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I. Introduction
In this article I would like to present some trends in the development of immigration and integration policies within the European Union (EU) and Czech Republic (CR) and, through their comparison, tackle the issue of the possibility and desirability of achieving a common policy in these fields. The first part of the essay examines EU immigration and integration polices, while the second part of the paper will evaluate these policies within the Czech Republic. I will conclude with a partial comparison and evaluation.

The Czech Republic’s accession to the EU was finalized in 2004, which  meant another round of sweeping changes to the country’s legal, economic, political, and social systems following  the similarly significant changes of 1989. The unifying tendencies required to comply with acquis communautaire penetrated virtually all social realms including the country’s immigration and integration policies, which used to be the sole authority of individual nation states. However, what was created by the central government was not always what an individual country needed, or the form of the given policy sometimes did not meet the social reality of an individual country. Seen as a top priority, immigration policy tops the political agenda in most of the EU-15 countries; this is not necessarily the case throughout the EU. On the contrary, in some EU-10 countries, including the Czech Republic, the debate on immigration seems to be a very low priority in the public realm. But the issue of national minorities
 poses quite different challenges in the rest of Europe. In Western Europe, which also had experienced a traumatic history with its national minorities, the question of tolerance towards national minorities is no longer a question of bullets but of ballots (Newman in Kymlicka 2001, 3). This may suggest that following partial or complete assimilation, the ethnic conflicts of Western Europe have been successfully transferred to the political arena. This also means that the region’s national minorities (with a few exceptions such as the Basques) have been successfully integrated into societal culture and are satisfied with the degree of autonomy they presently have. Today’s debate over immigration has replaced the dilemmas and conflicts that used to be on the agenda in relation to national minorities. In the case of the Central and Eastern European countries that are not totally nationally homogenous (which is the majority), national minorities (although typically possessing citizenship) are the primary source of social dilemmas.

Consequently, the question remains whether it is possible and advisable to focus efforts on the creation of a unified policy in the area of immigration and integration policy. In the case of the CR, such efforts are sometimes seen as detrimental by the relevant stakeholders, principally from the non-governmental representatives’ scene (Muhič Dizdarevič 2009).
For analytical reasons, I sometimes separate out labour migration, family reunion, asylum, and irregular and postcolonial migration but clearly some of the causes of migration tend to be mixed in certain individual as well as group cases and most notably tend to be a reaction to the fact that policy changes in this sensitive area can invoke changes in structural responses in migratory flows. Generally speaking, the analysis shows that the more restrictive the channels to accessing the labour market are, the more we see irregular and hard-to-proceed channels being used. If labour markets are closed and family reunions and family creation are under strict scrutiny, we can expect two things: migration will not stop, but rather will “spill over” to irregular and asylum-seeking channels for all groups of migrants either coming for reasons of relative or absolute poverty or out of fear from prosecutions defined by the Geneva Convention (ibid).
II. Development of the EU’s immigration and integration policy

For the subject of immigration and integration policies, which can be set as to how EU and individual Member States relate to so-called third country nationals (TCN), which also involves the question of whether and to what degree such policies are multicultural (in terms of taking into account and implementing recognition, equal treatment, and fair redistribution), it is relevant to understand that European countries developed as nation-states throughout their recent history. The question of congruence of territory and nation(s) triggered more than one war in Europe, including the recent wars in the Balkans. In this context, it is possible to regard the European Union as a project of overcoming nation-state formation for the purpose of creating a broader institutionalized field for cooperation among its Member States. 

Indeed, the EU was created to ensure a free flow of goods, services, capital, and people. For this purpose it was necessary to create an institutionalized framework in which this free flow was possible, which also meant an increase and transmission of competencies from the national to the supranational level of the EU. This process is regarded by Europeans as sometimes too slow or too fast but it is a process that is proceeding steadily. Despite setbacks (as in the case of the EU Constitution) and a lot of disputes, the process is still going remarkably well, considering its time span and depth of the nation-state concept in European history and politics.
On the other hand, it is possible to regard the European Union as “a second degree nation state”, with all of the structural features of other nation states but with members from individual countries. In this case, the “nation” would be the Europeans (i.e. citizens of the respective Member States) and the non-nationals would be third country nationals.
 For the nation states, it was typical that they categorized people into majority and minority members, where the majority basically defined regimes of tolerance for minorities (Walzer 1995). Therefore, on the one hand we still see, even within the EU, individual states behaving and acting as nation states (e.g. in attitudes towards the war in Iraq) and, at the same time, we observe attempts by the EU to create a unified strategy towards third country nationals. 

In the case of immigration, integration, and citizenship policy, there is a strong tendency (apart from some aspects of asylum policy) on the part of Member States to insist on keeping this policy agenda within the competencies of individual states as much as possible. This leads to very slow harmonization and sometimes even to an absence of harmonization of policy on these topics. Nevertheless, a limited institutional framework has been created as have multi-annual programs, fundamental documents, and policy statements.

Neither the treaty establishing the European Coal and Steel Community (1951), the subsequent treaty establishing the European Atomic Energy Community (1957), nor the treaty establishing the European Economic Community (1957) tackles the issue of external migration (as opposed to internal migration and the integration of member states into the EU itself). When finally some aspects of external migration started being incorporated into the EU agenda, there were already some initiatives developed, such as the creation of the TREVI platform. It is worth noting that from the very beginning the issue of external migration was closely related to the discourse of security, and therefore irregular migration received primary attention of policy makers. It is therefore unsurprising that initiatives related to immigration were consistently relegated to the domain of justice and home affairs and cooperation of Member States in criminal and other related matters such as judicial cooperation and border patrolling.
The TREVI group and later the TREVI platform were founded in 1975 in Rome at the Netherland’s initiative. TREVI was an informal and intergovernmental European platform, which had no formal links to the European Community. However, in 1984 the platform was re-structured and from that period, national ministers of immigration, justice, and home affairs (of EU Member States) started meeting once every six months to discuss specific issues such as customs, cooperation, and the free movement of people. At the same time, this was the group that was supposed to deal with the issues of terrorism and internal security. In 1985 the platform agenda was expanded to include illegal immigration and organized crime.

The TREVI platform is especially important because within its working group for immigration it negotiated conditions later to become famous under the name the Dublin Convention.
 Based on the TREVI platform report, the convention was created and signed by twelve countries on 15 July 1990
; the Dublin Convention went into effect seven years later. The convention may be the most important document regulating common European asylum policy; however, since its introduction the convention has been the target of criticism by many civil society organizations (CSO) throughout the EU, primarily for its harsh procedures related to the detention of asylum seekers waiting to be transferred to another EU country according to the Dublin Convention. The convention’s original intention was to harmonize EU asylum policy and reduce the phenomenon of what became known as “asylum tourism”, where often desperate asylum seekers filed applications in one EU country after another in order to succeed in the country with a “softer” asylum regime. In such countries (e.g. Germany in the early nineties) the number of asylum seekers was on the rise and the period which they had to spend in reception centres was prolonged because of the time necessary to assess huge numbers of applications. The convention’s key provision outlines which country is responsible for taking asylum seekers into asylum procedure. This responsibility is defined in the following order of priority: 

· The first country obliged to take an asylum applicant into the procedure is the one in which the applicant has a close relative who is already a recognized refugee.

· If no such family relation exists, then the country obliged to take an applicant into procedure is the one whose visa or residence permit s/he holds.
· If an applicant entered the country illegally, the country responsible for asylum is the country of entry.

In 2003 the Dublin Convention was transformed into the EU Directive.

A further step in the development of migration policy can be indirectly understood as a consequence of the Schengen Agreement, which on the one hand opened space for the implementation of one of the EU’s core principles (freedom of movement) but on the other, enforced a restrictive and much more expanded control of external borders. Since the Schengen regime went into effect in 1995, external borders changed many times depending on how individual countries joined the Schengen area or the EU. One aspect of these joint efforts to control and restrict migration was the introduction of a common visa policy for third country nationals. Additionally, all international airports and sea or river ports were obliged to provide a separate space for Schengen and non-Schengen passengers. One of the more liberal consequences of the Schengen regime was that by obtaining a visa in one country, an individual is permitted to travel around other states within the Schengen zone. A data control system was also created and indeed recently expanded because of the latest Schengen expansion.

We will find that migration policy (including all aspects related to asylum, refugee, labour, family reunion or formation, and irregular migration) is regulated within the so-called second and third pillar of the EU agendas, which means that the policy is still predominantly in competencies of intergovernmental decisions. The consequences of such a division of competencies, which opens space for a unified approach governed by the relevant directives, are strikingly more related to asylum than to immigration. It seems that at the EU level countries deem it a priority to govern and regulate asylum migration rather than focus on labour or family unification migration. 

In the latter case, this source of migration became crucial for some countries such as France. That is why we are increasingly seeing efforts to restrict possibilities of family unification and formation by putting limits on the age of the future spouse from a non-EU country (e.g. Denmark); by requirements of education level or economic sustainability of the future spouse (e.g. France); and by extending the period in which the spouse is not entitled to the right of permanent residence in the EU country (e.g. the Czech Republic). 

Readmission and repatriation policy is one of the most important topics related to immigration policy. This topic increasingly has shaped the agenda of civil society organizations, often in ways that are contrary to these groups’ basic orientation and values. Policy relating to readmission and repatriation has opened a whole new range of issues: bilateral agreements with countries of origin, standards and stimulations for voluntary return, and standards for the involuntary return of asylum seekers and irregular migrants. Two topics turned out to be particularly sensitive: 1) locating reception centres for asylum seekers outside the EU and 2)
  the consequences of readmission policy for the returnees’ countries of origin. For example, in the case of the Accession Agreement negotiations with Serbia, this was set as a priority by the EU negotiators. In this case, in the receiving country (leaving aside the controversy of returning Kosovo Albanians to Serbia prior to the time of Kosovo’s independence) there are no financial means, competent staff, or facilities for accommodation and integration of such people. 

Labour migration is regulated in the recruitment of high-skilled workers using the green card system. But compared to the financial and institutional means invested in restricting and stopping migration and the repatriation of irregular migrants or those to whom asylum was denied, recruitment within labour migration still comprises a tiny fraction of migration policy as such. In the Czech Republic, the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs launched a pilot project to recruit workers from selected countries. The project’s primary objective was to fill the Czech Republic’s labour market gaps and to enable migrants and their families within such a program to obtain residence in a shorter period than usual. It turned out that the program worked more as a substitute for the imperfect policy related to residence of foreigners in the CR because most people who applied under this program were foreigners already living in the CR who had failed to meet the rather strict regulations of the Act on Residence of Aliens. The pilot project revealed how migration must be tackled from many angles, that migration policy must be multilayered, and that phenomena of various types of migration cannot be treated separately.

The European Council in Tampere in 1999 represented a further step in adopting  unifying approach, this time towards integration. The basic idea of the integration policy, still in effect today, is to ensure just treatment of third country nationals by recognizing that they should be granted the same rights as those enjoyed by EU citizens. These rights should be granted within the long-term residence regime and should include a right to education, employment, entrepreneurship, and health care. Moreover, the granting of such rights should be based on the principle of non-discrimination. The right of citizenship should be accessible under similar conditions throughout the EU. Currently, countries combine principles of ius sanguinis (citizenship based on blood relationship to a person who is already a citizen of a given country) and ius soli (citizenship based on place of birth). As previously mentioned, family reunion or formation remains a sensitive issue, as this has become the main source of migration in some countries. 

Integration policy was again stressed at the EU summit in Thessaloniki in 2003. At the summit, goals were expanded to include cultural and social life and further education especially in the field of language education. The summit’s negotiations resulted in a request to the European Commission to annually report on migration and integration in the EU. For this purpose the European Integration Fund was established within the program, Solidarity and Migration Flows Management, in the period from 2007-2015.
 The Commission also adopted “Common Basic Principles for Integration of Migrants”, which accepts migration as a permanent phenomenon in Europe and promotes its positive effects. The Principles stressed the need for migrants to adopt democratic values and to gain knowledge of local history and culture. As in some other EU documents, political participation was explicitly mentioned as a channel for integration. Although political participation is often mentioned in relation to integration, it is important to stress that countries are reluctant to use it unless the policy being discussed concerns citizens with a migrant background. In the case of residents, some countries, such as the Czech Republic or Austria, have provisions in their constitutions which prohibit residents from taking part in the political process of voting.

Although the issues of immigration and integration are prolific in the EU agenda, from the Maastricht Treaty (1993) to the Amsterdam Treaty (1999), the most significant change lies in shifting the agenda of immigration and integration from the third pillar (when the agenda was included into the Cooperation within the realm of justice) to the first pillar which ensured that the EU could adopt legally binding documents in this field. In the Amsterdam Treaty we find this agenda in Title IV under the title “Visa, asylum, and migration policy and other policies concerning free movement of persons”.
 Furthermore, in the Amsterdam Treaty the requirement to establish common regulations concerning the freedom of movement of thirdcounty nationals resides within the individual Member States.

On 1 September 2005 the European Commission adopted Communication of the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, The European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions under the name: A Common Agenda for Integration of Third-Country Nationals in the European Union.
 The Communication states that the integration of third country nationals living and working in the EU has gained increased importance on the EU´s agenda in recent years. Following the request of the Justice and Home Affairs (JHA) in 2002 to establish National Contact Points on integration, the European Council in June 2003 invited the Commission to present annual reports on migration and integration. In November 2004, the first edition of Handbook on Integration for Policymakers and Practitioners was published. Also explicitly mentioned in the Communication is the Hague Program and that the JHA Council of 19 November 2004 adopted the “Common Basic Principle” for the integration of thirdcountry nationals. The Commission also published a Green Paper on the EU’s approach to managing economic migration, which underscored the fact that admission measures must be accompanied by strong integration policies. 

Considering the scope of this article, I will omit an analysis of the Hague Program, a complex multi-annual political action document, which was a result of the EU’s efforts to regulate policies and procedures in the realm of justice and home affairs, more specifically to regulate cooperation in creating an area of freedom, justice, and security. By no means is the Hague Program focused exclusively on migration and integration; however, it is necessary to stress that within the Hague Program’s agenda the issues of migration and integration are situated. Broadly speaking, the Hague Program is the most serious attempt at regulating the internal affairs of the EU, and its agenda is huge. For our purposes we should take into account that the Hague Program deals with approximately the same agenda, which would fit into the national agendas of the ministries of interior, justice, and, to a certain extent, social affairs. We thus see migration and integration in the Hague Program contextualized and also connected to the discourse on security and counterterrorism.

III. Czech immigration and integration policies

Czech immigration and integration policy should be examined through the prism of the country’s communist past, at a time when there was no need for such policies since immigration was highly regulated by the state; moreover, during the communist period the Czech Republic was not a popular destination for foreigners. After the Velvet Revolution (i.e. after 1989) however, the situation started gradually changing. After 1989, the Czech Republic served as a transit country for potential asylum seekers, and, before the Dublin Convention came into force, a majority of asylum proceedings in the Czech Republic ended because of an absence of applicants, who in the meantime had tried to reach Western EU countries to enter asylum procedure in those countries. This situation also started changing over a longer period of time and EURODAC, the database containing asylum seekers’ personal data, prevented such possibilities. Within the EU, an individual may apply for asylum only in one country; therefore, the idea of a transit country lost its purpose.

However, when analyzing Czech immigration and integration policies it is important to keep in mind that foreigners are categorized in various ways and, according to this categorization, there are different policies, different actors, and different goals in this field. All foreigners, i.e. persons without Czech or EU citizenship, are divided according to their status into:

· asylum seekers

· refugees (including persons under subsidiary protection)

· immigrants (i.e. legally residing foreigners either temporarily or permanently)

· irregular migrants 

The following table shows what kinds of instruments are used to regularize various statutes of non-Czech nationals, excluding labour migration (i.e. immigrants):

Table 1. Types of instruments for regularization of non-Czech nationals in the CR
	Type of residence
	Criteria
	Regulation within Czech legislation
	Regulation within EU legislation

	Forbearance according to the Act on Aliens
	1. A foreigner cannot be deported due to circumstances over which he/she has no control.
2. A foreigner is a witness or otherwise involved in a criminal proceeding and his/her presence is necessary
3. A foreigner whose application for residence is being processed
	§ 33 Act on Aliens
	/

	Forbearance according to the Act on Asylum
	An asylum-seeker filed an appeal against a court decision on an asylum matter to the Highest Administrative Court
	§ 78b Act on Asylum
	/

	Institute of Protection
	Cooperation with police in proceedings related to trafficking in people or an illegal border crossing
	§ 42e Act on Aliens
	Directive 2004/81/EC

	Temporary protection
	Leaving the country of origin for one of the following reasons: 
1. armed conflict, civil war, or constant violence
2. natural disaster 
3. systematic or collective violation of fundamental human rights and freedoms or systematic or collective persecution for national or religion reasons

Provided that one of the above mentioned situations is declared by the government of the CR or by the European Council 
	Act nr. 221/2003 Col
	Directive 2001/55/EC

	Subsidiary protection
	Justified fears that by returning to the country of origin s/he would be in real danger of serious threat + s/he is not willing or cannot use protection of his/her state because of such danger
	Act on Asylum 
	Directive  2004/83/EC

	Asylum
	1. Persecution for exercising political rights and freedoms
2. Justified fear of persecution based on race, religion, nationality, adherence to a social group, or political convictions
3. Humanitarian reasons (without further specification)


	Act on Asylum
	Convention on Legal Status of Refugees + Directive 204/83/EC

	Permanent residency for humanitarian reasons
	Humanitarian reasons or reasons deserving special consideration
	§ 66 Act on Asylum
	/

	Humanitarian criteria for acknowledgment of the status of a relative of an EU national
	A direct relative who is not able to sustain him/herself for health reasons or s/he needs personal care of (by?) the EU citizen
	§ 15a Act on Aliens
	Directive 2004/38/EC

	Humanitarian criteria for acknowledgment of the status of a relative of a third country national
	A foreigner without relatives older than 65 or a foreigner who for health reasons cannot take care of him/herself on his/her own
	§ 42a
	Directive 2003/86/EC


Source: Čižinský, P. (2006). Available at: http://migraceonline.cz/e-knihovna/?x=1955085 (retrieved 14 October 2007). Translation: author

Since the groups vary in their status, rights, and position within Czech society, it is understandable that their treatment in various governmental policies is also different. I will focus now on different policies accordingly.

It is important to stress again the order of importance of the debate on issues related to handling a multicultural society, if we want to see the issue of multiculturalism in the Czech republic from a very broad perspective. Generally speaking this complex issue is not seen as a priority at all, neither in the media, nor among political parties, nor in “everyday” life. The Czech Republic still sees itself as a predominantly homogenous country in national terms and is partly justified in doing so, when we consider the number of foreigners in the country as a percentage of the overall population and that includes a significant number of foreigners who are EU nationals. If questions pertaining to multiculturalism elicit public debate, they generally are related to the question of the Roma. It is infrequent that such discussions relate to immigrants and very rarely to asylum-seekers or refugees. 

In the case of asylum seekers, it is of course not appropriate to speak of immigration policy, for it is assumed that asylum is a kind of mechanism  to be used in cases of emergency. At the same time, the Czech Republic adopted the EU’s common asylum policy when it became highly restrictive; this resulted in very low recognition rates. However, the restrictive policy was not the only reason for low recognition rates. The other reasons included the transit country phenomenon, the composition of asylum seekers (most of whom were coming from countries with low recognition rates across the EU),
 and changes in legislation. There is no state integration policy for asylum seekers since it is uncertain what their status will be following the asylum application process. This has been criticized by civil society organizations, because sometimes the process can take years, and during the process asylum seekers live in a state of limbo, in which they are deprived of the benefits of the new society, including access to education for their children. If an asylum seeker ultimately is recognized as a refugee, following the application process, the years spent in limbo significantly have affected their ability to participate in state integration programs or in integration activities of any kind. Instead, NGOs have proposed starting the integration process immediately for all applicants; if an asylum request is successful, integration will be more effective after asylum is granted.. Since the state does not support this view, various NGOs have chosen to provide integration services in various asylum centres on their own.

With respect to integration policies towards refugees, the Czech Republic emphasizes to a considerable degree individual integration and the responsibilities of those who wish to stay in the host country. In effect, this means respecting the laws, values, and norms of the Czech Republic.
 Special attention and requirements are given to language skills. The state plays a major role in policies of integration but these issues are closely related to a state’s approach to immigration, which is rather restrictive and focuses more on irregular migration and asylum procedures (or “the asylum process”) than on integration itself. The Conception of Integration, a policy document created by the Czech government, concerns the third country nationals with residence in the Czech Republic, not refugees. However, there is a set of policies and approaches defined by law (Chapter IX., §§ 68-70 of the Act nr. 325/1999 Coll.) called the State Integration Program (SIP). 

Problems with the integration of immigrants are related to the following factors:  

· Firstly, governmental institutions tend to cooperate more with non-governmental organizations that represent immigrants, refugees, or asylum seekers than with associations actually organized by immigrants or refugees themselves(asylum seekers are not legally in a position to organize; consequently, they tend to organize through informal networks). 

· Secondly, a willingness to associate in post-communist societies is rather low among citizens and immigrants alike. This is mainly due to the communist past, which denied the right of association. This phenomenon was explained in detail by Mark Morjé Howard in his book The Weakness of Civil Society in Post-Communist Europe (Morjé Howard 2003) in which he says, quoting Valerie Bunce, “The Party prevented existence of any associational life, political organizations, or social movements that existed separately from the party-state institutional web. As a consequence, mass public was rendered dependent on the party-state for jobs, income, consumer goods, education, housing, health care, and social and geographical mobility.“ (Bunce in Morjé Howard 2003, 56). 

· Thirdly, due to a relatively low number of immigrants and their tendency to organize along the lines of national adherence, there is a lack of initiative when it comes to partnering with governmental institutions.

IV. Conclusions

Through an analysis of the EU and Czech policies addressing the issues of immigration and integration, I came to the conclusion that the agendas related to immigration and integration are still easier to manage at the national, rather than at the EU, level.  In terms of immigration, EU policy seems to be focused predominantly on restrictions, i.e. curbing asylum migration and promoting a context of security; the immigration policy for job migration seems to be much less worked out. The EU’s cooperation in this matter, as well as the attempts to formulate a unified political formula, is guided by the idea of finding a common path to restricting immigration rather than managing it. Immigration is perceived in the principles of the common policy as a process that has to be restricted and in some cases even stopped. That is why the strongest elements of the EU’s common policy can be found in the policies  to combat irregular migration, on restrictions of family migration, and so forth. In the case of asylum policy, it is necessary to re-examine current restrictiveness, which in some cases results in equating the position of an asylum seeker with a potential criminal; the research carried out in the CR among civil society organizations showed repeatedly that initial passiveness concerning integration may lead to permanent exclusion from the society (Muhič Dizdarevič 2009).
As far as the commercial or job migration is concerned, the common approach is still very vague. All job markets throughout the EU are highly restrictive, and I stressed that some member states protect their job markets even against new EU countries, which leaves a very narrow space for opening these job markets to third country nationals. At the same time, almost all EU member states face a demographic decline and corresponding threats to their current pension systems and social welfare systems. Concurrently, we are witnessing labour market demands, which cannot be satisfied by the native population. In this sense I think that recommendations to specifically tackle a common policy of the job market related migration are the priority. The EU currently profits from the presence of migrants in this sense as they are filling certain gaps in the job market; however, it seems that this is a random effect of EU immigration policy rather than as a result of a long-term job migration policy.

In terms of the common EU integration policy and compared to efforts to formulate immigration policy, it seems that the EU plays a major role in financing national integration programs but provides too vague and too general principles on integration.  The EU should instead be focused more specifically on how to tackle the root causes of social stratification, among immigrants of various statuses, within the member states and should also be setting clearer goals. Should the common policy lead in the direction of acculturation, to what degree and in which area should assimilation be promoted, and is there a space for cultural differences in our public life? It is hard to define such a goal since most EU member states politically see this issue as very polarizing; consequently, the policies range from demands for integration through obligatory language courses, integration tests, and retraining courses to demands for deportation of those who cannot adjust to societal rules defined by some political parties. 

The issue of citizenship is still seen exclusively as the domain of the states. In this area, current policy fails to see the potential for political participation for residents with a migrant background. It is necessary to add that, in this respect, local and regional policy on political representation, which should always be considered simultaneously with political accountability, seems to have more potential than centrally managed policies of citizenship. In this sense, further promotion or implementation of local representation based on residency, as opposed to citizenship status, should be in place and EU pressure on member states must be increased.

Finally we come to the question, to what degree is a common immigration and integration policy possible based on the analysis of the policies at the EU and Czech level, considering the different immigration histories of individual member states. As we have seen, the EU is perceived by selected CSOs as a major player in the field of financing but not when it comes to contributing to the adequate policies (ibid.). The questions of asylum, integration of refugees, undocumented migrants, and also social stratification, urban ghettoization, and challenges for secularism do not play an equally significant role in all EU member states. On the contrary, in the Czech Republic we saw that some state administration representatives as well as the CSOs considered some of these issues (including asylum and refugees) as not occupying a very important role in the Czech public space. I may add that here we arrive at the point where it is necessary to state that national minorities (i.e. the Roma) represent a bigger challenge in the CR than the asylum policy with very low recognition rates. Therefore the prospects of the common policy in matters of immigration and integration remain ambiguous. 

1 As opposed to ethnic or new minorities. For more on differences between national and ethnic (immigrant) minorities as well as other types of minorities, see Kymlicka 2001.


� It might be of some interest to note the linguistic difference between EU citizens and third-country nationals. I am writing Member States in capital letters in order to follow EU official spelling.


3 The full name of the Convention is: Convention Determining the State Responsible for Examining Application for Asylum Lodged in one of the Member States of the European Community.


4 The countries were: Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Greece, Spain, France, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, The Netherlands, Portugal, and Great Britain.  


5 Close relatives are considered children under 18 and parents of asylum applicants.


� Possibly in North Africa or in Albania – this was originally a British proposal and it sparked very intense debate over a range of issues such as: the retention of human rights standards, the influence on the mentioned countries, and corruption and essential abolishment of asylum as an institution. Nevertheless, this issue found its way into the Hague Program, where it was recommended to assess the potential benefits and detriments of such a policy.


7 Financial means for the fund were stated at 1.771 billion EUR. 


� Title IV of the Amsterdam Treaty encompasses free movement of persons; checks at external borders; asylum, immigration; protection for the rights of nationals of non-member countries; and judicial cooperation in criminal matters. (Amsterdam Treaty, available at: � HYPERLINK "http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/a11000.htm#a11003" ��http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/a11000.htm#a11003� (retrieved 9 December 2007)


� Available at: � HYPERLINK "http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/com/2005/com2005_0389en01.pdf" ��http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/com/2005/com2005_0389en01.pdf� (retrieved 9 December 2007)


� The most frequent countries of origin of asylum applicants (as of July 2007?) are: Ukraine 16%, Belarus 14%, Mongolia 11%, Nigeria 7%, Vietnam 7%, and other countries 46%. Source: Czech Statistical Office (CSO): � HYPERLINK "http://www.czso.cz/csu/cizinci.nsf/kapitola/ciz_rizeni_azyl" ��http://www.czso.cz/csu/cizinci.nsf/kapitola/ciz_rizeni_azyl� (retrieved 11 October 2007)





�However vague terms of values and norms might be. Nevertheless, some values and norms are present in every society but it is problematic to define them. That is why some authors, such as Bauböck (Bauböck, R., Rundell, J. (eds.) 1998. Blurred Boundaries: Migration, Ethnicity, Citizenship. Hants: Ashgate Publishing House), opt for the term “acculturation”, which is focused on acquiring the skills necessary for social orientation. 
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