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De seneste årtier har været præget af en stigning i antallet af indvandrere, der har 

bosat sig permanent i Europa. Denne indvandring har skabt et enormt behov for at 

integrere indvandrere fra mange lande og med forskellige etniske baggrunde. Dette 

har rejst spørgsmålet om hvad det indebærer at være borger—hvem har rettigheder og 

hvem har forpligtelser.  

Dette speciales formål er at undersøge, i hvilken udstrækning indvandrere i Frankrig, 

Storbritannien og Tyskland behandles og opfattes som borgere med de samme 

rettigheder og forpligtelser som dem, der besidder et statsborgerskab. Det der gør en 

undersøgelse af netop disse tre lande interessant er, at de alle tre er liberale stater, men 

samtidigt har meget divergerende historier og oplevelser med indvandring. En ting de 

dog alle tre har tilfælles er, at de har måtte tage stilling til et voksende antal af 

indvandrere, der i stigende grad kræver at blive behandlet på lige fod med landenes 

statsborgere. 

Specialet tager udgangspunkt i begrebet statsborgerskab, og der er identificeret tre 

forskellige opfattelser af begrebet, der har relevans for netop denne undersøgelse. Den 

første opfattelse sætter statsborgerskab lig med blodets bånd og associeres oftest med 

den traditionelle tyske opfattelse af statsborgerskab. Det anden opfattelse ligger vægt 

på borgerrettigheder og var dominerende i England frem til 1980erne. Den sidste 

opfattelse ligger vægt på, at man som borger har en række forpligtelser overfor staten 

og samfundet, som skal udføres for til gengæld at få adgang til en række rettigheder. 

Denne opfattelse kædes hovedsageligt sammen med Frankrig, men er ligeledes den 

opfattelse, der sprang frem i England efter at Margaret Thatcher blev premierminister 

i 1979.  

Det er givetvis en naturlig antagelse, at et land som Tyskland, der er kendt for at 

udelukke folk på baggrund af deres etnicitet, vil være det land af de tre, hvor 

indvandrere har sværest ved at blive opfattet og behandlet som borgere på lige fod 
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med landets statsborgere. Analysen har dog vist, at dette ikke er tilfældet. Af de tre 

lande er det faktisk i Tyskland, at indvandrere i størst omfang bliver opfattet og 

behandlet som reelle statsborgere.  

I Frankrig derimod, som ellers bygger på den republikanske tradition og idealet om 

frihed, lighed og broderskab, sker inklusionen i fællesskabet i form af kulturel 

assimilation. Det anses for yderst vigtigt, at man kan tale og føler sig fransk for at 

blive opfattet som en franskmand. At blive opfattet som en sand borger handler derfor 

om mere end blot rettigheder og forpligtelser. I nogle tilfælde er kravet om kulturel 

assimilation dog svært at leve op til for indvandrere, der kommer fra kulturer og 

religioner, som ligger langt fra den franske livsopfattelse. Dette gør, at indvandrere i 

Frankrig til trods for, at de tilbydes flere rettigheder end i Tyskland og Storbritannien, 

alligevel ikke inkluderes og opfattes i lige så høj grad som reelle borgere som 

indvandrere gør i Tyskland, hvor der ikke stilles de samme krav om kulturel 

assimilation.    

 

Storbritannien er, til trods for at være tilhænger af multikulturalismen, rent faktisk det 

land af de tre, der tilbyder det færreste antal rettigheder for indvandrere, samt har den 

mest ekskluderende opfattelse af statsborgerskab. Dette hænger blandt andet sammen 

med, at der ikke eksisterer en decideret britisk identitet. Tidligere blev den britiske 

identitet skabt i kraft af et fælles fjendebillede, hvor krige mod Frankrig var med til at 

skabe en ekstern fjende, som man i fællesskab kunne identificere sig imod. Ligeledes 

udgjorde protestantisme en stor del af den britiske identitet, hvor ”rivalen” var 

katolicismen i Frankrig. I dagens Storbritannien har religionen gradvist mistet sin 

betydning, og Frankrig anses ikke længere som fjenden, man skal stå sammen imod. 

Dette har blandt andet medført, at briterne har en langt mere diffus opfattelse af hvad 

det vil sige at være britisk, end man har i henholdsvis Frankrig og Tyskland.  

Dette speciale har konkluderet, at Tyskland har udviklet sig til en kosmopolitisk 

nation, der i større grad end både Frankrig og Storbritannien er bevist omkring landets 

behov for indvandrere, og som er klar til at identificere sig selv som et 

immigrationsland i det enogtyvende århundrede. Det at Tyskland er gået fra at være et 

land, der ekskluderede folk på baggrund af deres etnicitet til at land, der i stigende 

grad opfatter sig selv som et immigrationsland, vil med stor sandsynlighed have en 
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enorm indflydelse på Europa i fremtiden. Ikke mindst viser det, at de traditionelle 

opfattelser af hvad det vil sige at være borger i Europa har forandret sig. Men det 

viser ligeledes, at Tyskland i langt højere grad end Frankrig og Storbritannien er 

klædt på til fremtidens demografiske udfordring.  
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In the last five decades there has been an increase in immigration and subsequent 

natural growth of minority ethnic populations in Britain, France and Germany. This, 

combined with the aging of the populations of those three countries, has created an as 

yet unmet need to fully integrate immigrants of a variety of ethnic backgrounds within 

the societies of those states. This increased immigration has consequently contested 

the traditional conceptions of citizenship, and thus given rise to a reconsideration of 

what it means to be a citizen of Britain, France and Germany. 

What makes the cases of Britain, France and Germany particularly interesting to 

explore is the fact that while they are all liberal states, they are also characterised by 

divergent nationhood traditions and immigration experiences. Britain is a multi-ethnic 

nation and devolved empire with a vaguely defined conception of citizenship faced 

with post-colonial immigration. France, the first nation-state, rests on political unity, 

not shared culture, but attempts to achieve cultural unity have been crucially 

expressive of French nationhood. Germany is an ethnic nation faced with temporary 

labour migrants who have turned into permanent residents, which has challenged the 

German concept of Volksgemeinshaft1. 

Although the experiences, histories and approaches to increased immigration have 

differed in these three countries, they all have one thing in common—the immigrant 

population that has settled within their borders is making increasingly adamant claims 

to be treated as regular citizens of the states where they live, work, pay taxes and raise 

their children. 

This raises the question: 

To what extent are immigrants in Britain, France and Germany full citizens? 

Volksgemeinshaf –a community of the Volk. The concept is linked to the Nationalsozialistische Deutsche 

Arbeiterpartei’s (National Socialist German Workers’ Party, NSDAP) attempt to establish a national community 

within Germany from 1933 to 1945, based on pseudo-scientific racial terms.
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The increased immigration in Britain, France and Germany has brought with it a 

number of non-Christian religions such as Islam, Hinduism and Sikhism. This has 

raised the question of whether non-Christian immigrants are able and willing to 

perform their duties as citizens in Western societies at the expense of the loyalty to 

their respective religions. For instance, in 2004, France banned the wearing of the 

hijab
2 in state schools, and the question of whether to ban the wearing of the niqab

3 in 

public places is currently under debate. One reason for banning the niqab is the 

argument that the concealing of a woman’s face is perceived to be a political signal 

and a threat to the French conception of citizenship. It is therefore important to 

consider whether Muslims or other immigrants from other non-Christian faiths want 

to become full citizens if that comes at the expense of practicing their religion and 

cultural traditions. However, it is not within the scope of this thesis to examine 

whether religion prevents immigrants from becoming full citizens. Therefore, 

immigrants are understood in this thesis to be a homogeneous group regardless of 

their religion, ethnicity or country of origin. 

Furthermore, this thesis only focuses on immigrants who have not naturalised or 

acquired British, French or German citizenship at birth, and who are characterised as 

presumable permanent residents regardless of their origin. 

This thesis aims to explore the extent to which immigrants are full citizens in Britain, 

France and Germany. In order to answer this question three different conceptions of 

citizenship have been identified and will function as an analytical framework for 

subsequent analysis. These conceptions stem from the ruling political parties, 

academics, and the traditional notions of citizenship in each of the focus countries. 

The three conceptions of citizenship that have been identified are: 

i. One that emphasises ethnic and racial affiliation with the society in question 

2 A hijab means both the head covering traditionally worn by Muslim women and modest Muslim styles of dress 

in general. 
3 A niqab is a veil which worn by some Muslim women and covers the entire face. 
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ii. One that primarily emphasises citizens’ rights against the state 

iii. One that primarily emphasises citizens’ obligations owed to the state 

Chapter III to Chapter V are accounts and discussions of each conception. The 

accounts are based on traditional as well as contemporary conceptions of citizenship 

in the three countries. Subsequently, Chapter VII to Chapter IX are analyses of each 

conception. For each analysis, different proxy variables have been selected in order to 

measure the extent to which immigrants are full citizens in Britain, France and 

Germany. Thus, those proxies will be used to stand in for other more complex 

parameters. For instance, in order to conclude whether immigrants are enjoying the 

same rights as citizens, a number of specific rights have been chosen to stand in as 

proxies for citizens’ rights in general. 

Selected Proxies 

Chapter VII: The conceptions of citizenship of the British National Party (BNP), 

Front National (FN) and the National Democratic Party (NPD), the three right-wing 

parties of the focus countries, have been selected as proxies to measure whether an 

ethnic conception of citizenship prevents immigrants from becoming full citizens in 

Britain, France and Germany. Those citizenship conceptions were selected as proxies 

because they are based on the principles of jus sanguinis—one must be an ethnic 

German, Briton or Frenchmen to be a citizen. 

Furthermore, right-wing parties have generally enjoyed great success in elections 

throughout Europe in recent years. However, this success might be attributable to 

voter resentment towards the governing parties rather than the ethnic conception of 

citizenship held by those right-wing parties. Therefore, in order to test whether 

increases in votes for right-wing parties is due to support of their ethnic conceptions 

of citizenship, it is necessary to measure whether the general public shares and 

supports those conceptions of citizenship. To measure this, secondary surveys and 

questionnaires will be applied as empirical data. 

Thus, by analysing whether the public in the three focus countries shares the ethnic 

conception of citizenship of the right-wing parties, it will be possible to conclude 
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whether that conception in fact hinder immigrants from becoming full citizens in their 

countries of settlement. 

Chapter VIII: A number of civil, political and social rights inspired by the late British 

sociologist Thomas Humphrey Marshall have been selected as proxies in order to 

determine the degree to which immigrants enjoy the same rights as citizens. The 

rights selected as proxies are: the right not to be deported, the right to vote in national 

elections, the right to health care, the right to housing assistance, and the right to 

employment in the public sector. Thus, by analysing whether there is a difference in 

the level of rights between citizens and immigrants, it will be possible to conclude 

whether a lack of rights hinders immigrants from becoming full citizens in Britain, 

France and Germany. 

Chapter IX: The proxies selected for analysing the extent to which obligations owed 

to the state hinder immigrants from becoming full citizens are different government 

initiatives that require immigrants to learn and know about their new country of 

settlement such as citizenship tests and immigration contracts. The reason for 

choosing this alternative way of measuring obligations is the fact that the most 

obvious obligations such as military service, voting, and paying taxes are difficult to 

measure, since they are either undefined or immeasurable. However, by analysing 

different government initiatives aimed solely at immigrants, it is possible to conclude 

whether those initiatives impose more obligations on immigrants than citizens, and 

whether they consequently prevent immigrants from becoming full citizens in Britain, 

France and Germany. 

Lastly, after outlining the identified conceptions of citizenship and analysing and 

discussing whether they affect the extent to which immigrants in Britain, France and 

Germany are full citizens, a conclusion summarising the findings of those analyses 

will follow and conclude if the discussed conceptions of citizenship prevent 

immigrants from becoming full citizens in the three focus countries. 

In Chapter VII, a number of secondary surveys will be used to measure whether the 

conception of citizenship of the general public emphasises ethnic affiliation with that 
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particular country. That is, whether it is necessary to have ancestors who were citizens 

of that country in order to be regarded as a full citizen. 

The International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) conducted a survey in 2003. The 

ISSP is a programme of cross-national collaboration on surveys covering topics, 

which are important for social science research. The results of the survey used in this 

thesis can be found in the ISSP codebook “National Identity II”. The survey was 

carried out in 33 countries including Britain, France and Germany. The questionnaire 

used for the survey was originally drafted in British English and then translated into 

the respective languages of the participating countries. The questions were expressed 

in an equivalent manner in all languages to avoid ambiguity. 

Independent institutions in each country collected the data for the survey. The 

National Centre for Social Research collected the data in Britain, ISSP collected the 

data in France, and TNS Infratest Sozialforschung collected the data in Germany. 

The sample size and response rate differed in the three countries. In Britain, the 

number of people surveyed was 2062, with a response rate of 873. Random addresses 

were selected with equal probability in stratified clustered design. In France, the 

sample size was 10000, with a response rate of 1669.  The questionnaire was sent by 

post, with an equal probability of selection for all households. However, it was later 

shown that there was an under-representation of young people because of a response 

rate differential. In Germany, the sample size was 3580, with a response rate of 1287. 

The questionnaire was sent to random addresses from municipality registers. The 

margins of error were 3.24% in the British survey, 2.3% in France, and 2.64% in 

Germany. 

Time series data would have been preferred, but this could not be used for comparison 

because the ISSP survey was only conducted in 1995 and 2003 and France was not 

included in the survey in 1995. 

Additionally, a poll called “Race is No Barrier to Being British” conducted by MORI 

Social Research Institute on behalf of the Commission for Racial Equality in 2002 is 

applied in Chapter VII to measure whether race is a barrier to being perceived as 

British. The poll consisted of a nationally representative sample of 822 adults aged 16 

years and older. The participants were interviewed in person at 213 sampling points 
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across Britain during April 2002. Subsequently, the data was weighted at the analysis 

stage by age, gender, region, social class, work status, housing tenure, and ethnicity. 

In this thesis, an immigrant is understood to be someone who has moved presumably 

permanently to a country where he or she was not born and who has not naturalised. 

The children of immigrants are perceived to also be immigrants if they have not 

automatically acquired citizenship of the new country at birth. Furthermore, it is taken 

for granted that immigrants have acquired significant social ties to their new countries 

of residence. 

In contrast to an immigrant, a citizen is someone who has the right to live 

permanently in a particular country and who is entitled to the legal and social benefits 

of that country and also owes certain obligations to the state. 



13

Citizenship is an old concept that has undergone many transformations. Since the 

times of Athenian democracy and the Roman Republic, its core meaning has the 

status of membership in a self-governing political community. However, this is not 

the only meaning of citizenship. In periods of decline or absence of popular rule, the 

concept has often been reduced to a formal legal status with certain attached rights or 

obligations (Faulks, 2000:1-9). 

In present day societies, discourses about citizenship also tend to emphasise the 

obligations of individuals to contribute to the wider society as well as to participate 

more actively in political life. Since the 1980s, this has emerged as an essential topic 

of research on immigration and immigrant integration (Hansen & Weil, 2002:1). Prior 

to that time, immigration to Europe had almost solely emerged from the recruitment 

of guest workers who had been invited to stay only temporarily and who were never 

perceived as future citizens (Pauly, 2004:45-47). Still, the dynamics of the 

immigration process inevitably interacted with political developments towards a more 

inclusive conception (Pauly, 2004:66-69). 

Thus, the concept of citizenship contains per se a tension between inclusion and 

exclusion. However, in modern times, many societal developments have blurred the 

previously sharp line separating immigrants from citizens. Furthermore, while some 

observers have welcomed these trends as the beginning of a new cosmopolitan era in 

which state-bound citizenship will eventually be overcome, others have expressed 

concerns that immigrants might have multiple loyalties or might take advantage of 

their citizenship rights without owing any duties (Baubock, 2006:9). 

Consequently, debates about citizenship are to a great extent debates about what it 

means and should mean to belong to a nation-state (Brubaker, 1990:380). One 

common mistake is to equate a nation with a nation-state. In principle, a nation has no 

territorial boundaries in contrast to a nation-state. Also, a nation-state can give 

citizenship to individuals that live outside its territory or exclude individuals that live 

within its boundaries (Grosse, 2008:181). 
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Thus, citizenship is usually defined as a form of membership in a political and 

geographical community, but the language of citizenship is used in a multitude of 

contexts and in so many different ways that it is impossible to settle on a universally 

agreed definition. However, in modern industrialised countries, citizenship has been 

institutionalised by rights and obligations, which distinguish members from non-

members (Bloemraad, Korteweg, & Yurdakul, 2008:8.2). 

Initially, citizenship could be regarded as a legal status, that is, as full membership in 

a particular political community. Citizenship can be based on place of birth jus soli, 

parental origins jus sanguinis, or both (Bloemraad et al., 2008:8.4). In Germany, 

where jus sanguinis prevails, the cultural dimension is stronger, while in France the 

civic tradition of jus soli is stronger. However, the civic and cultural can be frequently 

found together, as is the case in Britain, where there has been a stronger tradition of 

social citizenship (Delanty, 1997:288). 

However, an expanded understanding of legal citizenship focuses on the rights and 

obligations that accompany citizenship. This perspective resonates with liberalism’s 

understanding of the relationship between citizens and the state as a contract in which 

both sides have rights and obligations. To maintain the citizenship contract, the state 

guarantees basic rights to citizens, while the citizen has obligations to pay taxes, 

complete compulsory education, and obey the laws of the country (Janoski, 1998:59-

65). 

Nonetheless, academics, politicians and the public in general have divergent 

perspectives and conceptions of what citizenship entails, and the history of each 

nation also plays an important part in the way contemporary citizenship is maintained. 

However, in the last couple of decades, increased immigration has contested the 

traditional conceptions of citizenship, and thus given rise to a reconsideration of what 

it means to be a citizen of Britain, France and Germany. 

The objective of the following three chapters is to identify the different conceptions of 

citizenship that are relevant for this particular study. For instance, a theory of 

citizenship centred around an essentially liberal stance that stresses the primary 

importance of individually held rights can be seen as having a different objective than 
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a civic republican/communitarian approach that places greater emphasis on the 

commitments and obligations of individuals to the wider community (Janoski, 

1998:17-23). Furthermore, a way to differentiate different conceptions of citizenship 

is to contrast civic citizenship with ethnic or cultural constructions, with France as a 

paradigmatic example of the former and Germany of the latter (Delanty, 1997:288). 

Thus, in order to measure the extent to which immigrants are full citizens in the three 

focus countries, three different conceptions of citizenship have been identified and 

will function as an analytical framework for subsequent analysis. The three 

conceptions that have been identified are: 

i. One that emphasises ethnic and racial affiliation with the society in question 

ii. One that primarily emphasises citizens’ rights against the state 

iii. One that primarily emphasises citizens’ obligations owed to the state 
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Germany is the quintessence of the conception of citizenship based on ethnic and 

racial affiliation, since the German notion of citizenship has traditionally been based 

on the rule of jus sanguinis, where one is automatically attributed German citizenship 

if one’s parents or ancestry are German (Palmowski, 2008:547). 

Furthermore, the German understanding of citizenship has lacked territorial, civic, 

and legal elements, and has been based on a purely cultural, ethnic, and linguistic 

understanding of nationality not bound to a particular territory (Saada, 2002:365). 

Thus, when the German nation-state was established in 1871 it was an ‘‘incomplete’’ 

state in the sense that a significant number of Germans continued to live outside its 

borders (Anil, 2005:454). As a result, a national feeling developed before the German 

nation-state was formed, and the German idea of the nation was therefore originally 

not a political concept (Brubaker, 1989:8). 

However, over the years, the German conception of citizenship has changed. During 

World War II, belonging to Germany was defined almost entirely along racial lines. 

Citizenship as a member of a community linked to a state was defined not by the 

rights and obligations of the citizen, but by the identity of the Volk
4
. In fact, notions of 

community defined by the Volk became not only dissociated from the legal concept of 

citizenship as a status, but the racial notion of belonging undermined legal 

entitlements. Thus, Germanness and belonging became defined in ways that were 

distinct from, and contrary to, the legal rights and obligations of citizens (Palmowski, 

2008:551). 

Following World War II, both German states wanted to overcome the legacy of their 

Nazi past, including the ethnic and racial definition of citizenship, but their 

approaches were very different. East Germany (GDR) did not pass a citizenship law 

The Volk refers to the people of the German nation, and used to be a concept greater than the citizenry. The Volk 

was tied to the land, and among other things included the literature, mythology, religion and “world view” of the 

people. 
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until 1967. However, long before that time, the communist party, Sozialistische 

Einheitspartei Deutschlands, developed a distinct socialist view of citizenship—

through socialist citizenship, universal basic rights would become truly effective and 

needed no special constitutional guarantees. Socialist citizenship required 

participation in the means of production, which guaranteed that workers could enjoy 

the rights of socialist citizenship (Palmowski, 2008:551-52). This conception became 

the foundation of GDR citizenship from 1967, and was not in any way defined in 

ethnic or cultural terms, but based purely on the existence of a socialist community. 

In contrast, following World War II, the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) 

returned to an ethnic definition of citizenship. Primarily in recognition of the loss of 

territory to Poland and the Soviet Union, and the subsequent deportation of millions 

of Germans that created an urgent need to integrate the deportees as quickly as 

possible. Also, citizenship was extended explicitly to those Germans living in the 

GDR, which allowed the easy integration of millions of East Germans who came to 

live in the FRG after 1949 (Palmowski, 2008:552). 

According to Article 116 of the Basic Law the definition of a German is: 

(1) Unless otherwise provided by a law, a German within the meaning of this 

Basic Law is a person who possesses German citizenship or who has been 

admitted to the territory of the German Reich within the boundaries of 

December 31, 1937 as a refugee or expellee of German ethnic origin or as the 

spouse or descendant of such person. 

(2) Former German citizens who between January 30, 1933 and May 8, 1945 

were deprived of their citizenship on political, racial, or religious grounds, 

and their descendants, shall on application have their citizenship restored. 

They shall be deemed never to have been deprived of their citizenship if they 

have established their domicile in Germany after May 8, 1945 and have not 

expressed a contrary intention. (The Basic Law: Grundgesetz, GG)  

Thus, the Basic Law explicitly defines the ethnic conception of German citizenship. 

Also, it made the relations between the two German states inseparable during the 

Cold War. Not only did it welcome GDR citizens to the FRG, but it also provided a 

competing model of citizenship (Palmowski, 2008:553). Furthermore, despite living 
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in different polities for 40 years, the unification of Germany in 1990 was, above all, 

possible because the Germans had defined their sense of nationhood not in civic 

terms, but in cultural terms. Also, despite the communist party’s attempts to create a 

socialist identity, GDR citizens had retained traditional notions of identity and 

community beneath the thin covering of socialist citizenship. Thus, the unification 

could not have happened without the conception of community distinguished by a 

common culture and language (Palmowski, 2008:553-54). 

Nevertheless, post-war immigration has put enormous pressure on citizenship as a 

legal concept in order to facilitate its acquisition by long-settled and later-generation 

immigrants. In turn, there has been little debate about the ethnicity or race of 

immigrants, partially because there were few non-white immigrants, and partially 

because ethnicity and race are concepts that have been delegitimised by German 

history (Joppke, 1999:637). 

In practice, access for immigrants to German citizenship is regulated by the Alien 

Act, which was originally enacted in 1965 to regulate work and residence permits of 

guest workers. Initially, the state did not encourage naturalisation, and the dominant 

state ideology on naturalisation in the 1970s and 1980s is summarised in the 

following Federal Naturalization Guidelines: 

The Federal Republic of Germany is not a country of immigration; it does not 

strive to increase the number of German citizens by way of naturalization... 

The granting of German citizenship can only be considered if a public interest 

in the naturalization exists...the personal desires and economic interests of the 

applicant cannot be decisive. (Anil, 2005:454-5) 

Thus, although most immigrants came to Germany in the 1960s in connection with 

the German government’s labour recruitment programme, the government did not 

develop national integration policies until as late as the 1990s. Prior to this, 

integration was not considered a legitimate national public policy topic because 

immigrants were not recognised as a part of society. Nevertheless, the immigration 

issue took a different turn in the beginning of the 1990s (Anil, 2005:454). 
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The first step towards civic citizenship was the introduction of as-of-right 

naturalisation in 1992, which entitled immigrants to obtain legal permanent residence 

after 15 years (Claro da Fonseca, 2005:5). Also, revisions to the Nationality Act were 

passed by the German parliament in 1999, and came into force on 1 January 2000. 

Those revisions made it possible for a person born in Germany to a foreign parent to 

automatically be granted citizenship, if the parent had lawfully resided in Germany 

for eight years or had held an unlimited residency for at least three years. Thus, the 

principle of jus soli became incorporated into the conception of German nationality 

and citizenship. Hence, under this revised law, a person could become a German 

citizen simply as a result of being born in Germany (Anil, 2005:454). 

In Germany today, the state and the nation are effectively decoupled because 

membership in the latter is no longer a precondition for membership in the former. 

Also, the meaning of German nationhood itself is undergoing a transformation 

because it can no longer be defined in ethnic terms and it will have to include and 

absorb non-German immigrants. However, Germany is the only major immigrant-

receiving state that still refuses to tolerate dual citizenship, and the legacy of ethno-

cultural nationhood can be seen in that refusal (Joppke, 1999:639). 

Furthermore, through the acquisition of formal citizenship, ethnic Germans who have 

never lived in Germany and immigrate to Germany are automatically granted social, 

cultural and political rights as members of the German society. In contrast, 

immigrants who have been a living part of the German society since the 1960s are not 

legally recognised as citizens if they have not naturalised. Thus, the formal inclusion 

of ethnic Germans into the German polity is not based on the lived and shared 

experiences of individuals as part of the German society, but is rather guaranteed by a 

notion of ethnic and linguistic harmony, which challenges the notion that formal 

citizenship is just a matter of legal status. 
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The conception of citizenship outlined in this chapter emphasises citizens’ rights 

against the state. This is a conception of citizenship that is implicit in much post-

World War II political theory, and is defined almost entirely in terms of the 

possession of rights (W. Kymlicka & Norman, 1994:354). 

One of the most influential sources of inspiration for this conception of citizenship is 

the late British sociologist Thomas Humphrey Marshall. In 1950, Marshall wrote 

Citizenship and Social Class, which has become a seminal text in British sociology. 

According to Marshall, citizenship is essentially a matter of ensuring that everyone is 

treated as a full and equal member of society. This sense of membership is achieved 

by granting people an increasing number of citizenship rights. Based on historical 

struggles in British society, Marshall claimed that economic change in the 18th 

century led to the extension of civil rights, then political rights, and finally, by using 

their political rights, the British working class won social rights. Therefore, Marshall 

divided citizenship rights into civil, political and social rights (Marshall, T. H. & 

Tom, B., 1992:17). 

The civil component embraced the attainment of individual freedoms and included 

rights in law, economy, and culture. The political component constituted rights to 

participate in the exercise of political power such as voting in elections. Finally, the 

social component constituted rights that require the active intervention of the state to 

equalize citizens’ opportunities to enjoy the rights to which all are equally entitled 

such as insurance against unemployment and guarantees of minimum housing, 

employment, and health care standards (F. Isin & Turner, 2007:12). Thus, Marshall 

assumed a relatively passive citizenry in which the state protected the individual from 

the uncertainty of the market through a system of universal social rights. 

Additionally, according to Marshall, the fullest expression of citizenship requires a 

liberal-democratic welfare state. By guaranteeing civil, political and social rights to 
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all, the welfare state ensures that every member of society feels like a full and eligible 

member who is able to participate in common society and enjoy the benefits shared 

by all members of that society. If any of those rights are withheld or violated, people 

will be marginalised and unable to participate in society. This is sometimes referred to 

as passive or private citizenship because of its emphasis on passive entitlements and 

lack of any obligation to participate in public life (W. Kymlicka, 2002:288). Thus, 

Marshall’s notion of full membership views rights not only as valuable in themselves, 

but also as a means of ensuring the solidarity necessary for the functioning of a social 

democratic welfare state. Hence, citizenship rights promote participation and a sense 

of belonging, which in turn facilitate social cohesion and common political projects. 

However, a right-based conception of citizenship raises a number of issues. Firstly, 

rights are contested, and secondly in order to reach an agreement about what 

constitutes appropriate rights, those rights must be described at such a level of 

generality that it is difficult to turn them into practical propositions. This, however, 

raises another problem, since the turning of specific rights into practical propositions 

requires negotiation by political bodies. Hence, one part of the community is given 

the opportunity to impose its view of what constitutes appropriate rights on others, 

which therefore becomes an exercise of power. 

Furthermore, Marshall’s definition of citizenship is derived from cultural values that 

do not take individual subjectivities and cultural differences into account. 

Consequently, his focus on the native-born working class prevents him from seeing 

cultural rights as a distinct prerequisite to full societal participation, thus his definition 

needs to be revised in order to accommodate the increasing social and cultural 

pluralism of modern societies (Bloemraad et al., 2008:8.5). 

However, despite these problems with Marshall’s notion of citizenship, his concern 

with rights, equality, and political as well as social and economic participation are still 

relevant to studies about citizenship and immigration, but the question is whether his 

right-based approached can ensure migrants full citizenship or only partial equalities. 

Thirdly, it is argued that there is a need to supplement the passive acceptance of rights 

with an active exercise of citizenship responsibilities and virtues such as political 
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participation, economic self-reliance, and civility (W. Kymlicka & Norman, 

1994:355). 

Another critique of the right-based approach stems from the New Right and 

conservative thinking of the 1980s. Whereas Marshall argued that social rights enable 

the disadvantaged to enter the mainstream of society and effectively exercise their 

civil and political rights, the New Right argued that the welfare state had promoted 

passivity among the poor, without actually improving their life chances, and instead 

created a culture of dependency (W. Kymlicka & Norman, 1994:356). 

Furthermore, passive citizenship underestimates the extent to which fulfilling certain 

obligations is a precondition for being accepted as a full member of society, for 

example, if people fail to meet the obligation to support themselves, the unemployed 

are a source of shame for themselves and society. Therefore, failure to fulfil certain 

obligations is as much of an obstacle to full membership as a lack of equal rights (W. 

Kymlicka & Norman, 1994:356). 
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The conceptions of citizenship outlined in this chapter emphasise citizens’ obligations 

owed to the state in contrast to the rights-based conception outlined in Chapter IV, 

which emphasise citizens’ rights against the state. All states impose obligations on 

their citizens to some extent. Those obligations differ from country to country, but can 

include being a lawful citizen, voting in elections, military service, paying taxes, 

obtaining an education, and participating actively in society. 

This type of conception of citizenship is sometimes referred to as active citizenship. 

An active citizen is one who exercises his or her rights and obligations in a balanced 

way. Furthermore, active citizenship emphasises the active role of people in politics. 

Thus, it extends the concept of citizenship based on civil, political and social rights to 

one of direct democratic participation and responsibility (Dagger, 1997:100). 

The conception of citizenship based on active citizens and their obligations owed to 

the state has primarily been characteristic of the republican conception of citizenship 

found in France (Bouget & Brovelli, 2002:161). That said, this conception has also 

characterised the British citizenship conception since Margaret Thatcher was Prime 

Minister in the 1980s (Fuller, 2006:12). However, social contract theories are not 

recent inventions. In fact, they can be dated to as far back as the 17th century and the 

English philosopher Thomas Hobbes5 (McClelland, 1996:182). 

The following sections include an outline of the conception of citizenship based on 

the obligations owed by the citizen to the state, as it is understood in Britain and 

France. 

The conception of citizenship based on citizens’ obligations owed to the state is often 

Later social contract philosophers include the English philosopher John Locke as well as the French philosopher 

Jean-Jacques Rousseau (Bouget & Brovelli, 2002:162).  
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linked to the republican conception of citizenship found in France. However, what is 

distinctive about the French conception is that a notion of an essential cultural 

obligation is implicit in the overall conception. Thus, although France is known for 

emphasising the principle of jus soli, the French conception of citizenship also 

encompasses a deeply rooted homogenous self-understanding. 

Furthermore, the French notion of citizenship envisions a nation that is “one and 

indivisible”, where the cohesive social bond that unites all individuals is their 

citizenship. The citizen’s individual rights are protected by the Constitution, but 

special rights of national, religious and ethnic groups are not recognised. 

Additionally, citizens are required to perform their obligations and participate in 

political activity. Citizens must be loyal and brave and their emotional commitment to 

the republic is crucial. French values ought to be deeply rooted in the heart of a true 

citizen (Hanasz, 2006:283). Thus, a true citizen in France is a person that is linked to 

the state by a political pact and who, in return, has his or her civil and political rights 

guaranteed (Bouget & Brovelli, 2002:161). 

However, what is unique about the French conception of citizenship is that the French 

state is an assertively unitary state and there is a sharp bifurcation between what is 

“French” and what is “foreign”. Thus, unlike the republican model of the United 

States, France demands complete assimilation6 into French culture and identity. 

American-style hyphenated identities are largely excluded in France (Jacobson, 

1997:22). 

Furthermore, under the French model it is believed that ethnic and religious groups 

undermine the cohesiveness of society—the fraternité (Kastoryano). Identification 

with a community is, therefore, considered a withdrawal from the French society and 

Assimilation is the process of immigrants becoming culturally incorporated into mainstream society. 

Assimilation can be both forced and voluntary. It is forced when the state requires the immigrants to adopt the 

majority's language, customs and values.  
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a rejection of the republican ideal. Thus, the French model asserts that all French 

citizens have the same cultural identity and does not recognise racial, ethnic, or 

religious affiliations (Kastoryano). This is particularly due to the concept of laïcité, 

which prevents the state and government from taking a position on any religion or 

religious beliefs. It also means that there can be no interference by any religion in the 

functioning of the government. Equally, it means that there can be no interference by 

the government in the religious life of its citizens or in the forms of religion to which 

they adhere. However, to achieve a shared French identity, all citizens must speak 

French, the official language, and be educated according to a common curriculum 

(Ministry for Employment, Social Cohesion, and Housing, 2007). So, in order to cope 

with France’s diversity, substantial efforts have been made to ensure standardisation 

across the country, thereby securing the desired unity and indivisibility of the nation 

(Ducoulombier, 2002:75-6). Hence, while France is a secular society, being a French 

citizen not only entails rights and civic obligations, but also cultural obligations. 

In Britain, the paradigm shift from a rights-based conception of citizenship to a 

conception based on citizens’ obligations owed to the state has, to a large extent, been 

tied to the Conservative Party’s politics in the 1980s when Margaret Thatcher was 

Prime Minister. In 1987, Thatcher stated: “People have got the entitlements too much 

in mind, without the obligations. There’s no such thing as entitlement, unless 

someone has first met an obligation” (Fuller, 2006:12). It was Thatcher’s belief that 

Britain’s high levels of unemployment and poor economic performance were due to 

the welfare state. She therefore cut the level of social security for the unemployed and 

introduced a requirement that only those who could demonstrate that they were 

actively seeking employment were entitled to benefits. It was her argument that if 

social rights were removed or less generous there would be a greater incentive for the 

unemployed to enter the labour market (Annesley, 10 September, 2004). 

However, the conception of citizenship held by New Labour has also changed from 

an understanding of citizenship based on rights to a notion of active citizenship based 

on a contract between the state and the citizens (Delanty, 1997:290). The Labour 

government explicitly stated that they support the notion of a social contract between 

the state and the citizen and want to replace the “something-for-nothing” approach 
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with a “something-for-something” society (Delanty, 1997:290). 

Since New Labour came into power in 1997, the party has sought to position itself 

somewhere in between the left and the right wing. Some argue that they have simply 

adopted a middle way in order to attract a wider group of voters. However, according 

to New Labour their new approach is a “third” way (Hill, 2003:263). 

Among others, this approach is inspired by the British sociologist Anthony Giddens 

(Marinetto, 2003:114). According to Giddens: “Old-style social democracy…was 

inclined to treat equal rights as unconditional claims. With expanding individualism 

should come an extension of individual obligations” (Marinetto, 2003:114). 

Therefore, inspired by Giddens, New Labour has based its philosophy on the civic 

responsibilities of the individual in partnership with the state. According to Prime 

Minister Gordon Brown, citizenship should be a “kind of contract” with rights and 

responsibilities (BBC News, Tuesday, 27 February 2007). 

Furthermore, the Government set out the key objectives for the development of 

citizenship and nationality policy in the 2002 white paper Secure Borders, Safe 

Haven. That paper states that to ensure social integration and cohesion, a stronger 

understanding of what citizenship entails must be developed in Britain (Home Office, 

2002:10). In connection with this, New Labour has set out a goal to help those who 

settle in Britain to gain a fuller appreciation of the civic and political dimensions of 

British citizenship and, in particular, to understand the rights and obligations that 

come with the acquisition of British citizenship. This is intended to help strengthen 

active participation in the democratic process and a sense of belonging to a wider 

community (Home Office, 2002:11). 

Additionally, New Labour embraces cultural diversity and acknowledges that the 

British society is multicultural and shaped by its diversity (Home Office, 2002:10). 

Thus, according to New Labour, British citizenship should positively embrace the 

diversity of backgrounds, cultures and faiths that characterises Britain in the 21st 

century, but at the same time, those who choose to settle in Britain must also 

understand the obligations that come with their rights (Home Office, 2002:11). 
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From the above, it is clear that a conception of citizenship that emphasises citizens’ 

obligations owed to the state exists in both Britain and France. However, while this 

has been the principal conception in France for centuries, this conception is relatively 

new in Britain. Nevertheless, both countries now stress a notion of active citizenship, 

where the conception of citizenship based on civil, political and social rights is 

extended to a notion of participation and responsibility. 

However, in contrast to Britain, a notion of cultural assimilation is an important 

aspect of the French conception of citizenship. Thus, there is a sharp dividing line 

between what is foreign and what is French because ethnic and religious groups are 

believed to undermine the fraternité of the French society. French citizens must all 

have the same cultural identity and the state and government must not take a position 

or give preferential treatment to any religion. Furthermore, French citizens must 

assimilate into the French society by speaking French and being educated according 

the same curriculum. Substantial efforts have therefore been made to ensure 

standardisation across the country in order to secure the desired unity and 

indivisibility of France. 

In Britain, Margaret Thatcher introduced the conception of citizenship based on 

citizens’ obligations owed to the state in the 1980s. However, today New Labour also 

stresses a conception of citizenship based on a social contract between the state and 

the citizen. In contrast to France, cultural assimilation is not a prerequisite in Britain; 

in fact, cultural diversity is embraced and acknowledged in Britain. Thus, the 

conception of cultural obligation applies only in France. 

However, it is interesting to note that despite France’s notion of cultural assimilation, 

the concept of laïcité is also very important, and the French government is legally 

prohibited from recognising or subsidising any religion. In Britain, however, the 

Church of England is the leading protestant church, established by law, with Queen 

Elizabeth II as its formal head. Thus, in Britain a religious denomination is formally 

recognised and given a privileged status by the British state. 
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Based on the previously discussed conceptions of citizenship, the following three 

chapters analyse the extent to which immigrants are full citizens in Britain, France 

and Germany. Different proxy variables have been selected to evaluate and compare 

each conception. 

The conception of citizenship held by right-wing parties has been selected as a proxy 

to measure whether an ethnic conception of citizenship prevents immigrants from 

becoming full citizens in Britain, France and Germany. Furthermore, in order to 

determine if the general public shares this ethnic conception of citizenship, secondary 

surveys and questionnaires have been applied as empirical data. Thus, by analysing 

whether an ethnic conception of citizenship is widespread in the three focus countries, 

it will be possible to conclude whether such a conception hinders immigrants from 

becoming full citizens in their countries of settlement. 

In order to measure the extent to which the rights-based citizenship conception 

prevents immigrants from becoming full citizens, a number of civil, political and 

social rights, inspired by the late British sociologist T.H. Marshall, have been selected 

as proxies. The rights selected as proxies are: the right not to be deported, the right to 

vote in national elections, the right to health care, the right to housing assistance, and 

the right to employment in the public sector. Thus, by analysing whether there is a 

difference in the level of rights between citizens and immigrants, it will be possible to 

conclude whether a lack of rights hinders immigrants from becoming full citizens in 

Britain, France and Germany. 

The last analysis measures the extent to which citizens’ obligations owed to the state 

hinder immigrants from becoming full citizens. Different government initiatives that 
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require immigrants to learn and know about their new country of settlement, such as 

citizenship tests and immigration contracts, have been chosen as proxies for this 

analysis. This alternative way of measuring citizens’ obligations owed to the state has 

been chosen because the most obvious obligations such as military service, voting, 

and paying taxes are difficult to measure since they are either undefined or 

immeasurable. However, by analysing different government initiatives aimed solely at 

immigrants, it is possible to conclude whether those initiatives impose greater 

obligations on immigrants than citizens, and if they consequently prevent immigrants 

from becoming full citizens in Britain, France and Germany. 
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This chapter measures the extent to which the ethnic conception of citizenship is 

supported in Britain, France and Germany. In determining this, the conception of 

citizenship of right-wing parties in the three focus countries will be discussed. 

Primarily, the notion of what is required to be British, French or German will be 

considered. Subsequently, the extent of support for right-wing parties and their ethnic 

conception of citizenship among the general public will be analysed. 

The reason for choosing the right-wing parties’ conception of citizenship as a 

yardstick is the fact that those parties are known for advocating a notion of citizenship 

based on the principle of jus sanguinis—to be a citizen you must be an ethnic 

German, Briton or Frenchmen. Therefore, by additionally measuring the level of 

support of the general public for the ethnic conception of citizenship held by those 

parties, it is possible to conclude whether the notion of ethnic citizenship prevents 

immigrants in the three focus countries from becoming full citizens. 

Therefore, in the following sections, the conception of what is required to be British, 

French or German according to the BNP, the FN, and the NPD respectively will be 

discussed and serve as proxies for those right-wing parties’ conceptions of 

citizenship. Furthermore, opinion polls and surveys will be used to measure if the 

general public shares those ethnic conceptions of citizenship. 

The conceptions of citizenship of those right-wing parties are very different from 

most conceptions discussed in the previous chapters because they advocate the notion 

of jus sanguinis. However, since there has been an significant increase in support for 

those right-wing parties in recent years, it is reasonable to assume that the public’s 

conception of citizenship is likewise moving towards a more ethnic conception that 

contests the conventional conceptions of the ruling parties (Spiegel Online 

International, 6 August 2009). 

In the following sections, the conceptions of citizenship of the NPD, BNP and FN 

will be discussed and used as proxies for the ethnic conception of citizenship. 
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Furthermore, surveys and opinion polls will be used as proxies for the general 

public’s opinion on what is required to be a full citizen in Britain, France and 

Germany. 

The NPD is a German nationalist party that was founded in 1964 as a successor to the 

German Reich Party (Austrian Times, 8 April 2009). The NPD did not win any seats 

in the 2009 German federal election, but it received 1.8% of the votes nationally 

(Election Resources, 27 September 2009). In particular, Germany’s traumatic 

experience with National Socialism, its so-called “burden of the past”, seems to have 

contributed decisively to the fact that the NPD has received fewer votes in national 

elections than, for instance, the FN in France. 

The NPD supports the ethnic conception of citizenship discussed in Chapter III—to 

be a true German citizen one must be of German decent. Therefore, according to the 

NPD, it is only possible to be truly German by being German by blood. It is therefore 

not possible to become German by simply choosing to be German, it is only possible 

by being born German. That does not necessarily mean being born in Germany, it 

means being born of German parents. In fact, the NPD opposes globalization not 

because it produces economic inequality and poverty, but because it threatens its 

ethno-nationalist concept of a homogeneous society, the so-called Volksgemeinschaft 

(Sommer, 2008). 

Furthermore, the party is known for its anti-immigration stand. In September 2009, 

NPD politician Klaus Beier called the Turkish-German football player Mesut Özil a 

“Plaste-Deutscher” during a television broadcast, meaning someone who is not a born 

German but that has become German by naturalisation. Beier said that Özil was not a 

real German, but only had German nationality on paper (Houlton, 17 September 

2009). Also, the NPD party leader Udo Voigt was charged with incitement for 

publishing a leaflet in 2006 which said “white - not just the colour of a jersey!” 

opposing the selection of a black player for the German national football team. 

Related to those incidents, during the 2006 World Cup, the NPD’s website 

complained that the German national football team “was not really German” due to 

the prevalence of players of non-German descent (Spiegel Online International, 25 
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March 2008). 

Data on the motives of NPD voters is relatively scarce. However, as mentioned 

before, because of Germany’s traumatic past experience with National Socialism, 

extreme right-wing parties have had much less support in Germany than in France and 

most other European countries. 

In the next section, a survey on national identity confirms that the general public’s 

conception of being German is not ethno-racial. 

In order to measure if the ethnic conception of citizenship is restricted to right-wing 

parties or shared by the general public, a survey on national identity will be used as a 

proxy for the public’s opinion on what is required to be a full citizen in Germany. 

The survey was conducted in 2003 by the International Social Survey Programme 

(ISSP). The participants in the survey were asked a number of questions which are 

highly relevant to this study. The main question of relevance was: “Some people say 

that the following things are important to be truly German. Others say they are not 

important. How important do you think each of the following is?” 

When people were asked how important it is to have German ancestry in order to be 

regarded as a German, 48.4% agreed while 51.6% disagreed (ISSP - International 

Social Survey Programme, 2003:31). Hence, less than half of Germans support the 

ethnic conception of citizenship. When asked if it is important to have been born in 

Germany, 57.3% said it is either very or fairly important while 42.7% said it was not 

important at all, and when people were asked whether it is important to have lived in 

Germany for most of one’s life, 66.2% agreed (ISSP - International Social Survey 

Programme, 2003:17-21). These results indicate that the notion of the right of ethnic 

Germans who have never lived in Germany to immigrate to Germany is not supported 

by the public in general, since most Germans believe that to be considered a true 

German it is more important to have been born in Germany and lived one’s entire life 

in Germany than to have German ancestry. Also, when asked whether it is important 

to hold German citizenship to be regarded as a German, 79.3% said it is very or fairly 

important while only one in five people said it has no importance at all (ISSP - 
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International Social Survey Programme, 2003:19). Further, 74.4% of the respondents 

said that it is important to feel German to be regarded as a German (ISSP - 

International Social Survey Programme, 2003:29). With regard to obligations, 94.4% 

of the respondents said it is important to be able to speak German, and 89.6% agreed 

that it is necessary to respect German political institutions and laws (ISSP - 

International Social Survey Programme, 2003:23-27). 

This survey therefore shows that the general public in Germany are not in favour of 

the ethno-racial conception of citizenship. Furthermore, they do not tend to support 

the notion that ethnic Germans who have never lived in Germany can immigrate to 

Germany and automatically be granted citizenship. However, the general public does 

believe that in order to be considered a German citizen, it is necessary to have been 

born in the country and lived most of one’s life there. The general public also 

considers it important to hold German citizenship and feel German and to respect the 

institutions and laws of the country and fulfil basic obligations such as learning the 

German language. 

The BNP is a far right, whites-only political party that has no elected Members of the 

UK Parliament. It received 0.7% of the popular vote in the 2005 UK general election, 

and won two seats in the European Parliament on 4 June 2009 (BBC News, 22 

October 2009) (Mellows-Facer, 10 March 2006) (Travers, 5 June 2009; Wainwright, 

8 June 2009). 

The BNP defines British people in both civic and ethnic terms. Immigrants, and 

descendants of immigrants who have settled in Britain from non-European countries, 

are British in the fullest civic sense of the word, and thus entitled to the same rights 

and obligations as ethnic British subjects. That includes all rights and obligations such 

as full protection under the law, participation in national sports teams and civic 

associations, and military service. However, the BNP also defines British people in an 

ethnic sense, which includes those who are the descendants of the traditional peoples 

of England, Scotland, Wales and Ireland (The BNP, April 2009: rule #13). According 

to party chairman Nick Griffin, although immigrants “in civic terms are British, 

British also has a meaning as an ethnic description” (BBC News, 23 April 2009). This 
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ethnic understanding of Britishness is, according to the BNP, an expression of the 

rights of an indigenous people to be recognised as such and to have the right to 

remain as the majority population in their own nation (The BNP, April 2009: rule 

#13). Furthermore, Griffin has stated that the BNP does not “subscribe to the 

politically correct fiction that just because they happen to be born in Britain, a 

Pakistani is a Briton. They’re not; they remain of Pakistani stock” (BBC News, 23 

April 2009). 

The BNP therefore differentiates between an ethnic and civic conception of 

citizenship. It is possible for a person to hold civic citizenship regardless of his or her 

extraction as long as he or she is willing to fulfil the obligations it entails. 

Furthermore, upon obtaining civic citizenship, it is possible to enjoy the same rights 

as ethnic British people. However, the BNP believes that a person is entitled to refer 

to oneself as a Briton only if he or she is British by decent and is therefore entitled to 

ethnic citizenship. 

According to a poll released in June 2009 by YouGov, a leading British polling firm, 

there has been an increase in support for the BNP in recent years. However, that is not 

because its supporters are all racist, but because many voters feel insecure and let 

down by the main parties—Labour, Conservatives, and the Liberal Democrats 

(YouGov, 2009). Thus, the increased support for the BNP has been described by 

some as a protest vote due to voter alienation with the three mainstream parties (BBC 

News, 17 April 2006). 

In the next section, the British results from the previously discussed ISSP survey and 

the results from an investigation conducted by MORI Social Research Institute will be 

analysed to determine whether the British public’s conception of citizenship is ethno-

racial. 

It is evident from the aforementioned ISSP survey that more people in Britain than in 

Germany actually tend to believe that it is important to have British ancestry in order 

to be regarded as a Briton: 51.5% of respondents agreed with that sentiment in 

comparison with 48.4% in Germany, indicating that the ethnic conception of 

citizenship has more support in Britain than in Germany (ISSP - International Social 
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Survey Programme, 2003:31). Also, when asked if it is important to have been born in 

Britain, 73.4% of respondents said it is very or fairly important, and 72.6% said it is 

important to have lived in Britain for most of one’s life, which further indicates that a 

feeling of belonging and identification with Britain is considered very important 

(ISSP - International Social Survey Programme, 2003:17-21). Also, 79.4% of 

respondents in Britain answered that a sense of affiliation with Britain is an important 

factor in being a citizen, as opposed to 74.4% of Germans who responded that feeling 

German was important (ISSP - International Social Survey Programme, 2003:29). 

When asked whether it is important to hold British citizenship, as many as 87.2% of 

respondents said it is very or fairly important compared to only 79.3% in Germany 

(ISSP - International Social Survey Programme, 2003:19). With regard to obligations, 

90.8% of respondents in Britain said it is important to be able to speak English and 

86.4% agreed that it is necessary to respect political institutions and laws (ISSP - 

International Social Survey Programme, 2003:23-27). 

Thus, the ISSP survey generally indicates that an ethnic conception of citizenship is 

more apparent in Britain than in Germany. However, a poll in another report, “the 

Voice of Britain”, which was conducted in 2002 by MORI Social Research Institute 

on behalf of the Commission for Racial Equality, shows quite the opposite. According 

to the poll “Race is No Barrier to Being British” included in that report, only 9% 

agreed to the question “to be truly British you have to be white” while 86% disagreed, 

which suggests that most people’s sense of the British “us” extends to ethnic 

minorities (Commission for Racial Equality, 2002:5). Hence, according to this report, 

the majority of people in Britain appear to have embraced a sense of multiculturalism, 

with almost 9 in 10 saying that being British is not about being white. Although, it 

also shows that there is no consistent view on what it means to be British, and when 

asked what comes to mind when thinking about the “British way of life” people 

emphasise attitudes and behaviour rather than demographic characteristics such as 

ethnicity (Ipsos MORI, 16 May 2002). 

Furthermore, the report shows that there is a widespread respect for diversity, with 

78% agreeing that it is important to respect the rights of minority groups and over 

57% saying that people should do more to learn about the systems and cultures of 

ethnic groups in Britain (Commission for Racial Equality, 2002:9). There is also 
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unanimity among all ethnic groups on the rights and obligations of those who 

immigrate to Britain. More than two-thirds of the UK population and half of the 

ethnic minority population believe that ethnic minorities need to demonstrate a real 

commitment to Britain before they can be considered British. In fact, three-quarters of 

the ethnic minority communities believe immigrants must learn English (Commission 

for Racial Equality, 2002:5). Thus, there is wide support for “integrationist” policies 

such as English lessons and citizenship lessons among ethnic groups (Commission for 

Racial Equality, 2002:8). 

The above poll and survey therefore show that there is no consistent sense of 

“Britishness” and what is required to be a full citizen in Britain. However, it is worth 

noting that the questions in the ISSP survey and the MORI poll were formulated in 

different ways. Naturally, there is a difference between asking whether “being born in 

Britain” or “having British ancestry” is important to be perceived as British and 

stating “to be truly British you have to be white”. This difference could therefore 

influence the results of the two investigations since people might be more reluctant to 

say that “being white” is an important factor to being perceived as British than to 

agree to a statement that being born in Britain or having British ancestry are important 

factors. 

However, even though, there is more support for the ethnic conception of citizenship 

in Britain than in Germany, most people do not actually believe that you have to be 

white to be British, which could imply that Britishness is extended to ethnic 

minorities as well. This also shows that most people accept and recognise Britain as a 

multicultural society, and that being British is not about being white. However, there 

is no coherent view of what it means to be British, and people tend to emphasise 

attitudes and behaviour rather than ethnicity. 

Most people respect diversity and find it important to respect minority rights. In fact, 

one in two believe that it is important to make a greater effort to learn about the 

cultures of ethnicities. Although, when it comes to rights and obligations for 

immigrants, more than two-thirds believe that immigrants must demonstrate a true 

commitment to Britain before they can be considered British. Also, there is broad 

support among immigrants for integrationist policies, such as English language and 
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citizenship lessons. It can therefore be concluded that there is no consistent sense of 

what it means to be British. 

The FN is a French far-right nationalist party founded in 1972 by Jean-Marie Le Pen, 

which unites a variety of right-wing groups and parties (Sandford, 8 January 2007). 

Since the mid-1980s, the FN has remained a significant electoral presence, 

particularly at the municipal level (Freedman, 2004:40-2). In the 2002 French 

presidential election, Le Pen reached the second stage run-off, mainly due to popular 

resentment against soft immigration policies. From 2002 to 2006, the FN established 

itself as the third largest political party in France, but suffered a significant defeat in 

the 2007 French presidential election, where Le Pen only received 11% of the vote in 

the first round of the election (EurActiv, 17 March 2009) (BBC News, 6 May 2007). 

Thus, although the FN has not managed to become the governing party in France, it 

enjoys much greater voter support than the BNP or the NPD do in their respective 

countries. 

The FN advocates a system of “national preference” in its fight to build an ethnic 

nation. According to the FN, “national preference” means giving French citizens 

priority in their own country, as is clear from its slogan “France for the French!” 

Therefore, the FN believes that ethnic French citizens should be given preferential 

treatment with regard to employment opportunities, housing, health care, and welfare 

benefits. Furthermore, the FN advocates reducing immigrants’ rights, especially with 

respect to French citizenship. Citizens may be equal under the law, but not in society 

in general (Marcus, 1995:105-7). According to Le Pen, everyone has a place in the 

world where they feel most at home. However, there is an intangible relationship 

between a living individual and his or her land. Thus, the French homeland cannot be 

open to immigrants, except under the most exceptional circumstances. Where foreign 

workers are admitted, they can, at best, only have the status of provisional immigrants 

or temporary workers (Marcus, 1995:106). 

Thus, according to the FN, it is only possible to be truly French by decent. Citizens 

may be equal under the law, but ethnic French citizens should be given preferential 
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treatment. Furthermore, France should not encourage immigration if it is not a strict 

necessity for the country. 

An opinion poll conducted following the success of Le Pen in the 2002 presidential 

election indicates widespread acceptance of some of the core ideas of the FN. Over 

three-quarters of those surveyed expressed the opinion that politicians did not do 

enough to defend traditional French values. Regarding immigration, 59% expressed 

the opinion that there were too many immigrants in France (Freedman, 2004:42). It 

could be argued that results such as those show an increasing “banalisation” of the 

ideas of the extreme-right, as they become more and more acceptable to the French 

public opinion. Also, the continuing electoral success of the FN seems to indicate that 

votes for the party are not merely protest votes, but are also votes in favour of the 

policies that the FN advocates. Thus, those votes are no longer only votes against the 

other parties, but also votes “for” the FN. 

In the next section, the French results from the abovementioned ISSP survey will be 

analysed in order to conclude whether an ethno-racial conception is prevalent among 

the French public in general. 

In spite of the above, according to the previously mentioned ISSP survey, only 49.2% 

of respondents in France believe that it is important to have French ancestry in order 

to be regarded as a French citizen, compared to 51.5% in Britain and 48.4% in 

Germany, which could indicate that the notion of jus soli is still supported to some 

extent in France (ISSP - International Social Survey Programme, 2003:31). When 

asked if it is important to have been born in France, 61.1% said it is very or fairly 

important and 70.7% said it is important to have lived in France for most of one’s life 

to be regarded as French, which again is in between the results of the same survey in 

Britain and Germany (ISSP - International Social Survey Programme, 2003:17-21). 

However, 92% said it is important to feel French, which is considerably more than in 

Britain and Germany, where the results where 79.4% and 74.4% respectively (ISSP - 

International Social Survey Programme, 2003:29). However, this corresponds with 

the fact that the French model asserts that all French citizens have the same cultural 

identity, and does not recognise racial, ethnic or religious affiliations. When asked 
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whether it is important to hold French citizenship to be regarded as French as many as 

85.7% of respondents said it is very or fairly important, which is almost the same as 

the result in Britain and is 6.4% more than in Germany (ISSP - International Social 

Survey Programme, 2003:19). With regard to obligations, 94% said it is important to 

be able to speak French and 96.3% agreed that to be a French you must respect the 

political institutions and laws of France (ISSP - International Social Survey 

Programme, 2003:23-27). Again, this corresponds to the French model’s notion of a 

shared French identity as well as the idea that all citizens must be able to speak 

French and citizens are required to respect and participate in political activities. 

Thus, even though the FN has received increased voter support in the last couple of 

decades, the ISSP survey indicates that the republican ideal, upon which the French 

nation is built, is still widely supported. Thus, per se the French republican model 

believes that ethnic and religious groups undermine the cohesiveness of society, and 

therefore it is not surprising that in France it is considered more important to feel 

French than it is to feel British or German in those respective countries. That is 

simply a manifestation that the notion of the French republican ideal is still widely 

supported. Also, the fact that it is considered very important to speak French and 

respect political institutions is proof of the desired unity and indivisibility of the 

nation. However, many believe that the government has not done enough to defend 

traditional French values, which can be seen as a reason for the increased voter 

support for the FN. Support for the FN therefore seems to be more connected to 

overall support for the maintenance of French traditional values and the republican 

ideal than support for the FN’s ethno-national conception of citizenship. 

It can be concluded that in general the conception of citizenship based on ethnic and 

racial affiliation is not widely supported in any of the three focus countries. However, 

those conceptions of citizenship receive more support in Britain than in France, and 

they receive the least support in Germany. 

What is especially noteworthy is the fact that Germany, which has previously been 

known for excluding immigrants from society on the basis of ethnicity, no longer 

seems to be doing so—at least not to a greater extent than Britain and France. In fact, 
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although the traditional German notion of citizenship was based on jus sanguinis, 

Germans no longer support that ethno-racial notion, and of the three focus countries, 

Germans have the weakest ethno-racial perception of what is required to be regarded 

as a German. The reasons for this could be attributed to the nation’s desire to escape 

its traumatic past with National Socialism. Thus, even though one would expect 

Germany to have the strongest emphasis on ethnicity and belonging due to its 

traditional notion of citizenship, that is actually not the case. 

In France, the republican notion of citizenship is still strong. More than half of the 

French population does not believe that you need to have French ancestry in order to 

be regarded as a French citizen. Thus, the notion of jus soli, where being born in 

France is more important than ancestry, is still the predominant notion among the 

French people. However, assimilation into the French culture and speaking French is 

considered very important to be regarded as a citizen of France. 

In Britain, meanwhile, there does not seem to be any consistent notion of what is 

required to be a full citizen, with most people focusing more on behaviour and 

attitude than on ethnicity. Thus, the notion of Britain as a multicultural society seems 

to be supported by the general public in Britain. This could be because there is no real 

notion of British identity. Britain was formed as the result of a historical process, 

which connected England, Wales and Scotland. However, having one king and one 

parliament in London did not instantly create a homogeneous British people, and 

there are still major differences between peoples and regions with no universal sense 

of Britishness (Djursaa & Charlotte, 2004:1-2). 

According to the British historian Linda Colley’s famous book Britons: Forging the 

Nation 1707-1837, which was published in 1992, a number of joint institutions and 

projects gradually fused the English, Welsh and Scots into one British nation and 

created the Britons. One factor in uniting the British and evening out internal 

differences was a common enemy, which was France during the 18th century. Wars 

with France strengthened the support for the union and promoted a sense of 

Britishness. Furthermore, France was Catholic in contrast to Britain, which had 

become a Protestant state with a Protestant monarch after years of internal conflict 

(Djursaa & Charlotte, 2004:2). There is therefore an argument that the British have 
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always defined themselves against external “outsiders”, which in the 18th century was 

Catholic France. 

However, in contemporary Britain there is no longer an external enemy and 

Protestantism has gradually lost its importance in the British society. With this lack of 

religion and a common enemy, the British notion of a shared identity has also been 

lost. This can explain to some extent why people in Britain are much more confused 

about what it means to be British than in France and Germany, which both have very 

different nationhood experiences. 

Furthermore, it is considered more important to hold formal citizenship in order to be 

considered a citizen in Britain than in France and Germany. The number of years of 

residence is also considered more important in Britain than in the other two focus 

countries, which might also be attributable to a lack of British identity and confusion 

about what it means to be British. 

However, when comparing the three focus countries, there is more support for the 

ethnic conception of citizenship in Britain than in France and Germany, although it 

can be concluded that that conception is not widely supported in any of the three 

focus countries. 
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This chapter examines whether rights as defined by T.H. Marshall are extended to 

immigrants in Britain, France and Germany. As noted in Chapter V, Marshall believes 

that citizenship is a matter of ensuring that everyone is treated as full and equal 

members of society by giving everyone the same rights. However, Marshall did not 

include immigrants in his considerations. In fact, the extension of civil, political and 

social rights to immigrants has taken place in an order that reverses Marshall’s 

proposition—immigrants secured welfare benefits early on while political rights 

remain contested (Bommes & Geddes, 2000:73). This could be because welfare 

benefits are often granted through regulations after bureaucratic deliberations, 

whereas political rights such as the right to vote require constitutional reform or at 

least legislative debate (Bommes & Geddes, 2000:73-4). 

However, there are strong arguments for extending rights beyond citizens to 

permanent immigrants. Those arguments are based on principles of equity: settled 

immigrants pay taxes, obey the law, assume other social and community obligations, 

and are subject to market changes that affect citizens as well as settled immigrants. 

Thus, in order to determine whether rights are extended to immigrants in the three 

focus countries, a number of Marshall’s civil, political and social rights have been 

selected as proxies. By analysing the degree to which immigrants enjoy the same 

rights as citizens, it is possible to conclude whether a lack of rights hinders 

immigrants from becoming full citizens in Britain, France and Germany. 

However, mapping cross-national differences in access to rights is highly complex 

because of the relation of rights to the duration of residence, variations across 

different categories of immigrants, and a wide variety of types of residence permits, 

which makes it difficult to determine whether a country gives easier access to a 

particular right than another country. Yet, the question of rights in relation to citizens 

versus immigrants is useful when determining the extent to which immigrants in 

Britain, France and Germany are full citizens. 
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Therefore, in the following sections a number of Marshall’s civil, political and social 

rights have been selected as proxies in order to determine the scope of the rights of 

immigrants compared to those of citizens in Britain, France and Germany. 

According to Marshall, civil rights were assigned to citizens in the 18th century. Civil 

rights are rights that are bestowed by nations on those within their territorial 

boundaries. One of the few areas where a major difference in civil rights between 

citizens and permanent immigrants remains is that citizens cannot be deported under 

any circumstances. However, under certain circumstances, a permanent residence 

permit of an immigrant can be terminated, which would lead to deportation. This can 

happen even for those who were born and raised in the country if they have not 

automatically been granted citizenship at birth (Koopmans, Stratham, Giugni, & 

Passy, 2005:41). Deportation rights are interesting because they provide a focal point 

on immigrants’ rights. The grounds for deportation also specify limits to access to 

other kinds of civil and social rights (Koopmans et al., 2005:41). For instance, even if 

social security benefits are available to immigrants as well as citizens, they cannot be 

called a right if dependence on social security is concurrently a potential ground for 

deportation. The same is true for the freedom to associate or demonstrate if certain 

kinds of political activities can lead to a risk of deportation (Koopmans et al., 

2005:42). 

In Germany, a limited residence permit can be terminated if an immigrant has 

insufficient means of subsistence and, for instance, has become homeless or has 

committed an offense that is not necessarily punishable by criminal law such as 

prostitution. However, a permanent residence permit provides the immigrant with 

better protection against deportation. Those belonging to this category can only be 

deported for criminal sentences of more than two years in prison, drug trafficking, or 

politically motivated public violence. Thus, being arrested at a banned demonstration 

that has turned violent is sufficient for deportation of an immigrant with permanent 

residence. Deportation orders can also be issued to minors of 15 years and older 

(Koopmans et al., 2005:41-42). 
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Like Germany, immigrants in Britain are not offered complete protection against 

deportation even if they have obtained a permanent residence permit, which is known 

as an “indefinite leave to remain” (ILR). Deportation can be ordered by the court in 

cases of criminal activity or by the Secretary of State if deportation is considered to be 

in the public interest. Dependence on social security might also be a reason for 

deportation regardless of the type of residence permit (Koopmans et al., 2005:42-43). 

In contrast, dependence on social security cannot be grounds for deportation in 

France. However, criminal sentences with at least one year in prison can lead to 

deportation, as can crimes such as drug trafficking regardless of the punishment. 

However, the following immigrants enjoy better protection from deportation: those 

who have legally lived in France for ten years, parents of children who have acquired 

citizenship, and those who have married a French citizen can only be deported for 

crimes punishable by at least five years in prison. Also, persons who have lived in 

France since they were ten years old can only be deported if they constitute a serious 

threat to national security. Minors under the age of 18 cannot be deported under any 

circumstances (Koopmans et al., 2005:44). 

It can therefore be concluded that of the three focus countries, France offers the 

widest protection for immigrants against deportation, especially since the barriers for 

deportation increase with the length of stay and long-term residents and second-

generation immigrants receive complete or nearly complete protection against 

deportation. Moreover, being dependent on social security is not grounds for 

deportation in France, as it can be in some cases in both Britain and Germany. 

According to Marshall, political rights include the right to participate in the exercise 

of political power, in particular the right to vote in elections, which is one of the most 

direct forms of political participation. However, citizenship remains an important 

dividing line when it comes to the political integration of immigrants, although 

granting voting rights to immigrants can be a powerful factor for integration. This is 

because political inclusion can affect the extent to which immigrants feel they can 

influence political decisions and can also strengthen their trust in political institutions 

(Freedman, 2004:92). However, as mentioned before, political rights for immigrants 
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remain contested, and in most cases constitutional reform is required to extend 

political rights to permanent immigrants (Bommes & Geddes, 2000:73-4). 

Accordingly, in all three focus countries, the right to vote in national elections is 

limited to citizens (Open Society Institute, 2009:187). However, the lack of political 

participation by permanent immigrants makes them vulnerable because they are 

politically isolated, more easily targeted as outsiders, unable to voice their own 

opinions, and are often regarded as second-class citizens (Aleinikoff & Klausmeyer, 

2002:55). 

Marshall defines social rights as ranging from “the right to a modicum of economic 

welfare and security to the right to share to the full in the social heritage and to live 

the life of a civilized being according to the standards prevailing in the society” (T. H. 

Marshall, 1973:8). Social rights are therefore understood to provide access to a 

variety of social security benefits as well as the right to enter the labour market. The 

social rights selected for this analysis are: access to health care, housing assistance, 

and employment in the public sector. Thus, by examining whether immigrants have 

access to social rights on par with citizens, it is possible to measure the extent to 

which they are full citizens. 

In 1999, Britain enacted the Asylum and Immigration Act of 1999, which bars 

immigrants with long-term residence permits from social security programmes such 

as cash transfers, child assistance, housing assistance, health care, and health 

insurance programmes for a period of five years following entry (Fix & Laglagaron, 

2002:8). This law is based on the premise that in order to qualify for a permanent 

residence permit (ILR), immigrants must prove that they have sufficient income and 

housing and that they and their family members have had no recourse to public funds 

(Fix & Laglagaron, 2002:8). However, while immigrants who are admitted to Britain 

and are subject to this law are denied the majority of public health benefits, the 

National Health Service (NHS) does run special programmes to address the needs of 

immigrants (Aleinikoff & Klausmeyer, 2002:95). 
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In Germany, immigrants are covered by health care if they hold an unlimited 

residence permit (Niederlassungserlaubnis) or a limited residence permit 

(Aufenthaltserlaubnis) that is valid for more than 12 months (Riesberg & Wörz, 

March 2008:23). However, the de facto eligibility of permanent immigrants for social 

security can be undermined by the state because it has authority to withdraw work or 

residence permits if an immigrant becomes dependent on public aid. In practice, 

however, cases where a residence permit is withdrawn and a settled immigrant is 

deported are extremely rare in Germany (Fix & Laglagaron, 2002:8). Moreover, 

housing assistance is unequally distributed in Germany. For instance, in state-owned 

apartments ethnic Germans receive priority (Aleinikoff & Klausmeyer, 2002:83). 

In contrast to Germany, immigrants largely live in state owned and operated housing 

in France. Furthermore, immigrants also have the same rights as citizens with regard 

to education, health care, and social security (Aleinikoff & Klausmeyer, 2002:93) 

(Brunner, 08 June, 2009:9). Thus, as with civil rights, France also provides 

immigrants with social rights at a level that is closer to that of its citizens than in 

either Britain or Germany. 

In Britain, the Race Relations Act 1976, which was amended in 2000, imposed a duty 

on the public sector to promote equal opportunities. Thus, it is unlawful in Britain to 

treat a person less favourably than another on racial grounds including nationality 

(The UK Statute Law Database). However, both France and Germany have 

restrictions in connection with public sector employment. In France, all railway, 

postal, and hospital jobs are restricted to EU citizens, while in Germany all jobs in 

government service, including employment in public transportation and 

kindergartens, are restricted to citizens (Vermeulen, 1997:29-30). 

It can be concluded that none of the three focus countries offers immigrants the same 

level of civil, political and social rights as its citizens. However, the rights of 

immigrants in France are mostly on par with its citizens. France offers its immigrants 

both the widest protection against deportation and dependence on social security 

cannot be used as grounds for deportation, as it can be in both Britain and Germany. 
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However, within public sector employment, Britain offers the same rights to 

immigrants as citizens, since it is simply unlawful to exclude people due to their 

nationality. Yet, both France and Germany have several restrictions on public sector 

employment, and only citizens can be employed in some areas. A reason for 

restricting public sector employment to citizens is to promote national security, as 

well as limiting public policy decision making to citizens. Furthermore, limiting 

public sector employment to citizens can be seen as an incentive for immigrants to 

naturalise. Nonetheless, the exclusion of immigrants from the public sector restricts 

the society’s access to potential labour, and also hinders the increasing need for 

employees with extensive language skills. Employing immigrants in the public sector 

can also enhance their inclusion in society and increase their sense of belonging in the 

state and the nation. 

All three focus countries limit the right to vote in national elections to citizens. This is 

in particular because it would require constitutional changes to grant voting rights to 

settled immigrants. However, the inability of immigrants to participate in national 

elections makes them more vulnerable because they are politically isolated and are 

therefore often regarded as second-class citizens since they have no direct political 

influence. 

Also, social security rights are limited for immigrants. While France offers 

immigrants extensive social rights, both Britain and Germany have numerous 

restrictions to social rights for immigrants. For instance, in Britain, immigrants are 

unable to receive social security during the first five years of residence. Meanwhile, in 

Germany, immigrants only need to have had a residence permit for 12 months in 

order to be eligible for benefits. Yet, if an immigrant does become dependent on 

social security, it can result in the loss of his or her residence permit. There is also a 

significant difference between France and Germany with respect to the scope of rights 

to public housing. While immigrants predominantly occupy public housing in France, 

Germany gives preferential treatment to ethnic Germans. 

However, limiting the rights of immigrants creates an unequal society. Immigrants 

contribute to the welfare of the nation just as other citizens do by, for instance, paying 

taxes, and yet they are unable to receive the same benefits. Furthermore, 

naturalisation becomes a choice in order to fully be eligible for the same rights as 
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citizens. Although, naturalisation can have an integrating effect since it often 

obligates the immigrant to learn the language and obtain a historical, political and 

cultural understanding of the country. 
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This chapter will examine whether the level of obligations owed to the state in 

Britain, France and Germany prevents immigrants from becoming full citizens. 

However, obligations are much more difficult to measure than the ethnic and rights-

based conceptions discussed in the previous chapters. The reason for this is that 

obligations are usually not as well defined as rights, and those that are well defined 

are often immeasurable. For instance, military service is a well-defined obligation, but 

since only legal citizens are required to serve in the military, if they are required at all, 

that cannot be used as a measure. Another obligation that cannot qualify as a real 

obligation is voting in elections, since, as discussed in Chapter X, voting is more 

likely to be thought of as a right and it also qualifies as more of a moral obligation 

than a legal one. Paying taxes is an obligation for citizens and permanent residents 

alike and is therefore immeasurable. 

However, in recent years, there have been intensive discussions throughout Europe 

about government initiatives that, for example, require immigrants to sign 

immigration contracts and to learn about the culture, history, and language of their 

new country of residence. Since the most obvious obligations are immeasurable, the 

following chapter will therefore measure if immigrants in Britain, France and 

Germany are obliged to learn and know about their new country of residence to a 

greater degree than full citizens and if those obligations prevent immigrants from 

becoming full citizens. 

Therefore, in the following sections, initiatives in relation to immigrant obligations 

that have been taken by the three governments will be analysed and discussed. In this 

way, it will be possible to conclude whether obligations solely aimed at immigrants 

prevent immigrants from becoming full citizens in Britain, France and Germany. 

Firstly, initiatives taken by the governments of the three focus countries will be 

outlined, which will be followed by a discussion of whether those initiatives impose 

greater obligations on immigrants than on citizens. 

As discussed in Chapter V, the British government has recently focussed intensively 
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on promoting a more active conception of citizenship that emphasises rights as well as 

obligations. One goal has been to help those who settle permanently in Britain to gain 

a better understanding of the rights and obligations that come with the acquisition of 

British citizenship and to promote and strengthen the active participation of 

immigrants in the British society. 

The most controversial initiative in connection with this was taken in November 

2005, when the government launched a citizenship test for people seeking to become 

British citizens. That test is a 45-minute test covering government, social, and 

practical issues and is intended to ensure that those who want to become citizens 

understand what it means to be a British citizen—that is, how to become an active 

citizen who understand the rights and obligations that come with British citizenship 

(White, 2008:222). In relation to this, the government has prepared a handbook called 

“Life in the United Kingdom: A Journey to Citizenship” which is intended to help 

immigrants prepare for the test (Home Office - UK Border Agency). 

Apart from taking that test, applicants must show that they have made some effort to 

learn English, obeyed the law, and if possible prove that they are “active citizens”. 

Active citizenship is vaguely defined, but applicants are rewarded points for voluntary 

work and involvement in local groups and associations. Thus, the government is 

looking for evidence that each applicant is more than just a taxpayer—the more 

“active” an applicant is in the local community, the faster he or she will be able to 

become a British citizen. According to the government, this idea of active citizenship 

will make the journey from immigrant to citizen more significant because it creates a 

social contract between the individuals and their new society (Casciani, 15 January 

2009).  

In contrast to Britain, and as outlined in Chapter V, France is well known for its 

emphasis on citizenship obligations and cultural assimilation in particular. However, 

France does not yet have a formal citizenship test (Wright, 2008:4). Yet, during his 

time as Interior Minister, President Nicolas Sarkozy strongly advocated for the 

introduction of a citizenship test on French values as well as compulsory learning of 

French for those who want to settle in the country. His message was clear: immigrants 
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should either integrate or leave. However, compulsory citizenship tests have not yet 

been introduced in France (Euronews, 2 May, 2006). 

Nonetheless, Sarkozy heavily influenced the passing of the Immigration and 

Integration Law on 24 July 2006. The law made it mandatory as of 1 January 2007 for 

immigrants to sign a “welcome and integration” contract which requires immigrants 

to respect and uphold the laws and values of France and to take civic and language 

courses. The first section of the contract states: 

“…Like you, for more than a hundred years, other people have come and 

made their lives here. They have taken part in its development and its 

modernisation. Some, sometimes at the cost of their liberty or their life, have 

taken up arms to defend the country. France and the French are attached to a 

history, a culture and certain fundamental values…” (Ministry for 

Employment, Social Cohesion, and Housing, 2007) 

Thus, it is evident that one of the core purposes of Sarkozy’s contract is to explicitly 

stress the fundamental values of French citizenship—the importance of obligations as 

well as shared culture and history. Furthermore, the contract emphasise that foreigners 

who have acquired permanent status have the same rights and obligations as French 

people, except the right to vote (Ministry for Employment, Social Cohesion, and 

Housing, 2007). Thus, immigrants are expected to fulfil their obligations but are not 

granted the same rights as citizens. 

Furthermore, in addition to signing an immigration contract, an immigration officer 

conducts an interview to assess the linguistic competence of the applicant. The 

immigrant must also prove assimilation dans la communauté française (assimilation 

into French society) in accordance with the Code Civil (Articles 21–24). However, 

there is no clear direction to how this is to be proven. This therefore gives 

immigration officers considerable power and is likely to produce inconsistencies, 

particularly in a society such as France, which has highly divergent views on 

immigration (Wright, 2008:4). 

Thus, even though Sarkozy has not yet succeeded in creating a formal mandatory 

citizenship test, his contract and the mandatory interview emphasises that immigrants 

are strongly obligated to assimilate into the French society, both culturally as well as 
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linguistically. 

In contrast to Britain and France, Germany has previously been known for its ethnic 

conception of citizenship as discussed in Chapter III. However, Germany is also 

moving towards a conception of citizenship that focuses less on ethnicity and more on 

rights and obligations. Thus, like Britain, since September 2008, immigrants who 

wish to become German citizens have been required to pass a citizenship test, which 

measures the immigrants’ knowledge of German history, politics, and society. In 

addition to the citizenship test, immigrants must fulfil several other conditions, such 

as demonstrating a sufficient ability to speak German (Spiegel Online International, 6 

June, 2008). In order to prepare German immigrants for the test, schools and 

education centres offer citizenship classes about German politics, history and culture 

(Moore, 4 September, 2008). 

Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter III, Germany has for several decades tried to 

cope with the burden of its past and tried to escape the country’s ethnic conception of 

citizenship. In this connection, Germany’s ruling party, the Christlich Demokratische 

Union Deutschlands (CDU), has also made it clear that it rejects any kind of 

nationalism, including the concept of citizenship based on jus sanguinis—the concept 

of Germany to the Germans and only descendents of Germans can be citizens (Rutz, 

2005). Instead, the CDU aims to promote citizenship based on mutual obligations, an 

active form of citizenship similar to the conceptions found in both Britain and France. 

Thus, the prevailing view of the CDU is that Germany belongs to those who have 

taken to heart the ideals of the country’s constitution, the Basic Law, who live in 

Germany with a German passport, and who speak the language (Rutz, 2005). 

At an “integration summit” on 14 July 2006 at the Chancellery it was stated: 

“…Successful integration means identification, participation, and 

responsibility. This requires the efforts of the state, the civil society, and the 

migrants themselves. It is critical, first of all, that migrants be willing to adapt 

to life in our society, accept our Constitution and entire legal system without 

reservation and show a visible sign of affiliation with Germany, particularly 

by learning the German language…It is necessary to develop a common 
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understanding of integration that establishes mutual duties and rights: for 

migrants as well as the native population. He who makes demands must also 

promote their fulfilment. He who claims rights must also fulfil duties. 

(Population and Development Review, 2006) 

Thus, in the 21st century the ethic notion of German citizenship has been replaced 

with a notion of citizenship comprised of a mutual contract between the state and the 

individual where rights and obligations are equally important. However, a willingness 

to learn the German language is a precondition to citizenship and is a form of 

identification with the country. Thus, like the governments of Britain and France, 

Germany also advocates citizenship based on active participation. However, a major 

difference among the three focus countries is that France emphasises the importance 

of cultural assimilation as well. 

In recent years, the governments of the three focus countries have taken initiatives to 

ensure that immigrants understand that with citizenship come obligations as well. 

Thus, there has been an increased focus on how to ensure that permanent immigrants 

internalise a notion of being a responsible and active citizen. Therefore, measures 

have been taken to control and assess if immigrants are able to fulfil those obligations 

before being granted citizenship and full membership in the society. However, those 

initiatives have created an imbalance in the level of obligations between immigrants 

and full citizens because, as mentioned below, immigrants are expected to know 

much more about the culture, politics and history of their new country of residence. 

The previous section has mainly dealt with government initiatives in relation to 

citizenship tests. Both Britain and Germany have introduced such tests, while France 

has adopted a citizenship contract with the intention of clarifying the obligations that 

come with citizenship for those who wish to become citizens of France. 

Citizenship tests are typically framed as an opportunity or incentive for immigrants to 

acquire the tools and knowledge needed for successful incorporation in their new 

society. However, those tests have been criticised for being an illiberal way of forcing 

immigrants to internalise Western liberal values and acquire the basic skills and 
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knowledge necessary to become active and participating citizens (Löwenheim & 

Gazit, 2009:159). 

In both Britain and Germany, the tests have been criticised for being so difficult that 

even ethnic Germans and Britons would not be able to pass them (Rice-Oxley, 

January 31, 2008). Meanwhile, others have criticised the fact that the test questions 

are published and can be learned by heart. Nevertheless, it must be taken into 

consideration that even though questions are published, many immigrants have a poor 

education and language skills, which makes the test much more difficult for them than 

for native citizens (Moore, 4 September, 2008). Furthermore, aside from being taught 

the mandatory curriculum on history and politics in school, native citizens are not 

required to take regular tests on politics and history in order to retain their citizenship. 

Additionally, when strongly emphasising the rights, benefits and privileges that come 

with citizenship to those who “earned” it an imbalance is created between the 

immigrants and the state. As a result of this, the two-way process of integration, 

where the wider society and the immigrants mutually influence and change one 

another, becomes a one-way process. However, the governments believe that 

preparing for the test provides the immigrants with the tools needed to participate and 

integrate—in other words, it equips them with civic, cultural, and linguistic 

knowledge (Löwenheim & Gazit, 2009:146). 

While many people on the left continue to defend the principle that full citizenship 

requires social rights in order for people to become full members and participants in 

society, many do recognise that to some degree the welfare state promotes passivity 

and dependence because it tends to hinder immigrants from accessing some of the 

mainstream of society due to a lack of opportunities such as employment, education 

and training. Thus, while the left in general can accept the principle that citizenship 

should entail both rights and obligations, it is believed that rights to participate must 

precede responsibilities (W. Kymlicka & Norman, 1994:358). 

Nonetheless, the public in Britain and Germany actually support the requirement for 

prospective immigrants to take citizenship tests. According to a poll by Harris 

Interactive published in the Financial Times, at least 80% of respondents in the two 
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countries want new immigrants to take a citizenship and language test. In France, 

meanwhile, only 61% support that idea (Angus Reid Global Monitor, 2007). 

Thus, it can be concluded that the fact that immigrants are obliged to know more 

about their new country of residence than citizens creates an imbalance between the 

level of obligations imposed on immigrants and citizens, and to some extent hinders 

immigrants from becoming full citizens. 
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The increasing population of immigrants who have settled permanently in Britain, 

France and Germany during the last fifty years has contested the traditional 

conceptions of citizenship. These immigrants are increasingly requesting to be 

regarded and treated as regular citizens in the countries where they live, work, pay 

taxes, and raise their children. This has given rise to a reconsideration of what it 

means to be a citizen in Britain, France and Germany. 

This thesis has examined the extent to which immigrants in Britain, France and 

Germany are full citizens. Three different conceptions of citizenship have been 

identified and have functioned as an analytical framework. The first conception 

emphasises ethnic affiliation with the country of residence. The second conception 

emphasises citizens’ rights against the state. The third and last conception emphasises 

citizens’ obligations owed to the state. 

Subsequently, those three conceptions were tested with selected proxy variables in 

each of the three focus countries. It was necessary to use proxies in order to measure 

the extent to which immigrants are full citizens because they can be used to represent 

different measurable aspects of citizenship. Without the proxies it would have been 

difficult to measure and compare the extent to which immigrants are full citizens due 

to the complex nature of citizenship. 

However, due to the exclusive nature of citizenship, there will always be differences 

in the level of rights and obligations between citizens and permanent residents who 

have not naturalised for one reason or another. Nonetheless, the main conclusion 

drawn from the analyses is that in Germany, a country previously known for 

excluding people from society on the basis of ethnicity, immigrants are actually more 

incorporated into society and perceived of as full citizens than immigrants in Britain 

or France. In contrast, Britain, which is known for its multiculturalism, actually offers 

immigrants less rights and focuses more on ethnicity than France and Germany. 
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The fact that Germany no longer advocates ethnic citizenship became evident in 

Chapter VII. The analysis tested whether the ethnic conception of citizenship prevents 

immigrants from becoming full citizens. The results of that analysis showed that of 

the three countries, the ethnic conception of citizenship is least supported in Germany, 

which was unexpected. Actually, there seems to be a general consensus and desire 

among the public and government in Germany to escape the country’s traditional 

conception of citizenship based on the rule of jus sanguinis. In fact, the principle of 

jus soli became incorporated into the German conception of citizenship on 1 January 

2000. This took place when the German parliament passed reforms to the Nationality 

Act in 1999. As a result of those reforms, it is now possible for a person who was 

born in Germany to foreign parents and who has lived in Germany for eights years to 

be automatically granted citizenship. This is a very radical change to the traditional 

German conception of citizenship. In fact, it is the most radical change in the 

conception of citizenship in any of the three focus countries. 

However, despite Germany’s desire to escape the ethnic conception of citizenship, it 

is still visible in some areas. For instance, according to Article 116 of the Basic Law, 

ethnic Germans are still allowed to return to Germany and are automatically granted 

social, cultural and political rights even if they have never lived in Germany. Even 

though ethnic Germans are still given preferential treatment, Germans in general 

actually have a much weaker ethno-racial perception of citizenship than people in 

Britain and France. 

In Britain, however, there is no real notion of British identity and what it means to be 

a Briton. This confusion can be traced back to 1707 when the Kingdom of Great 

Britain came into existence. At that time it was institutions that brought the Britons 

together, not a people as was the case in Germany. Subsequently, during the 18th 

century, France became the common enemy—the “outsiders”—and wars against 

France helped promote a sense of Britishness. Furthermore, the fact that France was 

Catholic and Britain was Protestant helped strengthen the cohesiveness of British 

society. However, in contemporary Britain, there is no longer a comparative 

“outsider” and religion has gradually lost its importance. Thus, what previously 

created cohesiveness and promoted a notion of shared identity is now gone, and this 

has left the British people puzzled about what it means to be British. However, even 
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though the ethnic conception of citizenship is not widely or directly supported in 

Britain, there seems to be much more focus on ancestry and a sense of being British 

than in France and Germany. 

In contrast, France has adhered to the republican notion of citizenship since the 

French Revolution, which makes the situation in France different from that of 

Germany. The French conception of citizenship is traditionally built on the notion of 

jus soli, where the place of birth is more important than ancestry. This conception is 

still dominant in France. However, what is particular about the French conception is 

that it is considered much more important to be assimilated into the French culture to 

be regarded as a citizen than in Britain and Germany. 

Thus, the evidence suggests that an ethnic conception of citizenship does not 

significantly prevent immigrants from becoming full citizens in any the three focus 

countries. However, the ethnic conception is least supported in Germany and most 

supported in Britain. 

The second analysis in Chapter VIII tested whether a lack of civil, political and social 

rights prevents immigrants from becoming full citizens in the three focus countries. It 

can be concluded that France offers immigrants more rights on par with its citizens 

than the other two countries, although none of the countries offers immigrants the 

same level of civil, political and social rights as formal citizens. 

Among civil rights, this thesis examined whether immigrants are protected from 

deportation. However, as was noted in Chapter VIII, only citizens are completely 

protected against deportation in all three focus countries. In France, immigrants are 

offered the widest protection against deportation since dependence on social benefits 

cannot be used as grounds for deportation, while it can be in Britain and Germany. 

Moreover, minors under the age of 18 cannot be deported under any circumstances in 

France, in contrast to Germany where the age limit is 15. However, in all three 

countries serious criminal activity can in some cases lead to deportation, which 

verifies the exclusionary nature of citizenship, although France offers more protection 

than Britain and Germany. 
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Among political rights, this thesis examined whether permanently settled immigrants 

are allowed to vote in national elections. All three countries limit political rights to its 

citizens. However, that makes immigrants vulnerable since they have no direct 

political influence and are therefore regarded as second-class citizens, which again 

confirms the exclusionary nature of citizenship. 

However, within social rights, there are many more differences in the extent of rights 

offered to immigrants in each of the three focus countries. The social rights chosen as 

proxies for analysis were access to health care, housing assistance, and employment 

in the public sector. In terms of health care and housing assistance, France offers 

immigrants much better protection and offers rights that are much closer to those of 

citizens than Britain or Germany. In Britain, under the Asylum and Immigration Act 

of 1999, immigrants are not eligible to receive health care or housing assistance for 

five years following entry. In contrast, Germany offers immigrants health care as long 

as they hold some kind of residence permit that is valid for more than 12 months. 

However, within housing assistance, the German state gives priority to ethnic 

Germans for state-owned apartments. In contrast, France offers immigrants the same 

rights as citizens with regard to health care and housing assistance. In fact, in contrast 

to Germany, immigrants largely live in state-owned and operated housing in France. 

Thus, it can be concluded that France offers immigrants the most extensive level of 

social rights. Meanwhile, Britain and Germany have several restrictions, with Britain 

offering the most limited social rights of the three countries. 

In spite of this, within public sector employment, Britain offers immigrants the same 

opportunities as its citizens, while only those who hold citizenship can be employed 

within some areas of the public sector in both France and Germany. However, those 

restrictions exclude immigrants from parts of society and discourage a sense of 

belonging with the state and the nation that is needed to successfully incorporate 

immigrants into their new country of settlement. 

The final analysis in Chapter IX tested whether obligations owed to the state prevent 

immigrants from becoming full citizens. However, obligations are much more 

difficult to measure than rights, since most obligations are immeasurable. Therefore, 

in order to measure if immigrants are required to perform more obligations than 
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citizens, different government initiatives directed solely at immigrants were selected 

as proxies for this analysis. The analysis focussed mainly on government initiatives in 

relation to citizenship tests. Citizenship tests have been introduced in many European 

countries in recent years, including Britain and Germany. France, however, has 

introduced a citizenship contract that immigrants must sign if they wish to become 

citizens in France. 

As was noted in Chapter IX, citizenship tests are to some extent a good chance for 

immigrants to acquire the knowledge and tools needed for successful incorporation in 

their new society. Also, they ensure that immigrants internalise a notion of being a 

responsible and active citizen. Nonetheless, citizenship tests also force immigrants to 

internalise Western values and norms. Furthermore, the tests have been criticised for 

being too difficult. In fact, it has been argued that not even ethnic Germans and 

Britons would be able to pass them.  Additionally, it must be taken into consideration 

that many immigrants have poor language skills, which makes the test difficult to read 

and understand. 

Thus, immigrants are obliged to know and learn much more about their new country 

of settlement than native citizens. Also, since passing citizenship tests is an obligation 

that is solely imposed on immigrants, an imbalance is created between the levels of 

obligations imposed on immigrants and native citizens, which to some extent hinders 

immigrants from becoming full citizens. 

It can be concluded that immigrants are not perceived as full citizens in any of the 

three focus countries. However, the analyses have shown that the extent to which 

immigrants are perceived as full citizens differs in Britain, France and Germany. In 

general, Germany has the most inclusive conception of citizenship. France offers 

more political rights than Germany, but also enforces cultural assimilation on those 

who want to settle permanently in the country. Meanwhile, despite its multicultural 

reputation, Britain offers the most impoverished membership for immigrants. 

The fact that Germany has the most inclusive conception of citizenship of the three 

countries shows that there have been drastic changes to the traditional conceptions of 

citizenship in Britain, France and Germany. In Britain, events such as 9/11 and the 7 

July 2005 bombings have created anxieties about its Muslim immigrant populations in 
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particular and have challenged the country’s multicultural policy. This will most 

likely impact the British conception of citizenship for many years to come, and could 

possibly lead to an even more exclusive conception of citizenship. In France, the 

structure of the French society is built upon the republican notion of citizenship. 

However, the fact that the French conception has a strong emphasis on cultural 

assimilation could lead to further marginalisation of immigrants coming from 

divergent cultures, who might be unable to reconcile their beliefs and way of life with 

the French conception of citizenship. 

However, in contrast to Britain and France, Germany has for the first time ever 

become an “immigration country”. Germany as a country has reformed its identity; 

it’s own sense of who Germans are, and what it means to be German. While in the 

past Germany has been conflicted about the large number of foreigners coming into 

the country, the government has in recent years worked towards adopting more liberal 

policies in that area. The reason for this is not only to overcome the burden of 

Germany’s past, but also because Germany has acknowledged that it needs 

immigration since it serves the economic and demographic interests of the country. 

There might be economic crises throughout the world at the moment, but inclusive 

immigration policies could help to fill the vacancies in the labour force in years to 

come if the native German population declines as expected. 

This thesis has shown that Germany today is a modern and cosmopolitan nation, 

confident in dealing with immigration and ready to identify itself as a country of 

immigration. In contrast, Britain and France are much more perplexed about what it 

means to be a citizen in 2010. 
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