a process in which the local authority comes to grips with the presence of these Strangers. The aim of this typology is to highlight this dimension, revealing an aspect of migrant policy that is often overlooked. The analytical framework presented here allows a comparison that should make it possible to test this and other hypotheses regarding local policies toward migrants. 

Appendix 1:
 POLICY DOMAINS, ISSUE AREAS and POLICIES at the local level toward migrants

Note: ‘migrants’ refers to ‘migrants/ethnic minorities’. 

Domain: Juridical-Political 

Issue areas: 

1. Civic status. 

Policies: Enfranchisement (municipal involvement in residency/naturalization procedures, extension of local voting to non-citizen residents). Communication policy (information/ advice to migrants on naturalisation, voting rights, etc.)

2. Consultative structures 

Policies: Advisory Council (variations include ‘mixed’ councils of migrant and autochtonous representatives or ‘segregated’ councils of migrants only; councils representing separate ethnic communities, or the entire migrant population). Other forms of migrant consultation / representation include: migrant representatives in indigenous bodies (e.g. advisory commissions), non-voting migrant representative in City Council, and elected ‘ethnic’ councillors. 

3. Relation to migrant organizations/mobilisation 
Policies: Support/empowerment of migrant organizations (financial, training, etc.); cooperation (informal/formal) with existing organizations; delegation of services (formal and funded, or informal and unfunded); exclusion of existing organizations (from funding, access to information, etc.); cooptation of migrant leaders into existing host structures. 

Domain: Socio-Economic

Issue areas:

1. Labour market integration 

Policies: Vocational training/Language instruction; Migrant/Minority Entrepreneurs policy; Affirmative hiring/Anti-discrimination policy (Municipality as an employer and/or contractor).

2. Education

Policies: Desegregation/access policies (quotas per classroom or school). Language education policy (emphasis on national or home language to tackle migrant arrears). Resource allocation and curriculum changes (extra hours, staff training, special projects, emphasis on national or multicultural/intercultural education).

3. Social Services

Policies: Reception/orientation service; Health and Welfare services (access to, adaptation to special migrant needs); programmes/projects for migrant Youth / Women / Elderly.

4. Policing

Policies: Municipal police as tool of social order keeping (from ‘zero tolerance’ to community ‘peacekeeping’, control over undocumented migrants, anti-racism enforcement). Municipal police as agents of social change (communication, youth delinquency projects, etc.)

.

5. Housing

Policies: Primary/temporary lodging policy (in Municipally-owned buildings, hired lodgings, or delegated to NGOs). Long-term housing policy, including anti-discrimination enforcement, migrant access to social housing, and desegregation policy (explicitly, e.g. quotas, or implicitly e.g. gentrification policy).

Domain: Cultural-Religious

Issue areas:

1. Minority religious institutions and culture

Policies: Policies toward religious facilities such places of worship, halal butchers and religious schools (ignore, support, discourage); Policy on religious/culture instruction in school; Relation to religious customs in public facilities (re: headwear, dietary restrictions in schools, municipality.); Policies toward minority culture, e.g. festivals, cultural centres (ignore/support, separate or multi-cultural centres/events);

2. Public awareness  (anti-racism, multiculturalism)

Policies: Institutional awareness policy (in Municipality, police, etc.); General public awareness policy (emphasizing anti-racism/discrimination, or diversity/Otherness); Multicultural events/projects.
Domain: Spatial 

Issue areas:

1. Urban development, relation to ethnic enclaves

Policies: Urban development/neighbourhood renewal policies (dispersal of ethnic enclaves through gentrification, development, or explicit migrant quotas, or policies strengthening local residents in ethnic neighbourhoods, e.g. rental subsidies). Policies toward ethnic enclave businesses (Chinatown policies).

2. Access/public transportation 
Policies: Policies affecting access of migrants to employment and services include transportation policy (favouring private car or public transport) and zoning policy (linking or cutting off peripheral migrant areas from the city).

3. Symbolic uses of space  

Policies: Regarding location and size of symbolic functions such as mosques, religious schools and cemeteries. 
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� The total survey covers nearly 30 cities in Europe, and Tel Aviv, Israel. All the cities contain a migrant/ethnic minority population (between 5-35% of the municipal population) and have some experience with policies toward labour migrants. The core of the survey data is based on the MOST-MPMC project (1997-2001) on migrant mobilisation, which covered seventeen of the cities in the survey. Additional cities and data were added from primary and other secondary sources, including other multi-city research networks describing local migrant policies (below). 


� I am now testing this analytical framework through case studies in four cities selected from the literature survey. Preliminary findings from first two case studies (Amsterdam and Rome) are included here.


� I use the term ‘labour migrants’ referring primarily, but not onl,y to ‘guestworkers’ recruited in the 1960s and their families, as well as irregular economic migrants. The term labour migrants refers to the origin (southern Europe and non-EU) and cause of migration, especially as perceived by the host society, rather than the citizenship status. In some cities ‘labour migrants’ may thus include residents of ex-colonial or refugee origin.


� My definition of ‘local migrant policies’ adopts Hammar’s definition (1985: 9) of ‘immigrant policy’ (‘It comprises all issues that influence the condition of immigrants: for example, work and housing conditions, social benefits and social services, educational opportunities and language instruction...’), and applies it to the local level. For a definition of local policy see Waste 1989: 10.    


� For the distinction between immigration and immigrant (also ‘integration’) policy, see Hammar 1985.


� Her explanation focuses on the interplay between local and national migrant politics, but ultimately returns to national immigration-control policy as the dependent variable.


� Multi-city comparisons of migrant policy include: MOST-MPMC (policies in 17 cities 1997-2001); ELAINE (policies/projects in 37 cities, 1991-96); LIA (policies/projects in 23 cities); DIECEC (language education in nine cities 1994-96); URBEX (includes housing, welfare policies in 11 cities 1999-2001) and METROPOLIS (policies in European and North American cities, ongoing).  


� Host-stranger relations theory was introduced to sociological theory by Georg Simmel 1908. Pioneering its application in urban sociological research were e.g., Park & Burgess 1921, Wood 1934, Schuetz 1944, Elias & Scotson 1965.  Boal 1978, Sibley 1995 and others continue this tradition. A considerable portion of this literature deals with relations between newcomers and the host society, where ‘newcomer’ most often refers to immigrants or recent ethnic minorities whose roots are ‘elsewhere’. In Europe, this category of Strangers consists mostly of labour migrants and their descendants. For a typology of  Host-Stranger relations see Gudykunst 1983.


� For critiques of national-level models see Favell 2001 and Vermeulen 1997, also Ireland 1994:5, Soysal 1994:6, Neymark 1998: 21.


� A third ordering scheme would compare migrant policies in terms of methods or policy mechanisms, distinguishing between e.g. general vs targeted policies, sectoral vs. area-based policies, etc. 


� For development of the scheme presented here I am indebted to Rinus Penninx’s insightful comments, and to Sako Musterd’s suggestion of a separate domain for spatial policies. 


� See Anderson 1990 for classification of consultative structures for migrants; see ELAINE 1997b  for an evaluation of migrant advisory councils in European cities.


� Ireland 1994, Bousetta 2001 and Garbaye 2000 offer comparative analyses of these policies at local level.


� In most European cities education decisions are made locally, not centrally (DIECEC report 1996: 14).


� See Rath, et al. 2001.


� For example, the urban development policies of Amsterdam, which aimed for a population mix through subsidized public and private rentals in the central city as well as outlying neighborhoods, in contrast to those of Brussels, which favored home ownership over tenants and CBD development in the central city, created very different situations for migrants in these cities not only in housing, but also in terms of social and economic integration/segregation (Kesteloot & Cortie 1998). 


� Ireland’s study (1994) of La Corneuve, a Paris ‘Red Belt’ town, exemplifies local assimilationist policies in a Communist-dominated municipality. Bousetta (2000) and Garbaye (2000) demonstrate this for Lille.


� See Vertovec 1996, Friedman & Lehrer 1997.


� ‘Intercultural’ as a label appeared in the 1990s for new policies, programmes and projects.  


� Intercultural rhetoric is especially popular in Italy (Turin, Milan, Rome) following an Education Ministry directive stressing the need for intercultural education.


� An additional problem is the temporal dimension. This matrix shows current policies as noted in the literature, written mostly during the 1990s.  


� The matrix presented here is a simplified version. The original matrix is more detailed, replacing the simple ‘+’ (presence of a policy) with various policy alternatives. For example, in the labour market policies row: d = anti-discrimination policy; e = entrepreneurs policy; h= affirmative hiring policy; v = vocational training policy, etc. This detailed version, however, is still too superficial and can best serve as an inventory. 





� Migrants from southern Europe who came to work for several years in The Netherlands’ mining and port industries and then returned home were not significant in Amsterdam, which had little heavy industry.


� In 1970, following government recruitment of foreign workers, there were an estimated 2400 Turks and Moroccans residing in  Amsterdam, mostly single males. The national Guestworker regime ended in 1973 when recruitment was halted. Signs of migrant settlement appeared during  the 1970s: applications for permanent resident status, increased family reunification, settlement of migrant families in the neighborhoods around the city centre, where ethnic businesses and segregated (‘black’) schools appeared; migrant mobilisation. Amsterdam’s migrant/minority population reached 94,000 by 1982 and 261,000 by 2000. Together with ex-colonial migrants (Surinamese and Antilleans), the former Guestworkers and their families now constitute an ethnic minority presence (not including foreign residents from industrialized countries) of just over a third of the municipal population (MPMC: Amsterdam City Template).


�Including the unexpected continuation of ethnic minority arrears in employment and education into the second generation 


�The migrant presence in Rome is extremely heterogenous, with migrants in various migratory phases. This includes irregular labour migrants who move north to find formal employment after several years’ work in Rome’s informal labour market, migrants who ‘commute’ annually between Eastern Europe and Rome, refugees, and a few small ‘veteran’ communities (Philippinos, Egyptians).  


� Vocational training is contracted to an agency jointly set up with a labour union, while some pre-school ‘educational centres’ are run by municipally-funded migrant organizations on an ethnic basis, with the explicit aim of maintaining the children’s cultural identity. A cultural mediators service, begun by USI in several hospitals in 1997, is now paid for by the hospitals.


� Unlike Amsterdam, however, Birmingham’s Pluralist phase replaced an Assimilationist rather than a Guestworker phase: migrants recruited from Commonwealth countries to fulfill labour shortages were expected to remain (?).  


� The centre has a staff of five and does carry out some activities itself, based on volunteers. 
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