Introduction
Over the last few years, integration has become a hot topic in parliament
and policy forums, in the media and academia and in intellectual and
literary circles. But much of what has been discussed starts from the
majority vantage point. Little attention is paid to the views of minorities.
Furthermore, in much of the discourse ‘integration’ is used as a coded
means of making insinuations and venting prejudices about Muslims in
ways that stigmatise and humiliate them.
One of the aims of this report is to rectify the imbalances and counter
the prejudices by examining the ‘integration debate’ from the vantage
point of Europe’s diverse settled Muslim communities.1 It considers
whether the ‘very term integration has come to mean quite different
things to those who see themselves as the reference point and those
who see themselves described as “the problem”’.2 It tests government
integration measures against the yardstick provided by the EU in its
2004 statement Common Basic Principles: a ‘dynamic, two-way process
of mutual accommodation by all immigrants and residents of Member
States’.3
Contrary to the popular view, which tends to homogenise the Muslim
experience, the national, ethnic, cultural, religious and linguistic
backgrounds of European Muslim communities are extremely diverse.
The first stage of the project, which was conducted over a twelve-month
period, involved a literature and data review to ascertain the exact
diversity of the Muslim experience, and the socio-economic problems
specific Muslim communities face.4 The European Union Monitoring
Centre (EUMC) estimates (conservatively) that there are around
thirteen million Muslims living in Europe today (3.5 per cent of the total
population).5 As the largest Muslim communities are to be found in
France (3,516,824), Germany (3,400,000), the UK (1,588,890) and
the Netherlands (945,000), it seemed right to focus our research there.
But it was important also to provide comparisons with countries with
smaller Muslim minority communities, such as Austria (338,988)6 and
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non-EU Norway (66,578). The second stage of the research involved
consultations in these countries. In-depth interviews were conducted
with key individuals, mostly face-to-face and a few by phone.7 In France,
all our participants were brought together at a roundtable discussion in
Paris conducted by journalists Naima Bouteldja and Victoria Brittain.8
Following this consultation, we researched European integration policies,
past and present. Comprehending the specific debates in different
European countries, requires an understanding of political philosophies
which evolved in each country – not least the varying conceptions of
secularism. Questions of identity, rights and sovereignty are bound up
with citizenship, nationality and histories of migration.9
Section One provides a short overview of systems of post-second World
War labour migration to Europe, the subsequent settlement of Muslims
from diverse ethnic, national, cultural and linguistic backgrounds, and
the considerable social and economic problems these first-generation
migrants faced in a period when there were no official integration
policies. (The legacy of past failures is explored further in Section
Three.) What emerged consistently from the consultations as the
major problems in public discourse were first the confusion between
integration and assimilation and second the racial superiority and
Islamophobia inherent in many initiatives.
Hence, Section Two examines the interplay between the media, the
market, political parties, public intellectuals and private think-tanks and
the ways in which these various actors are advancing an assimilatory
agenda under the guise of integration. In the post-September 11 world,
the media situate integration within a framework which represents
Islam (and Muslims) as a threat. This feeds into the assimilationist logic
of political parties and other interest groups, which then seek a return
to monocultural societies based on cultural homogeneity. Academics,
writers, intellectuals and Muslim celebrities who favour assimilation
are then presented as ‘expert witnesses’ in the integration debate. In
the process, all the problems of the Muslim community come to be
viewed through a religio-cultural lens and the socio-economic causes of
exclusion and marginalisation are ignored.
Section Three looks at government measures to promote integration and
community cohesion, particularly via citizenship and immigration reform.
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The centrality of citizenship rights in ensuring Muslim communities’
full participation is highlighted, as is the fact that a large proportion of
Europe’s Muslim communities do not have such rights. We question
whether a top-down approach to integration, which builds compulsion,
threat and discrimination into citizenship and immigration reforms,
undermines some of the positive potential for genuine integration. We
also examine ‘cultural selection’ within naturalisation processes and
the re-adoption of discredited socio-psychological approaches to race
relations such as that based on measuring ‘social distance’ between
migrant and ‘host’.
Section Four examines church-state relations with Islam, the widely
different understandings of secularism across Europe and how
secularism can act as a barrier to integration. The integration of Islam as
a religion, given equal recognition with Catholicism, Protestantism and
Judaism, is an entirely different project from integrating ethnic minorities
that are Muslim, but, too often, the two are confused. The way that some
governments have resorted to laws banning the headscarf and religious
symbols, suggests that the logic of threat, not challenge, informs the
approach to equality of status.
Section Five examines the dominant structural, societal barriers to
integration and those which emanate from within communities –
pointing out the possibilities for removing such barriers. Applying the
EU’s formula of integration as a two-way process, the report argues that
changing Muslim attitudes and practices is symbiotic with changing
society’s political and cultural traditions hostile to difference and open to
racism. Young Muslims will not engage in institutions that are perceived
to be discriminatory and self-criticism and transformation within Muslim
institutions will become much easier once the climate of Islamophobia is
lifted.
The research reveals that despite, or perhaps because of, the
stigmatising of Muslims at home and abroad, there is now in fact a far
higher degree of participation in the political process and civil society by
young Muslims in Europe than ever before. The clash in Europe is not
between civilisations (Islamic versus western) but between individuals
(of whatever ethnicity, religion or political persuasion) who accept a civil
rights framework for discussing integration and those who do not.
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