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The article explores issues related to integration in migration management as it is understood in Slovenia as an EU member-state since 2004. The Slovene situation is used as empirical background for debating integration, which is promoted as an inclusive response in migration policies, and also as a restriction on migrant citizens. The article proceeds from discussing a situation in a specific nation-state to considering integration as a mechanism of nationalising states, as an institution for grounding what Balibar calls  ‘fictive ethnicity’. The argument is provided as for why nationalising states with naturalisation policies equate citizenship with nationality. Integration is foregrounded as a human rights paradox that keeps migrants in a position of non-nationals. An attempt is made to develop a frame for possible thinking of migration in a transnational citizenship perspective, i.e. beyond the borders of nation-states.   
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Contemporary migration trends have resulted in different migration policies being applied by both states and international communities worldwide. Integration of migrants into societies, i.e. nation-states, in the Western and, speaking from the European perspective, increasingly also Eastern countries appears as a common strategy of migration management. After having been applied in Germany, France, Great Britain and Scandinavian countries a few decades ago, migration and naturalisation bills are now reappearing as a unified policy at the EU level, affecting new EU member-states as well as potential candidate countries. Integration and its naturalisation mechanisms are legitimised by nation-states as a way of managing migrants’ lives and at the same time preserving the ethnos of the nation-state. 

Policies of integration are most frequently considered in the context of managing current migration, where they are advocated as a democratic franchise of the neoliberal nation-state. This article questions the very issue of integration as migration policy and develops arguments as to why a critical reflection on this aspect of handling migration is needed. The predominant ways in which integration is promoted at the level of EU policies as well as at the national level—where Slovenia as an EU member-state does not appear to be an exception—contribute to contemporary problems in the area of migration on a global scale. On the one hand, integration appears as a logical consequence of, or even as a solution to, problems in migration. It is promoted both at the policy level as well as in research (mostly in the context of debating multicultural societies) as a valuable complement to asylum policies. And yet it appears, on the other hand, as part of the very problem of migration management. 

This article aims to provide insight into issues related to integration, as this latter term is understood in Slovenia. The goal of the state, as a new EU member, and the Slovene administration is to manage migration according to EU directives. Besides, the migration policy of Slovenia as a former Yugoslav republic is also becoming more and more interesting for the neighbouring countries, especially Croatia, which is a potential new EU member-state. The other aspect of this paper is to explain why integration, which is promoted as an inclusive response in migration policies, reproduces restrictions on migrant citizens. Current debates on how migration is managed both nationally and internationally are often highly critical of postnational outbreaks of xenophobia and racism. Moreover, different aspects of migration as a global and globalising phenomenon that has practical consequences also on a local level are discussed in migration literature. Not so commonly, however, are aspects of migration policies, i.e. integration, addressed. This article first presents integration policy in Slovenia, and then proceeds to thematise integration as a mechanism of nationalising states and as a paradox of human rights. A final objective of this paper is to develop a framework for thinking about migration in a transnational citizenship perspective, beyond the boundaries of nation-states.   
Integration as a Linear Activity: The Case of Slovenia

From the beginning of the debates in the late 1990s, Slovene integration policies widely refer to migration management models of other EU countries, and are not inspired by, for example, Canadian or Australian experiences, not to mention the absence of reference to broader global perspectives. Slovenia has learnt the policies of migration management by observing the process of adopting provisions in different ‘old’ EU member-states, for example Germany, the UK, France or Sweden, and it is to these countries’ experiences that the Slovene administration is constantly referring while adopting migration and integration bills. Although migration and integration institutions in these countries vary, they all share the mind-set of the need to preserve the foundations and values of a nation-state. The British integration model is usually put into opposition with the French model, and the argument favours the British multicultural policies, recognising ethnic diversities, over the French assimilationist model. A few attempts have emerged, however, that put into question this binary division advocated by both policy-makers and scholars of migrant integration. These attempts argue that the models actually share a similar evolutionary base, which is linked to the colonial past and the need for the preservation of the nation-state. By separately analysing both national cases, Favell (2001) points to the similarities of the models, which, however, were recently more thoroughly examined by Bleich (2005). Bleich observes fallacies in migration management in both the UK and France that go above distinctions between assimilationism and multiculturalism, and reveal the fact that policies have actually never really addressed the presence of migrants and their potentialities.

Addressing integration through educational, social and housing policies—which is a practice of migration management in the EU and the US as well as in the multicultural experiences of Canada or Australia—in order to avoid ‘unfavourable social conditions’ is advocated in such a way that policy-makers are not required to take a position in the debates that actually never explicitly cater or care for migrants. Be it Anglo-Saxon multiculturalism, French assimilationalism, Swedish reduction of migrants to cultural beings deprived of political experiences in the name of preservation of the welfare state system, or German paternalistic Ausländerpolitik, migration policies first and foremost avoid migrants and ignore their potentialities to start things anew. The policies, as such, are captured within the liberal nation-state’s boundaries or, in the example of US, in the territorially bounded and valued statehood, a kind of ‘ethno-racial pentagon’ (Bauböck 2001: 39) that treats a non-integrated migrant as a structural impossibility. Integration management practices in Germany, the US, France, Italy and the Netherlands (this list is indicative, not exclusive) promote exclusivisms and generate what Brubacker (2003) has critically named ‘the return of assimilation’. On a more specific level, this means obligatory acceptance of values of the constitution and knowledge of the German language in Germany, the cultivation of a shared commitment to American values in the US, the preservation of the ‘real French’ in France, similar populist demagogy in Italy, and the increasingly demanding loyalty to common descent and shared history-promoting loyalty to the Netherlands as a nation-state in the Netherlands. 

From the vantage-point of the procedural policy level, and as far as Slovenia is concerned, the Resolution on Immigration Policy adopted by the national assembly in 1999 did state that integration is one of the three constituent parts of Slovenia’s migration policy, which is, however, still in its early phase of practical realisation. Integration as a model was confirmed by the 2002 Resolution on Migration Policy, which repeated the provisions of the first resolution, adding the prevention of discrimination, xenophobia and racism. In both resolutions, integration is linked to so-called ‘Slovene values’; it is interpreted as a right to preserve migrants’ own culture, which has to be practiced, however, according to the ‘basic values of the Republic of Slovenia’. The aim of integration is also defined as enabling migrants to ‘become responsible participants in the social development of Slovenia’.
 Since the first resolution, which relates integration to the measures taken by the state to ‘ensure favourable conditions for the quality of life of immigrants’, three laws have been adopted which include provisions for integration: the Asylum Act (1999), the Aliens Act (1999) and the Temporary Asylum Act (2002). However, all these acts lack provisions for the concrete realisation of conditions for integration, as well as reference to responsibilities for practical implementation (Bešter 2003: 282–8). Such a lack is typical also for integration measures of the recently  adopted Law on Changes and Complements on the Asylum Act (February 2006), which mentions the possibility to arrange an ‘integration house’, but avoids any practical responsibilities. Among the recent documents that apply to integration and regulate the rights and duties of refugees, the document Starting-Points for Integration of Immigrants into RS for the Period 2005–2007 and the Agreement on the Execution of the Personal Integration Plan requires that migrants learn the Slovene language, take courses on culture, history and the Constitution of the RS, participate in employment schemes, actively seek employment etc. In addition, new provisions require that migrants regularly report to the Ministry of the Interior on their ‘integration progress’.
 From the perspective of adopted and implemented policies, integration is still not a practical priority in the Slovene migration scenario. Slovenia continues to devote attention primarily to the other two constituent parts of migration policy: immigration regulation and asylum policy. The same trend can be observed in neighbouring Croatia, which uses the Slovenian policy and, indirectly, the EU policy as a reference-point for development of its own migration control regime (see Benčić et al. 2005). Migration policy in Slovenia and in other EU member-states oscillates between measures of ‘integration and legal immigration’ and ‘repression of illegal immigration’, a combination of which Balibar is highly critical and which he calls a contribution to the ‘European apartheid’ (Balibar 2004a: 45), practiced by state discrimination of migrants by methods that are designed to show the non-compatible attitude of migrants in comparison to the alleged national, ethnically-defined ‘essence’. 

Although in the years after 2000 Slovenia has witnessed an increase in the number of debates about integration, one can detect even in these the lack of a seriously considered strategy that would achieve concrete results. In this context it is worth mentioning the practical fact that members of non-governmental organisations or academic experts in the field of migration, not to mention migrants themselves, have not yet been fully included in the deliberations over integration measures. 

The commitment to integration policy in Slovenia has been formally expressed by the Ministry of Interior with its Migrations directorate​—since 2005 Internal Administrative Affairs Directorate with its Refugees and Aliens Integration Section—which defines integration as ‘a process of inclusion of refugees into the environment of the Slovene society, considering the cultural, social, linguistic and other characteristics of this society, and considering the general way of life in it’. Integration is furthermore defined as ‘an individual process that starts by acquiring the right for asylum in the Republic of Slovenia, based on a personal integration plan’. The ministry has recently updated the explanation of integration policies and added a note on naturalisation, which is under the jurisdiction of the ministry’s Department for Citizenship. Citizenship is narrowed to national identity, where the process of ‘regular naturalisation’ depends on the ‘actual situation [of a migrant] and a corresponding legal situation’, whereas ‘exceptional  naturalisation’ can be processed if a person is ‘enforcing benefits of the state in an important social domain’.2   
 What clearly emerges from the above definitions is an understanding of integration as a linear, one-way process that demands adaptation by the migrants. The abovementioned Resolution on Immigration Policy similarly fails to envision any change in society at large, but defines integration only in relation to migrants, without considering the whole of society. Aimed at making migrants—as stated in the resolution—‘responsible participants in the social development of Slovenia’, integration efforts are only directed towards a group of (non-)citizens, i.e. migrant people, and do not envision any relational activity. 

Based on this linear understanding, integration is envisioned as a process that keeps the Slovene society intact. By its very definition, integration promotes the phantasmic image of Slovenia as a homogeneous entity; in terms of Volksgenossen or ‘ethnic comrades’ centred on language and culture, as Habermas critically addressed the German situation of the mid-1990s (Habermas 1994: 145). Instead of promoting an active manifestation of difference, integration is practiced as migration policy, as a rule according to which migrants have to become adapted to what is constructed as genuine Slovenianness, which is supposedly rooted in national tradition. 
Integration is thus interpreted as a process for an inclusion that leaves untouched what is believed to exist as a canon of Slovenianness. To add to these reflections, integration is highly individualistic; it is exemplified as an individual activity leaving an individual migrant without proper guarantee of protection. This uni-linear and individualised definition of integration appears, paradoxically, as the very contradiction of integration itself. The very word integration connotes a multifaceted process, open to intersubjectively shared contexts and experiences. Last but not least, as a role model, integration is defined as an individualistic activity based on the personal planning of integration. The plan places the migrant in a non-negotiable and fixed position of recipient of the plan. As such, integration recommends itself as a policy which should assure the minimum level of rights for the migrant, but which at the same time operates out of the need to prevent any migrant from penetrating the reserved enclave of the Slovene tradition. Following this line of argument, the integration policy does not appear very distant from the current situation where the issue of tradition is interwoven with debates on the spiritual and traditional foundations of Europe that took place a short time after the Yugoslav wars. 

Furthermore, the personal integration plan, which is advanced as a method of integration, is defined as enabling ‘the successful integration of a refugee into Slovene society’. The planning of integration does not include reference to interconnection that would recognise integration as a mutual benefit, or as a way to facilitate the fruitful coexistence of various citizens. Even at the descriptive level, the personal integration plan emerges as a one-way process in which the migrant, as the supposed beneficiary, is defined as a client of the state, who, in order to be recognised, must successfully be integrated. The personal integration plan consists of integration measures, among them learning the Slovene language, learning about Slovene culture, history and the constitution, as well as education and training to improve the chances of employability. Nonetheless, the plan says nothing about the possibilities for consultation on these issues, perhaps as a many-to-many encounter. Furthermore, the design of the personal integration plan presupposes an agreement between the migrant and the state, where the subject of the agreement is defined under conditions determined solely by the state and includes a requirement of mandatory fulfillment. 

To contextualise the argument of this section more specifically, it should be mentioned that the law on asylum adopted in Slovenia states that refugees have rights concerning employment, housing, access to medical services and education. However, what cannot be overlooked is the fact that these legally mandated rights hardly  have any practical, real-life positive consequences for migrants. That is not only because there exists a large gap between the procedurally grounded rights and the practical exercise of these rights, but also because there is something obviously wrong with the asylum policy of a country that, in a span of ten years, has granted asylum to a total of 124 people—whereas the number of asylum applications has exceeded 16,000.3 

Furthermore, migration policies are getting more and more rigorous: one of the many elements that are highly problematic in the above-mentioned new law is the fact that judgment about whether reasons to grant asylum are well-grounded can be provided by the police. The problematic nature of law adopted in 2006 also resides in the fact that free legal aid in the beginning of the asylum procedures, i.e. in the vulnerable period when migrants frequently do not know about the asylum conditions, has been abolished. These measures increase exploitative behaviour and are expected to result in an increased number of deportations, thus promoting restrictive mechanisms in migration management. Another controversial fact is that the new law has transferred the jurisdiction to appoint refugee counsellors from the Ministry of Justice to the Ministry of the Interior. The latter has thus found itself in a conflict-of-interest position and should therefore be excluded from the procedure. Besides, social security provisions have been lowered as well as the rights to work and be mobile within the country.4 

Integration in a Nation-State: Recolonisation of Migrants 

The vantage point of introducing integration policies that helps us understand the real nature and meanings of these policies in the Slovenian context is to consider states  as administrative bodies equipped with security systems. Above all, states challenged with managing contemporary migration are designed as nation-states, as national sovereign communities, whose subjects imagine their own communal, national affiliation.5 The genealogy of a nation-state is a substance made of linguistic, religious and habitual ritualised practices that are inherent to the functioning of the collective historical memory of ethnos, the nation. This substance was critically addressed by Étienne Balibar (2004a: 29, 2004b: 45) as ‘fictive ethnicity’, an imaginary integrity of a nation or national identity that is supposedly constituted a priori. 

Nation-states with the fictive ethnicity syndrome represent national identities as something ‘natural’ that needs to be preserved and protected regardless of the means of protection. One of the logical consequences of a nationalising state’s processes are claims, which keep re-emerging in migration debates worldwide, that migrants endanger habitual unity of a nation-state, its inhabitants as ‘first-comers’, their jobs and public order in general. The context in which integration policies are currently practiced and debated still relates to the idea of a nation as an idealised and isolated group of first-comers who are the creators of a homogenous culture (Kulturnation), both on a national and the European level, since ‘the EU reproduces at the supranational level some of the internal tensions of modern nation-states’ (Benhabib 2002: 38).

Having nation-states as their implementation environment, integration policies thus perform the job of solidifying the grounds of fictive ethnicity as well as imposing emblematic behaviural patterns that migrants as ‘others’ need to internalise. In a process of preserving the national mechanisms of integration of migrants into what are named host societies, migration policies function as institutions that reduce diversity of identification. Once recognised as mechanisms of nationalising states, integration policies can hardly be viewed as promoting citizenship practices for migrants. Since the ethnos is the identification ground of the nation-state, its national corpus as a unified body—the nation, it is difficult, if not impossible, to defend integration as a citizenship practice. On the contrary, integration in nationalising states goes together, in the words of Balibar, with anti-citizenship as a practice of discrimination on the national–foreigner dimension, with a process of equating citizenship with nationality (Balibar 2004a: 37; 2004b: 400, 414–15). 

In Balibar’s terminology, mechanisms of integration management would go together with the process of ‘recolonisation of migrants’ (Balibar 2004a: 38–42). The nation-state first sacralises nationality and then projects the diversity of people on mechanisms that are reinforcing the sacralisation of the nation. Migrants are first projected onto colonial space and then they are reintroduced and  naturalised in the idea of a colonising nation by institutions such as integration. Mechanisms of integration control and limit the possibilities of moving people’s statuses. A migrant worker is first and foremost considered a non-national.  Naturalisation processes do not result in him or her becoming a national. What he or she can become is a more or less integrated alien where integration is practiced as a Hobbesian vision of a social contract of a nation-state he or she can never negotiate for him/herself. 

The right to asylum was not invented per se, out of nothing, but together with the production of what has been characterised (in the name of security) as illegal. Illegality justified the use of repressive institutions (e.g. border police) but, what is most important, it emerged as a consequence of blocking the efforts of migrants and keeping them in the situation of permanent alienation. These are now invited to acquire their legal status by processes of integration where the ‘administrative imbroglio’ of state apparatuses ‘ensures that the condition of immigrants will remain marked by insecurity, even when one has crossed the threshold of legality or even  naturalisation, so that in sum, once an immigrant always an immigrant’ (Balibar 2004a: 63, emphasis in original). 
Naturalisation processes require migrants to accept and act according to predispositions of becoming nationals, i.e. learning and using the language, cultural norms and values, although as newcomers they can never actually become nationals. Being a national, an integrative part of a body–the nation, is per definitionen a position of first-comers who have all been inscribed in the nation-state by its sacral and ritualised practices already by birth and afterwards by schooling and other institutional practices. Fictive ethnicity, which works as the motor of nationalising states, keeps migrants at a distance as non-nationals. They are placed in a recolonised position also (or especially) when they have been successfully naturalised. The nation-state needs integration policies, as they keep the fictive ethnicity syndrome alive. As such, the policies function as a nationalising process that keeps migrants at a distance in a kind of a postcolonial isolation. Policies that are supposed to make citizens out of migrant non-citizens, actually serve as an enforcement of the national versus the non-national.   
Viewed in a broader global perspective, minority statuses or practices are being multiplied, whereas it is getting more and more difficult to classify majorities without defining them on a purely external basis, with the use of prescribed or imposed identities. Shifting identities are applicable both to the supposed nationals as well as to the foreigners. Identification processes are getting more complex, and are changing over time with reference to multiple life contexts and experiences. Above all, identities are not unilateral and fixed regardless of circumstances. Integration policies, however, stick to classifying people based on ‘thick’ and, to a large extent, imposed identification signs such as language, religion, culture or nationality. People are crossing borders and boundaries, both physical and fictive, they are changing speech practices, interchanging experiences of culture, practicing different interpersonal relations that considerably exceed identities determined on national grounds. Consequently, integration mechanisms, as they are currently constituted, cannot grasp the vital interchange of shifting relations between people.  
The nation-state is thus legitimised by the very use of integration as an institutional mechanism that, by prescribing and changing the right to asylum, managing border control, occasionally changing the law regarding access to nationality etc., solidifies its goal, i.e. the preservation of the national. Both the concept of the right to asylum, officially accepted in the 1950s and 1960s by international conventions and national constitutions, as well as the current implementation of integration policies, need to be rethought by acknowledging the exclusionary and discriminatory potential of nation-states. Only by critical deconstruction can the contradictions of liberal mechanisms of asylum and integration be put to the forefront of debate as well as used as a starting-point for future developments. 

The Paradox of Human Rights 

The above reflection on integration policies in nation-states supports the thesis according to which integration appears not as a valuable solution, but as part of the problem in contemporary migration policy. Current migration policies are, on the one hand, grounded in the human rights perspective; whereas on the other hand, they appear as restrictive measures that not only point to divisions between societies or states, but reproduce and stimulate the building of ‘internal borders and boundaries’ (Zavratnik Zimic 2003: 184) within a specific society. Migration policies integrate the dialectics of both the restrictive approach, which pushes migrants to the margins, and the human rights perspective. One way to understand the discrepancies within the existing situation is to critically examine the human rights perspective itself: i.e. to examine a situation where human rights are defended, while simultaneously constituting part of the mechanism that enables the spread of restrictive policies, which, in turn, stimulate racism and xenophobia. 

This discrepancy can be called the paradox of human rights, which is reproduced in policies that adopt the human rights perspective; among others, migration and integration policies. Although the European Convention of Human Rights in principle applies to all residents, the naturalisation procedures keep migrants with limited civil, domicile and employment rights that are strictly regulated across the Schengen and Dublin borders. The United Nations’ Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) recognises the right to freedom of movement, interpreted as a right to emigrate, but it does not recognise the right to immigrate. If, on the one hand, human rights grant protection to the individual citizen, their implementation, on the other hand, results in the emergence of situations that do not envision development favourable to the citizen, but instead to the state as an administrative body. The Universal Declaration is silent on obligations to grant entry to migrants. Contradictions between universal human rights and territorial sovereignty are built into the law itself (Benhabib 2004: 11), and current migration policies that adopt human rights mechanisms also leave not only legitimate but also legal space to practice restriction and reproduce border regimes.   
A situation is thereby produced where individual rights as a heritage of the liberal tradition appear as coercive, because their implementation, having been left to the nation-state, is practiced as a mechanism primarily aimed at protecting the majority culture. In the name of such protection, rights are tailored to specific needs and misused as mechanisms enabling selection of migrants, separation of ‘good and useful’ migrants from ‘bad ones’, and divisions between migrants who migrated for economic (i.e. bad) reasons, and those who migrated owing to persecution (i.e. for good or better reasons). As such, migration policies follow the line according to which the idea of the necessary preservation of culture legitimises the self-preservation policies of a nation.

If the first paradox of human rights lies in the contradiction between human rights and territorial sovereignty, the second paradox involves the fact that those who are affected by the consequences of rights, norms etc. are not engaged in the process of articulation of such rights, norms and needs. A case in point is the personal integration plan which, in its realisation, treats the migrant as a recipient and not as a citizen in the process-making. Despite the system of rights, or perhaps as a consequence thereof, migrants, refugees, and those who seek asylum, are dependent upon the will of the sovereign in Leviathan’s manner; they exist ‘at the limits of all rights regimes and reveal the blind spot in the system of rights, where the rule of law flows into its opposite: the state of exception and the ever-present danger of violence’ (Benhabib 2004: 163).

A counterpart to the paradoxical situation related to human rights was elaborated by Jürgen Habermas (1996, 1998), who opted for a change in the law at large in a direction that enables citizens to be not only the bearers or subjects of rights, but also their authors. Habermas’s discourse theory of law and his reinterpretation of the system of rights requires opting for public deliberation, enabling a situation where citizens communicatively engage with one another in a public sphere. This reformulation includes ‘some kind of collective rights’ (Habermas 1994: 109) that shatter the modern state tailored to individual rights, which do not open space for public deliberation. 

Applying Habermas’s reformulation to integration policy would necessarily require changes in integration mechanisms, such as the individual integration plan promoted at the level of EU policies, towards the designing of a more open deliberation. This would include the option of learning from different experiences, as opposed to promoting ‘genuine Slovenianness’ combined with the one-way requirement to learn Slovene traditions. In these terms integration would be a mutual activity, allowing unrestrained revisionism and breaking off any fixed point of reference to autochthonous, traditional or foundational culture, norms, values etc. In this way, integration would not represent a mechanism to preserve one’s alleged authenticity by administrative means, which is the current practice in integration policy, but would stand for a process of learning that might result in revisions, possibly also in a break with traditions. The overcoming of paradoxes in migration policies requires changing the territorially bounded state-centric models of migration management that integrate the dualist understanding of the nation-state where one pole is reserved for the inner territorially bounded politics and the other to the outer foreign, military and diplomatic relations. A new kind of deterritorialised politics, although it might appear as a vague suggestion, has the potential to generate new modalities of political membership, which evolves beyond the ideals of privileged membership of a nation-state.   
Towards Transnational Citizenship

When viewed through the prism of both local and global development, people become increasingly divided into citizens and non-citizens, into autochthonous residents and newcomers, domestic population and foreigners, those from the West and those from the South. Current integration policies, as they are practiced across the EU at large, are not elaborated with sufficient care to serve as a serious counterpart to contemporary dividing lines produced as a consequence of contemporary migration processes. To overcome the impoverished model of ethnocultural commonality, integration policies should sharpen their sensitivity to diversity and the coexistence of different ways of life. The development of the EU has brought with it new division lines and a shifting of borders towards the east and the south, while preserving the principle of the distinction between Western countries and their Southern neighbours. Under the pressure of globalisation, through which European identity is affirmed by stressing the distinction between Europe and others, practicing integration as a one-to-one linear process lacks the crucial element of mutual coexistence of varied peoples, regardless of ethnic origin, state provenience, nationality etc., and as such appears as a ‘manifestation of incompetence of political elites to form visions’ (Roter 2005: 201). 
National identities are still reproduced as norms to be maintained and protected. Policies favouring such an approach marginalise migrants as people who do not conform to predominant norms and, moreover, who cannot achieve these. The opening of new spaces that would allow the shaping of new identity policies is thus precluded. Existing policies privilege the perspectives of autochthonous populations, while the perspectives of newcomers are ignored. Such policies neglect intersubjectivity, a position that reflects willingness to take the perspective of the other side. It is a position that presupposes a dialogical relationship where the dividing line between speakers and listeners is overcome by a process of mutual interchanging of both positions. 
Multicultural and integration models of migration policy, which are frequently intertwined, both at the level of policy-making as well as in migration research, are predominately viewed as a challenge to restrictive approaches. Yet integration, as practiced in various European countries, has produced many exclusionary side-effects that place an additional burden on migrants. Integration measures cover a variety of rules that include numerous preconditions that must be fulfilled if a person is to become a citizen (where citizenship is reduced to being a national), e.g.  naturalisation, permanent residence requirements, restrictions in the labor market etc. Despite their restrictive consequences, integration measures still enjoy large support. In Central and East European countries, as well as in the Balkan region, integration is promoted as a just policy for including migrants within the host society. However, doubts about the positive effects of integration have also emerged, and are predominately expressed by NGOs and new social movements’ activists, while they are slowly emerging in research as well. Hence the decision to introduce integration as a model is accompanied by constant reconsideration of its implications, and warnings about its deficiencies.

Although multiculturalism is still praised as the favourable political answer to offer acceptable models of integration, critical observations regarding multiculturalism have also been emerging. One argument that casts doubt on multiculturalism is that, although multiculturalism emphasises diversity, this emphasis is limited to cultural diversity while the issue of inequality is overlooked (Fraser 1996: 206). Multiculturalism is often viewed only from the perspective of cultural differences, and as such implies the syntagm of inequality, according to which migrants can be seen but should not be heard. In other words, multiculturalism, which is promoted among existing models regulating the field of migration—where its regulatory ambitions should not be overlooked—realises the perception of migrants as cultural beings who are expected to conform to integration plans and to keep silent on their provisions. 

As Zygmunt Bauman has stressed, multiculturalism suggests ‘cultural systems of totalities’, among which each is more or less complete and self-sustained, thus producing a vision of enclosed cultural worlds. Multiculturalism promotes the idea that being enclosed in a cultural totality is the right way of being-in-the-world, while other states—‘sitting “across cultures”, drawing simultaneously “from different cultures” or just not being worried by the “cultural ambivalence” of one’s stand—all are abnormal, “hybridinal” and potentially monstrous, morbid and unfit to live’ (Bauman 1999: 200). 

We are witness to a kind of folklorisation of migrants (Pajnik and Zavratnik Zimic 2003: 175) whereby their culinary skills, dance and music are highlighted, but their political activity is not recognised, or even allowed. Considering the integration plan model and recognising its non-negotiable provisions, migrants are expected to fulfill the expectations determined by the nationals. This is a situation that points to the still-present danger of the implementation of a unidirectional policy. Integration as practiced by the fulfillment of the individual integration plan produces a situation—to paraphrase Iris Marion Young—where any failure of integration measures is usually blamed on the migrants themselves, who presumably lack the willingness to accept certain conditions under which they are allowed to adapt or integrate (Young 2000: 216–17). Promoting integration as an individual rather than a collective responsibility produces a situation where people compete rather than exchange experience. Ill-fate or misfortune both become the responsibility of individuals; this is a situation that constitutes people as solely responsible for their own conditions, authors of their own destiny (Isin 2002: 248).

Several emerging alternative approaches to the predominant issues in migration, offered as a counterpart to multicultural and integration ideology, can be suggested. These approaches not only offer a valuable alternative to predominant methods of handling migration, but also appear as a set of ideas that might open up space to debates about the future. Habermas (1994: 139) and Benhabib (2004: 120–1) refer to ‘political integration’ in the sense of the intersubjectivity and active learning as proposed by Jaggar (2002)—which is learning that implies the interrogation of one’s own positioning and requires an openness and sensibility that transcends the passive liberal model of mutual respect. To put it differently, this type of learning is interactive and requires a willingness to recognise the effects of dominant mechanisms. It requires an openness to the process of exchange of experience, and to other contexts of living and acting. According to Isin (2002: 129, 231), the contemporary cosmopolis with its migrants and refugees requires new, dialogical ways of being political. Parekh (2000: 193) similarly speaks of the need for ‘the search for new political formations’ that go together with what Bauman (1999: 197–202) places in contrast to multiculturalism, i.e. ‘cultural polyvalence’ or ‘new modalities of being together’. 

Thinking of the future from a citizenship perspective would require a break with the understanding and practicing of citizenship as anti-citizenship or nationalising citizenship, which produces  naturalised non-citizens. It would require collective thinking and acting in a transnational perspective for the emergence of a ‘transnational public sphere’ (Fraser 2005) that goes together with ‘transnational citizenship’ (Balibar 2004a). This would bring forward—from the bottom up—an idea of citizenship that requires the circle of contemporary rebuilding of nation-states to be opened up on a local, regional or global scale. 

Ideas of transnationalism related to citizens’ action emerged not only in the context of normative political thinking and action, but also in migration studies. Migration scholars have used the phenomenon of transnationalism to rethink individual orientations in time and space, and to address anew political frameworks and economic processes of organising social life. In this context the phenomenon is linked to migrants’ transformative potential, to the widening of peoples’ networks, and to the enlarging of activities across distances. Migrant transnational practices are interpreted as those that bring the potential to modify the existing value systems and everyday life of people across regions (Levitt and De la Dehesa 2003; Vertovec 2004). By crossing territorial borders and practicing the extension of living beyond membership in political communities, migrants’ transnational action expands citizenship beyond the national frames of managing social life. Transnationalism as such not only refers to activities across territorial borders, but also goes for migrants’ changing the existing boundaries of life in political communities by combining, overlapping and shifting statuses and affiliations to different polities (Bauböck 1994, 2003). As a ‘site of political engagement’ (Vertovec 1999), transnationalism brings new challenges for political theory going beyond a state-centred approach, and considering migrants’ political communication a public space that extends beyond nation-state borders.

The transnational public sphere is an idea related to people as citizens versus nation-states and nationals. The idea of a European public sphere as a multitudinal dynamics is materialised through political activism that is in flux and in constant search for new ways of being a citizen and practicing citizenship. Transnational citizenship is practiced when the sans-papiers, or so-called undocumented people in France, communicatively engage with izbrisani, the erased,6 in Slovenia. Transnational citizens’ movements embody the idea of shifting identities that go beyond the borders of the nation-state. From a transnational citizenship perspective the public sphere, Habermas’s Öffentlichkeit, reaches citizens beyond and outside of their national identities.

Conclusion

These suggested alternatives to prevailing trends in migration policy can be viewed as new beginnings that stimulate the opening up of new perspectives in the field of migration. By requiring active, dialogical reference, they currently appear as a counterpart to predominant measures and might evolve in the future as potential new ways of thinking and acting politically. They might appear as a challenge to the current paradox in integration policies that leans towards the idea of ‘solving the problem of migrants’. In integration policies that in one way or another relate to contemporary liberal ideas of a multicultural society, foreignness is seen as a problem in need of a solution. Integration policies are determined by an absence of a communicative attempt that would see foreignness as a topic, as a welcome agent of change, rather than as a problem in need of a solution defined and safeguarded by the state’s organs. 

Instead of posing the question, ‘How should we solve the problem of foreignness?’, one should consider what problems foreignness solves for a society, and what are its potentials. My concluding remark would be to try to think about and develop not only integration, but also migration policies in general, in the direction of treating and recognising the marking of novelty that is brought forward by migrants. To paraphrase Hannah Arendt (1985: 166), migrant people should be viewed as having the potential for injecting something new into society. Migrants have the potential to look with ‘new eyes’ and to break the existing exclusionary patterns. They may represent the departure point for the disruption that is necessary for positive and progressive change. Instead of clinging to tradition, being without a burden of tradition allows us to see the world from new perspectives without being bound by prescriptions of how to handle potential innovations that emerge. 

My critical reflection on Slovene integration policy leaves me with the conviction that integration strategies as they are currently constituted in Slovenia and in many other states around Europe do not really grasp the innovative potential of migrants, but instead try to preserve the existing patterns of life, whatever these stand for. 
Only by seeing foreignness as a necessary and potent point of departure for the disruption of national, nationalistic, and ethnically defined ‘truths’ will migration policies turn towards a more integrative citizen-friendly approach. Today, democracy is still largely though about in predominantly national terms, a trend which coincides with the theorizing of democracy as a form of liberalism. Processes of integration and naturalisation re-enact the nation’s ideologically approved origins, thus obscuring the non-consensual basis of contemporary manifestations of democracy. As I have shown by reflecting on the integration policies of Slovenia, what is promoted as an agreement between the state (and its policy-makers) and the migrant, can hardly be viewed as a mutual effort directed towards improvement in the mutual coexistence of citizens. 

Seeing the foreigner or migrant as a ‘refounder’ (Honig 2001), recognising the political potential in her or his power to do what no native would do, recognising her or his ability to inspire, represents a way to disrupt foundationalist policy-making. The future does not depend on a natively grounded and treasured ethnicity, but on those who arrive; not on someone with a fixed tradition on which to build, but on someone who has left tradition behind, on someone who makes room for the generation of alternative sites. Migration and integration policies are currently mired in the paradox that the excluded are not among those who decide upon the rules of exclusion and inclusion. This situation calls for an attempt to render distinctions between people more fluid and negotiable. This can only be done through communicative actions, democratic iterations, public engagement, political listening and learning to renegotiate and rearticulate tradition, so that citizens will appear not only as subjects of the laws but also as their authors. 
Notes

[1]
For more on migration and integration policies in different EU countries (the UK, Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden, France) as well as in the US see Joppke and Morawska (2003). 

[2]
Available in Slovenian at the Ministry of the Interior http//:www.mnz.si (accessed 23 April and 30 August 2005). 

[3]
Data from UNHCR for the period to 31 December 2005. From its independence in 1991 up to 1999, only two people were granted refugee status in Slovenia; in 2005, the number was 26. Currently the number of refugees living in the country (with 2 million inhabitants) is 124. Comparably low numbers (below 100) of refugee population at the end of 2004 were also the case in Lichtenstein (38) and Portugal (89); numbers were even lower for Latvia (7) and Estonia (4). Compare, on the other hand, Germany, with nearly half a million refugees, or France with 140,000. Data available at http://www.unhcr.ch/cgi-bin/texis/vtx/home. 
[4]
These and other comments on the new law were critically expressed by a group of NGOs, which actively critiqued the laws in the area of migration since 2001, and who suggested corrections and changes, but were largely overlooked in the process of drafting and adopting the new asylum provisions. 

[5]
Debates on the process of nationalising states in former Yugoslav republics are presented in Pajnik and Kuzmanić (2005).
[6]
For more on how more than 18,000 people and their families lost the legal basis for their existence in Slovenia soon after the dissolution of Yugoslavia in the early 1990s see Zorn (2005). 
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