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Chapter 1: Introduction

In recentyears, a relatively large increase has taken place in the amount of asylum-seekers that make
their way towards Europe. Dubbed the ‘Syrian refugee crisis’, though with significant numbers of
asylum-seekers from othercountries as well,* the arrival of large amounts of refugees sparked
renewed debates regarding asylum and immigration policy in most European states. The
Scandinavian statesinthe north were no exception.

Though the Scandinavian states are often described as relatively similarin terms of the organisation
of theirwelfare states (often called the ‘Scandinavian’ or ‘Nordic’ model),? theirresponses towards
the arrival of refugees withintheirborders have proven quite different. Focusing on Denmark and
Sweden, the latter seems a much more attractive destination country in terms of both the amount
asylum-seekersithasreceivedinthe pastyears andthe percentage of non-nationals who are
naturalised each year.® Meanwhile, controversial Danish policies like the seizing of refugees’
valuables seemto designate Denmark as amuch less welcoming country. Nevertheless Sweden, in
2016, alsotriedto reduce the amount of asylum-seekers arriving within its borders, by implementing
passport controls on the bridge across the Sound, citing the supposed role Denmark played as a
‘transit country’ towards Sweden.*In response, Denmark also implemented passport controls along
its German border.

Giventhe (perceived) differing responses towards the arrival of refugeesin Denmarkand Sweden, |
would argue that itis interestingtolook atthe earlier development of Danish and Swedish asylum
policy. Inthisthesis, | specifically want to look at the period between 1989 and 2001, when notable
divergences developed, totrace the reasons for why Denmarkimposed more restrictive asylum
policies during this time than Sweden.

The specificquestion that | wantto answerthrough this thesisisthe following: “When, how, and why
did the Danish asylum system become more restrictive than the Swedish one between 1989 and
2001?” In the analysis of these reasons, | place a particularemphasis on the different political
perceptions of both countries’ welfare states on the one hand, and their different political culture on
the other.

The use of the nation-state as a unit of analysisis sometimes (rightly) criticised, asit might point
towards a certain degree of ‘methodological nationalism’.> However, | am analysing two separate
political entities, each with their own legal system and political actors; and these state actors are the
onesthat shape national asylum systems. | would therefore argue that my use of the nation-state as
a unitis legitimised. Of course, | will also change my focus throughout this thesis when other units of
analysis are more relevant, such as municipal actorsin both countries.

1.1. Sub-questions

To help answer my main research question and to highlight some of the important aspects of the
development of Danish and Swedish asylum policy, | have formulated the following sub -questions:

! Eurostat, Countries of origin of non-EU asylum-seekers.

2 See, for example,

3 Eurostat, Asylum and first-time asylum applicants; Eurostat, Acquisition of citizenship and naturalisation rate.
4 As reported by the Swedish newspaper Dagens Nyheter, on January 42016, ina quote from Swedish
Migration Minister Morgan Johansson.

> Andreas Wimmer & Nina Glick-Schiller, ‘Methodological nationalismand beyond: nation-state building,
migration and the social sciences’.




‘What reasons were given for changes in the amount of refugees both countries accepted and the
duration of theirrefugee visas?’

In terms of differing degrees of openness towards refugees, the amount of refugees being allowed
intothe respective countriesisin myopinionagood starting pointfor an analysis. As |l will explainin
the following chapters, both Denmark and Sweden have at multiple points implemented measures to
limitthe amount of people seeking asylum within theirborders, though these policies had differing
degrees of permanence. However, the acceptance of refugees, from a political point of view, does
not stop at the numbers of refugees a country receives. Forexample, while acountry mighttakein
large numbers of refugees, these refugees might have alimited freedom of movementwithinthe
country, fewerrights than ‘natives’, orit might be difficult for them to find work. | have therefore
alsoformulatedthe following sub-question:

‘What reasons were given for changesin refugees’ access to social amenities and citizenship
opportunities?’

Since different political parties might have different views on refugee acceptance, and both Denmark
and Sweden, as democracies, are subject to changesin theirgovernments’ coalition parties, | also
wantto focus onthe influence these changesin political culture had on the shape of policy. |
therefore formulated the following sub-question:

‘What influence did changesin coalition and government parties have on the development of
national asylum policy?’

In my opinion, the (perceived) degree of popularity that anti-immigration parties (e.g. the Danish
People’s Party, orSweden’s New Democracy party) had amongst the national electorates also heavily
influenced the degreeto which governmentsimplemented more restrictiveimmigration policies,
regardless of whetherthose parties were in government or not. As | will explainin the following parts
of thisthesis, ‘mainstream’ parties might, forexample, seek to co-opt anti-immigration parties’
policies to gain more electoral success ortry to block attempts at implementing such policiesinan
attemptto keep them from gaining political legitimacy. The role of party representationin the media
istherebyalsoan importantfactorto consider.

Since anti-immigration partiesin Sweden have had less political success thanin Denmark, | also
formulated the following sub-question to gain more insightinto why certain parties failed, while
others succeeded, and what this meant forimmigration policy:

‘Why were anti-immigration parties in Denmark more successfulthanin Sweden?

1.2. Social and Scientific Relevance

From an international perspective, when talking about welfare states, Scandinaviais often portrayed
as a relatively homogeneous region. An influential work by sociologist Ggsta Esping-Andersen, for
example, groups togetherthe Scandinavian states within anideal type of a ‘Scandinavian universalist
welfare state’ that manages to incorporate citizens from all socio-economic segments of society.®
However, with this thesis, | wantto partially deconstruct this ‘Scandinavian model’. | thereby want to
show that while, interms of welfare state policy orimmigration policy, the same ideals (like solidarity
and equality) lie at the basis of theirrespective policies, the development and implementation of
these often occurred along different paths.” With this thesis, | also hope to contribute to the current

6 Ggsta Esping-Andersen, The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism, p. 32.
7 Grete Brochmann & Anniken Hagelund, ‘Comparison: A Model with Three Exceptions?’, p. 259.




public, political, and scientificdebates regarding the reception and integration of refugees, bothin
Scandinaviaand beyond. While the context of the ‘Syrian refugee crisis’ is certainly not the same as
thoseinthe period | am discussing, | wantto help putthe current refugee debatesinabroader
historical context by showing how Danish and Swedish political actors reacted to the previous largest
refugee influx during the breaking-up of Yugoslavia, orthe reasons forthe seemingly diverging paths
that both countries latertook with regard to their openness towards refugees.

With regard to scientificrelevance, | also want to contribute to various debatesin both the fields of
history and the social sciences. As my theoretical framework shows, | employ a heavy political focus
inthisthesis, and pay special attention tothe role of the welfare state in shaping political decision-
making. Through this, | hope to contribute to a range of debates regarding concepts like welfare
chauvinism, the development of anti-immigration parties, and the politics of inclusion, exclusion and
belonging.

Furthermore, while arelatively large body of work already exists on comparisons between Danish
and Swedish attitudes towards refugees and asylum-seekers, and abody of work exists comparing
theirrespective welfare states, relatively little has been written on the role of the welfare state
(discourses) in helping shape states’ asylum policies.® With this thesis, | want to help address this
topicby assessing the accessibility of the welfare state torefugees, and the reasons forchangesin
this accessibility overthe years. By doing a comparative study, | thereby wantto show how states
with similar welfare systems came to develop markedly different asylum policies.

1.3. Sources and Methodology

With regard to sources, | will primarily base my analysis on parliamentary documents, in the form of
debate minutes, bills and laws and reports of parliamentary committees.® Through thisfocus on the
political sphere, Iwant to find out both how the Danish and Swedish states see themselves, and how
they wantto be portrayed. Forexample, the laws they pass and the reports they produce frame the
position and rights of refugees within theirsocietiesin a certain way. The discursive orideological
background of differentruling parties also influences this framing.

As the amount of documents producedinthe period | study is quite large, | have firstly identified key
momentsin the development of Danish and Swedish asylum policy (e.g. watershed legislation that
was passed orturning-pointsinthe reactionto the numbers of asylum-seekers) through the use of
secondary sources and media sources, and snowball sampled my way through the relevant earlier
documentsthatare referencedinthose debates, legislations and reports.

However, thisfocus also has its drawbacks. While commission and committee reports, paired with
for example parliamentary debates, might givean idea of the stance of governmentand opposition
parties towards the arrival of Bosnian refugees, they do not always give aclearinsightinto the
decision-making process surroundingit. This drawback warranted the use of secondary sources to
give broaderexplanations regarding these processes. Furthermore, because the time -frame of my
thesisstartsin 1989, there were some issues regarding the accessibility of sources. While all Swedish

8 Though noteable exceptions exist, like Brochmann & Hagelund’s Immigration Policy and the Scandinavian
Welfare State, or Borevi’s ‘Diversity and Solidarity in Denmarkand Sweden’.

® While Danish commission reports, ‘betaenkninger’ (abbreviated as ‘bet.” In the Danish archives) arewritten by
either parliamentary commissions or expert commissions, Swedish ‘betankanden’ solely consistof
parliamentary commission reports. Swedish expert committee reports are designated with the abbreviation
‘SOU’, which stands for ‘Statens offentliga utredningar’ (The state’s public investigations). As the abbreviation is
used in both official documents and the Swedish archives, | havealso chosento describethese reports as
‘SOU’s.




parliamentary minutes are available online, practicallynone of the Danish ones are (at the time of
writing). Furthermore, some archives of, forexample, newspapers have restrictions regarding the
(amount of) articles that can be viewed from outside theirrespective countries. | solved this by
visiting the national library in Copenhagen, but the sheeramount of (inaccessible) newspapers
limited certain areas of analysis.

As | mentioned earlier, civil society and the mediacan also have a large impact on the political
decision-making process. While | presume that a sufficiently large or controversial enough public
debate shows upinthe explanations regarding policy-decisions in the committee reports, these still
afford a relatively narrow insightinto the broadersocietal contexts. Where possible, | therefore
looked at newspapers, or other media coverage, of important political decisions to provide this
context, though the analysis of primary sources from the Danish and Swedish parliamentsis still the
primary focus of this thesis.

1.4. Structure of the Thesis

Having explained my research questions and the sources and methodology | draw upon to answer
them, | will explain the theoretical basis of my research inthe next chapter. Inthe subsequent
chapters, | will analyse the Danish and Swedish asylum policy through three mainthematicfoci:
border policy (chapterthree), integration policy (chapterfour), and the varying successes of anti-
immigration parties (chapterfive). Inthe final chapter, | will conclude my thesis by summarising my
main arguments, and by answering my research questions. As willbecome apparentinthe following
chapters, my main argument will be that differences in welfare and integration philosophy and the
comparatively greater success of Danish anti-immigration parties led to a greater strictnessin Danish
asylum policy.

While there is some chronological overlap betweenthe themes described above, | employ this
division to show thatasylum policy affects (and is affected by) multiple areas of governance and
policy-making. In that sense, | partially follow Didier Fassin’s model of ‘borders and boundaries’ to
show that asylum policy does notend at the national (physical) borders. 1° | willelaboratefurtheron
this dichotomyin my theoretical framework. Through this thematicdivision, | also wantto make a
clearer comparison between the Danish and Swedish asylum ‘restrictiveness’. By comparing different
components of their policy, | wantto give aclearer overview of the differences and similarities
between the states’ policy-developments, and the reasons behind this difference.

10 pidier Fassin, ‘Policing Borders, Producing Boundaries. The Governmentality of Immigrationin Dark Times’.




Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework

When talking about Scandinavian welfare states, itis easy to spot similarities between their welfare
regimes. The sociologist Esping-Andersen, forexample, describes the ideal type of the Scandinavian
welfare regimes as a universalist model, with broad social services and afocus on public
employment.!! The focus on (full) employment and the prevention of welfare-dependency is often
called the ‘workline’ within the Scandinavian welfare regime.!?

Giventhe longhistoricdevelopments that shaped the national welfare states, and the influence
those welfare states have had ontheirrespectivesocieties, it could be argued that the ideas at the
foundation of the welfare states have slowly becomea part of the respective nations’ national
identity.!®* However, whilethe general organisation of the welfare states in Scandinavia is similar, one
could argue that the notions of the role of the welfare state within the respective societies differs.

Generally speaking, in relation to one another, the Swedish welfare state could be viewed as the
more ‘multiculturally-focused’ of the two,* while the Danish one appears to be focused more on
cultural homogeneity, whereby an ‘outsider’ first needs to become properly ‘Danish’ before being
able to reapits full benefits.'® Interms of immigrantintegration, differentideas regarding solidarity
and equality thatlie at the basis of the welfare states are also reflected in the states’ immigration
policies. As Karen Borevi argues, the Swedish ‘philosophy of integration’ seems to stemfrom a notion
that the welfare state promotes social cohesion and integration (through participationinthe labour
market), thereby creating national solidarity; while the Danish one seems to stem from a notion that
the welfare state is created by social cohesion and solidarity. ¢ Therefore, while cultural sameness
and integration are seen as vital for the existence of the Danish welfare state, the Swedish system
placesless emphasis on cultural integration, as participationin the welfare state and labour market
will promote integration anyway.'’

It would, however, be inaccurate to view the Danish and Swedish welfare states as unchanging
throughoutthe period of interestin my thesis.8 Like many European countries, Denmark and
Sweden have been subjected to neoliberal economic pressures, and their effects on notions of
solidarity and social resilience, which lie at the basis of the welfare states, should not be
overlooked.'® Hall and Lamont, forexample, argue that neoliberal ideas might lead to the
privatisation of publicservices and anincreasing focus on the economic mobility of the individual.
Thisincludesanincreasing focus of the welfare state to promote ‘self-reliance’ onanindividual

11 Ggsta Esping-Andersen, Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism.

12 Borevi, ‘Sweden: The Flagship of Multiculturalism’, p. 30.

13 steffen Jdhncke, ‘Integrating Denmark: The Welfare State as a National(ist) Accomplishment’, p.39.

14 Marita Eastmond, ‘Egalitarian Ambitions, Constructions of Difference: The Paradoxes of Refugee Integration
inSweden’, p.292.

15 See, for example, Karen Borevi, ‘Diversity and Solidarity in Denmark and Sweden’, p.379; Karen Fog Olwig,
“Integration’: Migrants and Refugees between Scandinavian Welfare Societies and Family Relations’, p. 183.

16 Borevi, ‘Diversity and Solidarity in Denmark and Sweden’, p. 367.

7 1bid. p. 379.

18 Jens Rydgren, Frdn Skattemissnéje till Etnisk Nationalism: Hégerpopulism och parlementarisk

hégerextremism i Sverige, p. 43.

19 As to why neoliberalisminfluenced Scandinavian societies, a proper examination would warranta thesis of
its own. Though multiplereasons can befound inthe literature. Authors likeJens Rydgren attribute this to
broad political developments likethe ‘fall of communism’ or the influence of the growing policy pressures from
Britain (under Thatcher) and the US (under Reagan). 1° See Jens Rydgren, ‘Sweden: The Scandinavian Exception’,
p. 137-138.




level.2° However, the presence of social institutions like strong unions and the idea of the welfare
state in a state’s national imagination might prevent the (perceived) social resilience of asociety
from decliningtoo much underneoliberal pressures.?!

While anincreasing focus onindividualism might appeartowarrantan increasing focus on restrictive
migration policies, so as to maximise the economicchances of the ‘native’ population, neoliberal
pressures might, undercertain circumstances, actually promote a degree of multiculturalism.?2 From
an economicpointof view, migrants can be seen as economicactors that seek to maximise their
economicpotential eitherat ‘home’ orabroad, while cultural markers like food or fashion can be
monetised as well.?® Increasing focus on neoliberal policies also meant that under free movement
and labour policies, minorities would gain increasing rights to participation in the welfare state.
Multiculturalism and neoliberalisation would therefore becomeincreasingly associated with one
another. However, while minorities were increasingly included in national welfare schemes, states
didlittle toaddressissues likethe social marginalisation of certain minority groups, in effect enacting
a form of ‘inclusiveness without solidarity’.2> Kymlicka argues that protest against either
neoliberalism orimmigration therefore often takes a diametrically opposed form of ‘solidarity
withoutinclusiveness’,?® which can be described as a form of welfare chauvinism: arhetoricthat is
not anti-welfare, but seeks to bar ‘outsiders’ from reaping the benefits of the welfare state.?” Despite
the economicprinciples of neoliberal theory, however, the perceived ‘cultural threat’ thatincreasing
immigration underaneoliberal policy might bringis sometimes seen as agreaterdangerto society
than mere ‘economicpressure’ on the welfare state.?®

When speaking about the ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’ of asociety, | would argue that it is useful to
incorporate the concept of ‘imagined community’ in my thesis. Through this concept, Benedict
Anderson arguesthatideas regarding citizenship are based on an (imagined) notion of shared
identity, values, andideas.?® Earlier, | already gave the example that welfare states, due to their
perceived history of national solidarity, often play arole in the formation of national identities.3° This
then raisesthe question whether ‘outsiders’, who might not be seen as part of a shared history, have
equal access to social amenities on a par with ‘native’ citizens.

While refugees and asylum-seekers might therefore cross physical borders to reach their countries of
refuge, they still might encountersocial boundaries that limit their freedom of (socio-economic)
movement and participation within theirhost societies, based on theirperceived outsider-status.3!
This ‘borders’ versus ‘boundaries’ dichotomy is also similarto the ‘external’ and ‘internal’ spherethat
authors such as Brochmann and Hagelund describe, as both make a distinction between the physical
borders of a country and the policy regarding immigrants within those borders, but see both ‘spheres’

20 peter A. Hall & Michéle Lamont, ‘Introduction’, p. 6.

21 |bid., p. 17.

22 \Will Kymlicka, ‘Neoliberal Multiculturalism?’, p. 108-109.

23 |bid. p. 109.

24 Kymlicka, ‘Solidarity in Diverse Societies: beyond neoliberal multiculturalismand welfarechauvinism’, p. 6-7.
25 |bid. p. 7.

26 |bid. p. 7-8.

27 Jgrgen Goul Andersen & Tor Bjgrklund, ‘Structural Changes and New Cleavages:the Progress Parties in
Denmark and Norway’, p. 214; Kymlicka ‘Solidarity in DiverseSocieties: beyond neoliberal mul ticulturalismand
welfare chauvinism’, p. 8.

28 Kymlicka, ‘Solidarity in Diverse Societies: beyond neoliberal multiculturalismand welfarechauvinism’, p.11.
29 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities.

30 Karen Fog Olwig & Karsten Paerregaard, ‘Introduction: “Strangers” in the Nation’, p. 15.

31 Fassin, ‘Policing Borders, Producing Boundaries. The Governmentality of Immigrationin Dark Times’, p. 214 -
215.



as part of the same migration policy spectrum. This dichotomy is reflected in the structure of this
thesis, whereby border policy and (social) integration policy have separate chapters dedicated to
them. However, as the linkages between the chapters and the overlapin policy will show, itis
difficultto make a strict demarcation between the two concepts.

As the above example already partially demonstrated, the analysis and reproduction of national
identity often tends to focus on ethnicidentity, and might therefore be difficult to properly
operationalise. 32 In the following chapters (especially chapterfour) | will therefore predominantly
focus on the notions of national identity that are present within Danish and Swedish integration
policy, whereby a certain knowledge of the national culture is often required of immigrants, and is
therefore ‘quantified’ within those requirements.

With regard to imagined communities, itisthenalsointeresting tolook at the degree of ‘sameness’
migrants need to achieve before they (ifever) are regarded as afull part of their community. Olwig
and Paerregaard, forexample, give achronological overview of the different meanings and
connotations the conceptof ‘integration’ has had in Danish politics, ranging from a purely economic
meaning towards anincreasing focus on the perceived irreconcilable cultural differences between
‘Danes’ and ‘non-Danes’.?3 In practice, however, concepts like ‘integration’ are often used
interchangeably with concepts like ‘assimilation’ in both publicand political debates. The tensions
between notions of ‘universalism’ and ‘alikeness’ or ‘equality’, in terms of rights to the welfare state,
are often central conceptsinthe study of the Scandinavian welfare states.3*

When discussingimagined communities and integration, itis also useful to look at the requirements
one needstofulfilin orderto gain citizenship, and the rights and duties linked to that citizenship, asa
form of “politics of belonging’. As Nira Yuval-Davis argues, citizenship is not just a way through which
‘imagined communities’ can be demarcated (in ‘citizens’ and ‘non-citizens’). Instead, itis also a way
to study larger ‘politics of belonging’ and identify the degree to which certain groupsin society are
seenas ‘belonging’ to a certain nation-state, whilealso focusing on ways through which policy can
create feelings of belonging to a state, within those groups.3* The right towork in, and migrate to, a
country are thereby seen as examples of the interplay between notions of ‘belonging’ and the
granting of certain rights.3® Forexample, peoplethat are seen astoo ‘different’, and therefore as not
belongingto acertainimagined community, can be forbidden oractively discouraged to migrate to
and workin a certain country.

As concepts like ‘imagined community’ and ‘belonging’ already show, | would argue thatit is
importantto look at the ‘discursive’ context of both bordering processes and the creationof
boundaries whereby political and social framings, such as discourses regarding the differences
between social groups, play animportantrole.3” The implementation of restrictive policy and
discourse could thereby also be seenas aform of ‘spectacle’, meantto appease certain (political)
groups withinagivensociety.®® It can also be argued that the framing of certain refugee groups, by
for example categorisingthemin ‘desirable’ or ‘undesirable’ categories or highlighting their
‘humanitarian’ need, becomes anincreasingly important aspect forthe granting of asylumvisas, and

32 Borevi, ‘Sweden: The Flagship of Multiculturalism’, p. 26.

33 Olwig & Paerregaard, ‘Introduction: “Strangers” in the Nation’, p. 12-14.

34 Jdhncke, ‘Integrating Denmark: The Welfare State as a National(ist) Accomplishment’, p. 40.

35 Nira Yuval-Davis, ‘Belonging and the Politics of Belonging’.

36 |bid. p. 208.

37 James Wesley Scott, ‘European Politics of Borders, Border Symbolismand Cross-Border Cooperation’, p. 88.
38 Fassin, ‘Policing Borders, Producing Boundaries. The Governmentality of Immigrationin Dark Times’, p. 220.




possible citizenship, to groups of asylum-seekers that try to gain access to European countries.3®
Furthermore, this humanitarian framing can often be used to legitimise a range of (opposing) policy
measures.*° Discursive bordering practices during the 1990s should also be seen inthe context of an
increasinginternationalisation of border policy that, forexample, resultedin ‘Fortress Europe’. When
discussing national border policy, itis therefore also useful tolook at the concept of ‘policingata
distance’, whereby control over national borders is increasingly externalised to other European
states.*! For example, the establishment of immigration offices in the Balkans during the crisisin
Yugoslavia meantthat, in practice, the border crossing forrefugeesinthe region took place inthe
Balkans, and not at the physical Scandinavian borders.

When discussing national policy and the influence of ideas regarding nationalidentity and imagined
community, | also argue that it isimportant to look at the role that the concept of ‘political culture’
playsinshaping governments’ decisions regarding access to the welfare state. Inthis thesislemploy
Pietde Rooy’s model of political culture, whereby he looks at the general shape of the political
system (e.g. the presence and contents of its constitution) and the organisation of its parliament (e.g.
the presence of political parties), and the interplay between civil societyand the political system.*? As
| alsomentionedinthe ‘sub-questions’ section, differentlayersin politics and general society might
influence the political decision-making process. Plenty of examples of how the philosophies and
preferences of different political parties influenced Danish and Swedish policy, or how a society’s or
political system’s ‘permissiveness’ or ‘restrictiveness’ influences the degree of influence of non-
mainstream parties, can be foundinthe literature.*?

With regard to the growing popularity of anti-immigration parties (and sentiments), most theories
fallinside a ‘supply-side’ versus ‘demand-side’ spectrum that seeks to explain why certain parties
become successful, while others do not. ‘Supply-side’ theories focus more heavily onthe political
sphere, which parties present themselves to the electorate, the spread of, and differences between
anti-immigration policies, and so on. ‘Demand-side’ theories focus more on societal issues that
generate anti-immigration electoral success.** However, as the ‘spectrum’ aspectimplies, astronger
focus on eitherside does not automatically exclude the otherfrom these theories. One of the more
dominant supply-side theoriesis the concept of ‘political opportunitystructures’, whereby an
emphasis lies on the dominant political culture thatinfluences the degree of ‘extremity’ with which a
party is branded, and for example the degree to which ‘mainstream’ parties are willing to cooperate
with anti-immigration parties and their policies.*> With regard to my own research, | lean towards a
supply-side analysis, because | focus predominantly on the Danish and Swedish political spheres.
Nevertheless, my research could also fall under what Rensmann and Miller call ‘mixed’ models, as |
alsoincorporate discursive andideological practices that, while originatingin my analysis from the

39 Fassin, ‘Policing Borders, Producing Boundaries. The Governmentality of Immigrationin Dark Times’, p. 220-
221.

40 Fassin, Humanitarian Reason: A Moral History of the Present, p. 14.

41 Didier Bigot & Elspeth Guild, ‘Policingata Distance: Schengen Visa Policies’.

42 piet de Rooy, A Tiny Spot on the Earth: The Political Culture of the Netherlands in the Nineteenth and
Twentieth Century, p. 12-14.

43 Regarding the influence of political parties, see Peter Hervik, ‘The Emergence of Neo-Nationalism in Denmark,
1991-2001’,p. 97; regarding permissiveness and restrictiveness, see David Art, Inside the Radical Right: The
Development of Anti-Immigration Parties in Western Europe, p.44-45.

44 Lars Rensmann & Jennifer Miller, ‘Xenophobia & Anti-Immigrant Politics’.

45 Roger Eatwell, ‘Charisma and the Revival of the European Right’, p. 102.
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political sphere (and, toa lesserdegree, the media), theseinfluence both political and social or
electoral processes.*®

With regard to the success or failure (e.g. interms of political influence or electoral success) of anti-
immigration parties, | would also argue thatit isimportant to look at the influence that the media
might have on politics. Political parties might, onthe one hand, use the mediafor ‘framing’ purposes,
or to introduce certain topics into publicdebates.*” On the other hand, controversial topics,and
‘underdog parties’ might also be used by mediaoutletsin orderto attract a largeraudience.*®

David Art also argues that a party’s activistsand members are animportantfactor in determining the
eventual success or failure of parties, as they help build the party duringits early stages and, among
otherthings, are a pool from which parties can draw their parliamentary candidates.*®

As | already mentioned in the introduction, the reactions of ‘mainstream’ parties to the policy of
more populist, anti-immigration parties, influences the legitimacy of those parties. Authors like
Mazzolenithereby also argue that the mainstream media, in criticising populist parties, might
actually help populist parties win votes by allowing them to frame themselves as a legitimate threat
to the parties that make up the ‘Establishment’.>® The charisma (though a difficult to operationalise
concept) of important figures within the party thereby mightalso heavily influencethe degree of
success parties have inthe media.>! This ‘charismathesis’ is, however, disputed by David Art, who
arguesthat leaders might be seen as charismaticprecisely because they are successful, and that
perceptions of charismastem from the degree of success a party (leader) has, instead of charisma
causingsuccess.”? Personally, | would argue that both ‘theses’ have acertain degree of validity to
them.

Nevertheless, when discussing government policy, itis often usefulto keep in mind thata ‘gap’ can
exist between the rhetoricof political actors, or policy-measures that are being drafted, and the
actual implementation of policy ‘onthe ground’. The gap between the goals and results of
immigration policy might therefore widen, promptingincreased hostilitytowards immigrants with
the electorate.>3

2.1. Hypotheses

With regard to the ‘when’ part of my research question on the turn towards restrictivenessin
Denmark, my main hypothesisisthat Danish and Swedish asylum policy did notsignificantly differ
until afterthe resolution of the ‘Bosnian refugeecrisis’, around 1995. Based on my preliminary
research, | presumed that, while differences did exist between the Danish and Swedish responseto
the crisis, the general policy line (shown by, forexample, deliberations between the governments)
was similar. Inthe lateryears, these differences would at least become much more apparent. My
presumptionthereby isthatthe Danish asylum policy became significantly more restrictive than the
Swedish one during the second half of the 1990s.

46 Rensmann & Miller, Xenophobia & Anti-Immigrant Politics’.

47 Eatwell, ‘Charisma and the Revival of the European Right’, p. 114.

48 Hervik, ‘The Emergence of Neo-Nationalismin Denmark, 1991-2001’, p.100; Gianpietro Mazzoleni, ‘Populism
andthe Media’, p. 54.

43 Art, Inside the Radical Right: The Development of Anti-Immigration Parties in Western Europe, p.22.

50 Mazzoleni, ‘Populismand the Media’, p. 57.

51 Eatwell, ‘Charisma and the Revival of the European Right’, p. 103.

52 Art, Inside the Radical Right: The Development of Anti-Immigration Parties in Western Europe, p.57.

53 James F. Hollifield, Philip L. Martin & Pia M. Orrenius, ‘The Dilemmas of Immigration Control’, p. 3-4.
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When debatingthe ‘how’ part of my research question, | firstly argue thatitisimportantto
deconstruct the conceptof ‘asylum policy’ intoitsinternal and external components. In the chapter
division of this thesis, thisis done through afocus on border policy (chapter 3) and integration policy
(chapter4). | presume that theories like Kymlicka’s model of solidarity and inclusiveness, or Borevi’s
‘philosophies of integration’ are relatively generalising immigration and asylum policy.>* Onthe one
hand, these kinds of theories are usually based on policy developments overthe course of multiple
decades or based on cases that that are quite dissimilarto the Danish and Swedish casesthat| am
studying. Onthe otherhand, my hypothesisis that these theories should be more nuanced with
regard to this ‘borders’ and ‘boundaries’ dichotomy that | described earlier. When discussingthe
openness or permissiveness of asylum policy | presume thatitis possible that countries become
more restrictive in the area of border policy, while maintaining arelative permissiveness in terms of
integration policy. My hypothesis forthe ‘how’ part of my research questionis that, though the
border policies of both countries remained relatively similar, both states diverged in terms of their
integration policies. Using Borevi's concept of a 'society-centred' welfare state, | presume that the
Danishintegration policy focused much more heavily than the Swedish one on cultural integration
and 'sameness'as a prerequisiteto access institutions like the welfare state orlabour market.

One of the main hypotheses forthe reasons behind eventual differences in policy between the two
countriesisthat Danish anti-immigration parties gained more electoral success, and therefore
political influence, than their Swedish counterparts. The degree of attention in the mediathat anti-
immigration parties receive also strongly influence both the parties’ electoral success and their
political influence. While the Danish People’s Party would for example only ‘enter’ governmentin
2001, by supportinga centre-right minority government, my hypothesisis that their growing
electoral popularity in the second half of the 1990s prompted the coalition parties to take amore
restrictive stance onimmigration.

| do not presume, however, that anti-immigration parties are the only reason for differencesin the
restrictiveness of Danish and Swedish asylum policy. Forexample, the Swedish policy also become
more restrictive afterthe Bosnian Crisis, even though no popularanti-immigration party was present
at the time. I therefore presume that ‘societal’ issues, like the cost of hosting refugees, perceived
disconnects fromthe labour market, and increasing costs of the national welfare states, also played
an importantrole inthe decision-making process regarding the shape of asylum policy. While supply-
side arguments, in the form of the presence of anti-immigration parties, are important, turns
towards asylum-restrictiveness can therefore not be completely explained without an examination of
demand-side arguments as well.

With regard to the factors influencing the degree of success of anti-immigration parties, | firstly
presume that, followingthe line of argumentationin David Art’s book, the organisation of these
parties playsa majorrole.>® In-fighting orunclear policy lines might forexample influence the degree
of trust that the electorate hasinthem. Furthermore, as my theoretical framework shows, | presume
that political culture also plays alarge role in determining which parties are seen as possible partners
in coalition governments, and seen as viable parties by the electorate. Forexample, a party that
breaks political taboos, eventhough they are electorally successful, might be seen as too extreme to
cooperate with the other parties. Lastly, Kymlicka’s notion of increasing welfare chauvinismas a
result of changing economicconditions provides the last factorin my hypothesis on the growing

54 Borevi, ‘Diversity and Solidarity in Denmark and Sweden’, p. 367; Kymlicka, ‘Solidarityin Diverse Societies:
beyond neoliberal multiculturalismand welfare chauvinism’, p.7-8.
35 Art, Inside the Radical Right: The Development of Anti-Immigration Parties in Western Europe.




popularity of anti-immigration parties, and highlights the two main pillars of my overall analysis:
economicorwelfare rhetoricand political culture.>®

56 Kymlicka ‘Solidarity in Diverse Societies: beyond neoliberal multiculturalismand welfarechauvinism’, p. 8.
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Chapter 3: Border policy

The refugee crisis thatemerged as a result of the wars in Yugoslavia was not the firsttime that
Denmarkand Sweden debated takingin refugees. Over the course of the Cold War, various groups of
displaced and persecuted people had made their way towards Europe. Sweden, especially, had taken
up arole as a neutral country that protectedinternational human rights. Around the end of the Cold
War, however, refugees would becomeincreasingly politicised in both countries.

In this chapter, | will describe and explain the choicesthat both states made with regard to their
border policy in especially the first half of the 1990s. | will thereby start with an overview of both
countries’ refugeesituations at the end of the Cold War and an explanation of the reasons behind a
proposed Swedish turn towards asylum-restrictiveness. | will then explain the states’ different
choicesregardingthe implementation of temporary asylum measures duringthe Bosnian refugee
crisis. | will subsequently discuss the role that various framings in the media had on policy -
development. Lastly, | will focus on the increasinginternationalisation of border policy in a European
context during this period.

3.1. Pre-1989 Border Policy

The end of 1989 would see adramatic shiftin the political situationin Europe. The fall of the Berlin
Wall and the opening up of the Iron Curtain, as well as the increasing number of Eastern-European
states that distanced themselves from the Eastern Blocand the Soviet Union, would gradually mean
the end for the political division of Europe alongthe lines of Cold War politics.

The significance of these first cracks in the Eastern Bloc did not go by unnoticed in Northern Europe
either. The end of the Iron Curtain brought prospects of peace, trade, and even a possible expansion
eastwards of the European Union.>” In Denmark, only a populist minority in the opposition focused
on possible migrationissues, such as increasing numbers of asylum-seekers.>®

The Swedish government, while optimisticabout the opening up of the Eastern Bloc, alsoviewed it
through a more pragmaticlens. In December 1989, Maj-Lis L66w, the Social Democratic Minister for
Migration, addressed the Swedish parliament regarding the implementation of amore restrictive
asylum system. She explained that, because of (expected) increasing demands forasylum in Sweden,
it would become difficultto grant every asylum seeker a ‘worthy reception’. The government’s
solution would therefore be to limitthe granting of refugee visas to those asylum-seekers that
fulfilled the requirements for refugeehood enshrined in the UN’s refugee conventions, orthose in
particularly urgent need for protection.>®

To understand both governments’ relative differencesin attitude, itis necessary to take a brief look
at the Scandinavian asylum situationinthe decade before. Looking atthe adjusted numbersinthe
illustration onthe next page, it becomes clearthat the number of applicationsin both states steadily
increased during the 1980s. Denmark especially showed a marked growth, which has several causes:
the country, for example, adopted a much more generous Aliens Actin 1983, but the ongoing war
between Iranand Iraqg also contributed to a spike in the amount of asylum applications.®°

However, while Denmark and Sweden tookin relatively comparable numbers throughout the second
half of the decade, this changed quite abruptly in 1989. The amount of Danish applications halved,

57 Folketingstidende 1989-90, FF 10932.

58 1bid. 11004-11005.

59 Prot. 1989/90; 46: 78-79.

60 Jpnsson & Petersen, ‘Denmark: A National WelfareState Meets the World’, p. 115.




while the amount of Swedish applications rose by about 50 percent. A majorfactor at play was the
growinginstability of the Eastern Bloc, with large increasesin the amount of applications from
countries like Bulgariaand Yugoslavia.®! Given the large increasein asylum applications in Sweden
between 1988 and 1989, compared to the significantdecrease in Denmark, itis therefore
understandablethatthe government regarded the opening up of the Eastern Bloc with mixed
feelings.

| would argue that itis alsoimportanttolook at the role that Sweden, as a neutral country, played
concerning refugee-acceptance duringthe Cold War. In the post-World Warll era, Sweden
maintained an outward profile based on international solidarity. Part of the reason for this image
was Sweden’s relatively open labourimmigration and asylum schemes, through which they tookina
relatively large number of political refugees undereither schemeoverthe years.®? Asthe number of
asylum applications started toincrease in 1989, it was this same generous and efficientasylum
system, as well asthe positive reception of refugeesinlocal municipalities, that was regarded by the
governmentas causing asylum-seekers to choose Sweden over other European countries tolodge
theirapplication.®

3.2. The Swedish Lucia Decision

The prospect of a continued trend of increasingamounts of asylum-seekers travelling to Sweden due
to the instability in the Eastern Bloc (L66w, the Minister for Migration, forexample specifically
mentioned the arrival of about 5000 Bulgarian Turks as a new, large asylum-seeking group)®*
eventually pushed the Swedish government toimplementa more restrictive asylum policy. In 1989,
the Swedish asylum system differentiated four separate categories under which asylum-seekers
couldreceive apermanentresidence permit: convention refugees (who fulfilled the UN Refugee
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Convention’s requirements); people who had an otherwise especially urgent need for protection; as
well as conscientious objectors; and ‘de facto’ refugees (withoutimmediate need for protection).5®
Afterthe announcement of the government’s policy change on 13 December 1989, which later
would be called the ‘Lucia Decision’, only two categories forasylum would be recognised: Convention
refugees and those in particular need of protection.®®

Though the measure was contested by the opposition, who saw itastoo harsh inrelationtothe
degree of ‘crisis’ the country was going through, the government argued that it was an unfortunate
necessity.®’ The Migration Minister framed the issue as a problem of space, and humanitarianism,
stating that there were too few houses available to provide asylum-seekers with a ‘worthy
reception’.®®Itis herebyimportantto note the relative lack of ‘cultural’ arguments and arguments
relatingtothe ‘cost’ of immigration within the framing of the issue at this point.

While the minister presented the issueas a problem of space, andinadequate means to properly
house refugees, | would argue thatit isalsoimportantto link this measure to the earlier described
notionthat Sweden’s reputation of generosity was a problematic ‘pull-factor’. The move torestrict
the openness of the border could therefore, in my opinion, be seen as a ‘discursive bordering
practice’ whereby border-restrictiveness was framed as a solution to both the ‘problem of space’ and
the problematic generous image of the country.®®

With help fromthe Moderate Party in the opposition, the intention toimplementamore restrictive
refugee policy found a majority in parliament. A commission of inquiry was subsequently appointed
to explore possible opportunities forreform. The government wanted to pass the necessary reforms
with a certain degree of urgency, as the prospective of increasingimmigration flows, and the possible
costs those would bear, had not changed in the meantime.”®

The majority of theirreport was in line with the government's wishes to reduce the amount of
asylum-categories. One of the more interesting parts, however, concerned the question of
introducing a broad temporary asylum scheme, which could replace parts of the existingasylum
system. The standard asylum procedure usuallyled to permanent residence visas for the asylum-
seekersthatwere accepted. The general opinion of the committee was that temporary protection
visas should not be introduced forall cases. Eventemporary stay in Sweden could cause refugees to
form ‘significantties’ to the country, and severing them could be considered inhumane according to
the commission. Nevertheless, the commission also stated that sudden mass-migration movements
were still possible and that a temporary protection clause should remainin the Aliens Actas a
possible tool to handle such an event.” This caveat would become important during the Bosnian
Crisis, when just such a mass-movement of asylum-seekers happened.

Afterthe quite heated debatesin 1989, itis to a certain degree ironicthat the measuressetoutin
the ‘Lucia Decision’ were notimplemented for quite afew years. The Swedish election of 1991 would
prove to be somewhat of a turning pointin Swedish political history. While the Swedish government

65 Abiri, ‘The Changing Praxis of Generosity: Swedish Refugee Policyduringthe1990s’, p. 13; Prot. 1989/90: 46,
p.79.

66 The 13th of December marks the celebration of ‘Luciadagen’ (Saint Lucy’s Day) in both Sweden and Denmark.
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had a sufficient majority in parliament to pass the bill, the actual vote on it was delayed by the 1991
general elections.”? However, these elections would see a relative political upheaval with the
appearance of the anti-immigration New Democracy (Ny Demokrati) party. Runningon an anti-
immigration and anti-established parties campaign, the party shook Swedish political culture. While
the Lucia Decision entailed immigration restrictions, all political parties held ageneral consensus that
Sweden, in essence, should remain a pro-refugee country.”® While a more detailed analysis of the
circumstances of theirfounding will be left for chapterfive, itisimportantto mention that New
Democracy was expected to gain about 12 percent of the vote. As New Democracy was breaking
political taboos with its anti-immigration rhetoric, the established parties sought to preventit from
gaining political legitimacy by trying to de-politicise migration during the 1991 election campaigns.”
Thisincluded discussions aboutimmigration restrictions.

Afterthe Social Democrats lost the elections, the new centre-right coalition took acomparatively
pro-refugeestance. Though the Moderate Party headed the coalition, their coalition partners had
taken a pro-refugee stance during the election campaigns, enticing the coalition to follow suit.”
Furthermore, the new government expected the number of asylum-applications to decline inthe
nearfuture, which removed the ‘problem of space’ argument thatlegitimised the initial turn towards
restrictiveness.”® However, since New Democracy also advocated similar measures as were put forth
inthe by then withdrawn ‘Lucia’ bill, itis also plausible that the new government parties took a more
pro-asylum stance to distance themselves further from the populist party.””

This ‘distancing motivation’ seems validated by the fact that Sweden implemented the planned
border-restrictions after the Social Democrats won the 1994 elections. Atthe same time, New
Democracy lost all of theirseatsin parliament. As Abiri notes, the Social Democrats and Moderates
therefore encountered fewer objections to asylum-restrictiveness (like lending legitimacy to New
Democracy) than was the case during the attempted de-politicisation of migration during the 1991
election campaigns.’® | will return in greater detail to the influence that anti-immigration populist
parties, like New Democracy, had on mainstream parties in chapterfive.

3.3. Temporary Asylum

On the eve of the Bosnian War, the official stance of the Swedish government th erefore was more or
less a reiteration of the earlier, relatively generous asylum policy. Meanwhile, in Denmark too, an
albeitsomewhatlessintense publicand political debate took place regardingimmigrants and
refugeesin Danish society. Afterthe increasein asylum applicationsinthe 1980s, a broad debate
took place in the summerof 1990 about the exact living conditions of immigrants and refugeesin
Denmark, and the costs that the Danish immigrant policy bore.”® The Danish sociologist Lise Togeby
soughttoillustrate the growing publicdebate regardingimmigration and asylum by looking at the
amount of articles published aboutimmigration in the national Danish newspapers. She showed that
overthe course of the 1980s, a steady increase in coverage of immigration-issues took place in the
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Danish papers, though the peak would only take place in 1993, at the height of the Bosnian Crisis.2°
Though laterauthors argue that Togeby’s quantitative approach failed to capture the nuances of the
Danish public’s positive or negative perceptions of refugees and immigrants, | stil | agree with her
argumentthat the degree of media-coverage of a certain topicshows that thereisan audience, ora
market, fora sustained focus on a point of publicdebate.?!

Despite the publicand politicaldebates aboutimmigrationin both countries, and remarks about
possible risesin Yugoslav refugee numbers, neither Denmark nor Sweden had foreseen the violence
into which Yugoslaviawould disintegrate, and the scale of the refugee crisis it would cause.

In the graph below, | have plotted the amount of asylum applications that both countries received
duringthe crisisin Yugoslavia. Itis hereby important to note that the Danish statistics agency only
started differentiating between Yugoslav and Bosnian applications in 1992, while the Swedish one
didsoin1993. Thisis also one of the causesforthe sharp drop in Yugoslav applicationsforboth
countries. It is nonetheless still important to differentiate between Bosnian and Yugoslav applications,
as both groups were framed differently with regard to aspects like their need for protection. As | will
discusslateronin this chapter, a different policy was therefore made forboth groups.

Given the unexpectedly large numbers of asylum applications, both the Danish and Swedish
migration authorities quickly reported that their systems were being overwhelmed. Even before the
bulk of the asylum-seekers arrived, Venstre (the Danish Liberal Party) who were the largest
government party at that point, entered the political debate with a statementthat ‘Denmark only
has a limited amount of resources’ for the reception and processing of refugees, and that that limit
was beingreached.®? However, the question of temporary asylum, in relation to the migrants’ rights
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and protection-practicalities, was still seen as too difficult to answer.?3

The refugee crisis started at a particularly bad time for Sweden, asit was in the middle of an
economiccrisis.?* Furthermore, as the graph shows, the amount of asylum applications they received
was significantly higher per capitathan that of Denmark. Like in Denmark, the debates regarding the
reception of refugees relatively quickly turned to the question of the cost this would bear. As|
mentioned earlier, the possibility of alarge-scale movement of refugees towards Sweden was
somethingthatthe governmentalready deemed possible in 1991.%° While the subsequently
appointed committee tasked with tackling the Yugoslav refugee problem advocated streamlining the
application-processing procedures to cut costs, temporary asylum measures were still out of the
question.8¢

While Denmark and Sweden were struggling to come up with ways to effectively handlethe
increasing amounts of asylum-seekers that were seeking protectionin Northern Europe, other
(Western-) European countries werefacing many of the same challenges. InJuly 1992, the UN High
Commissionerfor Refugees therefore convened an emergency meeting. Recognising that the flow of
people out of the FormerYugoslavia was reaching “dramatic proportions”, and that the situation was
both rapidly drainingthe resources of receiving states while aresolution to the conflict was notyetin
sight, the goal of the meeting was to formulate an effectiveresponse ataninternational level .8’ The
response thatthe participants to the meetingendorsed focused, among otherthings, heavily on
burden-sharing mechanisms, and the need forinternational solidarity as the basis of any
comprehensive approach. One of the measures particularly advocated by the UNHCR as a way to
lightenthe burdenthe refugee crisis placed on the resources of the receiving states. was the
implementation of temporary protection measures fora (thenyet) indeterminateamount of time;;
the same measures that both Denmark and Sweden until then had decided to notyetimplement.®®

The UNHCR’s advice came as a surprise to Scandinavian politicians. Though both Denmark and
Sweden had debated the measures, the only large-scaleimplementation of temporary asylum, until
then, had beenin Africaand Asia, where war-refugees were housed in camps until they could return
home. As it was therefore associated with the ‘third world’, the advice toimplement temporary
asylumin Western Europe came relatively unexpectedly.®

Itisinterestingtosee the difference between the Danish and Swedish responsestothe proposal for
temporary protection measures. The centre-right governmentin Denmark was quite eagerto
implementthe measures, introducing a bill regarding temporary asylum for peoplefleeing the
FormerYugoslaviain October1992. Under the new law, asylum-seekers deemed in particular need of
protection could receive temporary asylum in Denmark for six months ata time, forup to a limit of
two years. During this stay, theirasylum applications would not be further processed, which meant
they could not receive an official refugee status until two years had passed and if the crisisin
Yugoslavia was not then over.%®
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In Sweden, onthe other hand, the governmentstill decided againstimplementing temporary asylum
for Bosnian asylum-seekers at this point. As mentioned earlier, the measure was deemed inhumane
for people whofled crisis situations without a clear prospect of rapid improvement, and could
therefore establish significant ties to Sweden. In fact, while Sweden did apply certain temporary
asylum measuresin 1993, the Bosnian case was given as just such an example of aprotracted crisisin
which temporary asylumdid notapply.®! Inthat sense, the Swedish stance was framed through a
notion of ‘humanitarianism’. While restrictingimmigration could lessen the burden on the national
asylum system, the emotional wellbeing of the asylum-seekers was also taken into account. | would
alsoargue thatthe generous asylum system for Bosnians could be seen as an extension of the
generousimmigrationrulesthatlent Sweden its reputation of humanitarianism throughout the Cold
War.

Interestingly enough, the implementation of temporary protectionin Denmark was also legitimised
through a humanitarianlens. The government’s reasoning was, under reported advicefromthe UN,
that permanentasylumwouldinfactfacilitate ethniccleansingin Bosnia by motivating peopleto
leave theircountry and not return inthe future.®? Furthermore, they argued that money spent
towards establishing protection inthe region would be much more (cost-)effective than takingin
long-term refugees.?® Though the centre-right government was also adamant that Denmark had a
duty to protectasylum-seekers, the crisisin Yugoslaviashould not be turnedintoa permanent
refugee situation in Denmark.%

On the otherhand, when a Danish Social-Democraticgovernment decided to start processing the
Bosnian asylum-applications afterthe two-yeartermwas up in 1994, they also framedtheirdecision
through humanitarian arguments. Similarly to the Swedish arguments to notimplement temporary
protection, the government argued thatindefinite temporary asylum would be both undesirableand
inhumane.® Interestingly enough, the centre-right opposition responded by echoing the arguments
that temporary asylum was actually the more humanitarian choice, asit prevented the situationin
Yugoslaviafrom becominga permanent refugee situation and the aid was best spentinthe region
anyway.%

This use of humanitarian argumentsto argue for both sides of the ‘temporary asylum de bate’ isin
line with Didier Fassin’s notion of ‘humanitarian government’. Through that concept, he argues that
appealstoemotional sentiments are increasingly used by governments to legitimise theiractions,
but that those can also be applied toa whole range of (contrasting) policy measures.®’ In this case,
both border restrictions and openness are framed through a measure of humanitarianismand
morality.

3.4. MedialInfluences

Although Bosnian asylum-seekers were seen as too vulnerable a population to warrant temporary
asylum, the Swedish government did implementimmigration restrictionsin 1992, inthe form of visa-
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requirements for Yugoslav citizens. The situation in Serbia-Montenegro was simply not deemed
dangerous enough towarranta blanket visa-waver, as opposed to the Bosnian case.®

The degree towhich asylum-seekers were actuallyin need of protection was, as described earlier, a
majorinfluence on the debatesregarding the implementation of temporary protectionin both
Denmarkand Sweden. Thesekinds of debates regarding the ‘realness’ of refugees werenotnewin
either country, and had existed in both the publicand political spheres since atleast since the fall of
the Iron Curtain.®® The political debates about protection forasylum-seekers should therefore not be
seen as separated fromthe public(media) debates regarding refugees.

John Aggergaard Larsen, for example, describes how a debate took place inthe Danish media
regardingthe ‘realness’ of refugees. This debate was sparked by images of we ll-dressed and well-fed
refugeesin Danish asylum-seeker centres, as well as by stereotypes regarding the ‘criminality’ of
certain groups of refugees. °° Bosnians were generally perceived as ‘real’ refugees, however,
because of the media coverage of the atrocities that were being committed inthe country and the
associations those evoked with Danish suffering during the Second World War. %! These associations

with Danes also helped downplay the fact that many of the refugees were Bosniaks, Bosnian Muslims.

Their (imagined)similarities with an episode of Danish history also helped frame theirreligion asa
minor part of theiridentity, and theirreligiousness as ‘just like Danes are nominally Christians’.1%% In
that sense, the relativeabsence of ‘culturaltension’ arguments could also be seenin the light of
these perceived similarities.

A similar debate about ‘refugee-realness’ took place in Sweden, but the debate there focused on
whetherthe situation for Kosovars was pressing enough to warrantvisa-free travel.1°* The
aforementioned implementation of visa-requirements shows that that was not the case.

The influence of the media on national decision-making processes also extended to the possibility of
provoking national political debates. When the two-yearterm for the freezing of Bosnian asylum
casesin Denmark was up in 1994, several mayors (from across the political spectrum) expressed their
concernsin national newspapers regarding the possibility of the arrival of such a large number of
refugees within society. The themes they raised focused on relatively pragmaticissues, likethe
possibility of housing shortages, welfare costs and job prospects.°* However, despite the relative
lack of argumentsrelatingto ethnictensionsinthe nationalborder policy debates, these local
politicians also often cited fears of increasing tensions and the possible ‘ghettoisation’ of Danish
cities.'®

The influence of local politics on national policy-making extended outside the ‘media-arena’ in
Sweden, as the municipalities there had much greaterautonomyin, forexample, decidingto allow
refugeesto be resettled within their community.1°¢ While the Danish mayors mostly caused a public
debate through theirmedia-appearances, the possible outright refusal of Swedish municipal

%8 Prot. 1991/92: 4.

99 Jensen, De fremmede i Dansk Avisdebat: fra 1870’erne til 1990’erne, p. 479.

100 John Aggergaard Larsen, ‘Holdninger til de fremmede - forstillingen om bosniskekrigsflygtningei den danske
offentlighed’, p. 15-16.

101 |bid, p. 17; Jensen, De fremmede i Dansk Avisdebat: fra 1870’erne til 1990’erne, p. 485-486.

102 | grsen, ‘Holdninger til de fremmede - forstillingen om bosniskekrigsflygtningei den danske offentlighed’, p.
16-17.

103 Abiri, ‘The Changing Praxis of Generosity: Swedish Refugee Policyduringthe1990s’,p. 20.

104 Jensen, De fremmede i Dansk Avisdebat: fra 1870’erne til 1990’erne, p. 484.

105 |bid. p. 484, 488.

106 Borevi, ‘Sweden: The Flagship of Multiculturalism’, p. 52.

21



politicians totake in refugees allowed them a much greaterinfluence on national policy-making.1%”
This was regardless of theirappearance in the media, although the publicarguments that they gave
were quite similarto the Danish ones, in that they forexample focused more heavily on economic
matters. It also became clearthat many municipalities instead chose to focus on the positive
economiceffectsthatrefugees could have, such as filling unoccupied housing.°®

Itisinterestingto note the differencein framingsthat were beingused forthe ‘local’ and ‘national’
levels of the asylum-debate. As | showed earlier, notions like ‘humanitarianism’ and ‘protection
needs’ appeared prevalentin the debates ata national level, while more pragmaticarguments were
dominantata local level, although this was also influenced by the ‘asylum stage’ that both levels
dealtwith. When the decision fortemporary asylum was made in Denmark, there was areasonable
chance that asylum-seekers would not ‘enter society proper’ as they might be sent back withintwo
years. Issues of job security and welfare costs were therefore notyetreally athand. Whenthe end -
term of the border-restrictiveness neared, it was also municipal politicians who would sooner see the
effectsthat refugees could have ontheirlocal resources. As | will show in the next chapter,
arguments regarding the economicand cultural issues arising from immigration also become more
prevalentonthe national level when it became clearthata large number of asylum-seekers would
stay in Denmark, and the issue of integration policy was discussed.

Itisdifficultto say to whatdegree the criticism of local politicians influenced the policy-making
process at a national level. However, the debatesin newspapers and other national media were
occasionally usedin parliament to, among other things, legitimise criticism by and of the opposition
parties and as a reason fordemanding lengthy debates about a certainissue.® The concerns of local
politicians weretherefore atleastvisible ata national level.

3.5. Internationalisation and Burden-Sharing

The ‘temporary protection advice’ that the UNHCR gave in 1992 would be the start of an increasing
internationalisation of the refugee question. For example, when Sweden implemented visa-
requirements forYugoslavs, this decision was made after deliberation with the other Nordic
countries, and Denmark implemented similar requirements for persons from Serbia, Montenegro
and Macedoniaaround the same time.1°

As the crisisin Yugoslavia progressed, international burden-sharingwould also increasingly be used
to legitimise restrictive national asylum policies. Afterthe amount of asylum-applicationsin Sweden
increased dramatically overthe course of 1992 and early 1993, the Swedish government feltitself
forced to extend visa-requirements to Bosnian asylum-seekers as well. When the decision was
announced, about 65,000 asylum-seekers were still waiting on a decision regarding their asylum-
application, and another 90,000 were waiting fortheirassigned housing.!'! In terms of resources and
capacity, the Swedish asylum system seemed to be reachingits limits. The restrictive policy of other
European countries, and therefore their negligence in terms of burden-sharing, was cited as making
it impossible for Sweden to maintain agenerous border policy.!'2 Denmark followed suit two days
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later, arguing that the Swedish policy would cause even further pressures on the Danish asylum
systemifithad not done so.!3

Besides blaming other countries for not fulfilling their burden-sharing duties, the earlier mentioned
humanitarian arguments were also used to legitimise both countries’ turn towards restrictiveness.
The UNHCR'’s and the Danish argument that generous refugee policies contributed to the ethnic
cleansingeffortsin Yugoslavia were now also echoed by Sweden,'* although they still argued against
the implementation of temporary asylum for Bosnians, because of the reasons cited earlier. **
Furthermore, the governmentalso granted all Bosnian asylum-seekers presentin the country before
the restrictions were enforced a blanket permanent residence permit.'*® In Denmark, the restrictive
turn was also framed through a humanitarian protection lens, with the argument that visa-
requirements would allow the government to ‘invite’ those persons who were mostin need of
protection.'?’

The remarks by both Sweden and Denmark regarding the implementation of visa-requirements
shouldin myopinionalsobe seenasa signthat both countries wanted tofocus more heavily on
international burden-sharing. Intheir press release on those measuresin Sweden, the Swedish
Ministerfor Migration summarised it by remarking that ‘Sweden could not solve the world’s
problems onitsown’.*'8 Similar remarks were made in the Danish parliament, where the govermment
stated that it was due to the fact that other countries did not follow the UNHCR’s advice for
temporary asylum that the asylum systems like the Swedish one were in ‘total collapse’.1*®

The implementation of visa-requirements in both countries was paired with greaterinvestmentsin
refugee camps and immigration offices in safe third countries within the general Balkan area. The
idea was that Danish and Swedish immigration officials could then select those people mostin need
and grant them a visa.'?° In that sense, the earlier ‘protection’ arguments were fulfilled. However, as
Abiri notes, this emphasis on ‘protection needs’ was also inspired by the Danish and Swedish insights
that asylum-seekers often travelled through several other safe countries before arrivingin
Scandinavia.'?! The Danish-Swedish agreement to implement visa-restrictions was therefore also
presented by both governments as a sign to these third countries (and the rest of Europe) of a desire
to implementacommon European approach to refugee issues.?? Despite this justification, the move
was also criticised by organisations likethe UNHCR and Amnesty Internationalas an unnecessary
hardeningof the border. 123

The move towards remote immigration offices within the Balkan regions could also be viewed as a
form of ‘remote policing’ of potentialrefugees. Institutions like consulates and embassies were
thereby usedto keep out ‘unwanted’ asylum-seekers by refusingthem avisa.'?* When the Bosnian
refugee crisis started, the processing of asylum cases was seen as one of the most costly components
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of the Danish and Swedish asylum systems.12° By setting up remote immigration offices, apart from
the humanitarian arguments above, both states thereforealso gained the ability to keep out those
whose asylum-applications would be rejected either way, and would therefore place an ‘unnecessary’
burdenonthe state’sresources.

Hopesfor (regional)burden-sharing were also echoed on a broader European Union context (which
Swedenwouldjoinin 1995). In 1994, Germany (which hadin absolute numberstakenin more
refugees duringthis period than Sweden and Denmark combined)*?® forexample used its EU-
Presidency tointroduce a Draft Council Resolution on Burden-Sharing, which would distribute
asylum-seekers amongthe member states, which both Denmark and Sweden supported.*?” However,
opposition from countries like the UKand France would preventit from gaining majority support,
although the French Presidency of 1995 would eventually see a watered-down version of the policy
implemented.!?®

The reasons for an increasing focus on burden-sharing, as posited here, in my opinion fit
Thielemann’s modelin which cost-benefit and norm-based motivations play arole.!?° As mentioned
earlier, the internationalisation of the response towards refugees from Yugoslavia allowed states to
cut costs intheirasylum systems by pre-emptively keeping out ‘improper’ refugees. Onthe other
hand, the objections that both Sweden and Denmark showed towards restrictive border practices, or
rejection of certain policy advice abroad could also be seen as a way to enforce a certain norm of
burden-sharing on the rest of Europe. The undertone of their objections thereby was that they were
unjustly disadvantaged by the amount of refugees that supposedly made theirway to Scandinavia
because of otherstates’ policies.

3.6. Conclusion

Comparingthe restrictiveness of the Danish and Swedish border policy inthe early 1990s, there are
more similarities than differencesto be found. Under pressure from the continuing ref ugee crisisin
Yugoslavia, forexample, both countries externalised theirimmigration procedures through the
establishment of immigration offices within the Balkan region. On the one hand, this was motivated
by the sheerscale of the crisis and the amount of refugees that subsequently made their way
towards Scandinavia, nearly overwhelming both countries' asylum systems. On the other hand, this
move towards restrictiveness also appeared to be a question of resources, in terms of states’
capacity to take in asylum-seekers. As mentioned earlierin this chapter, thisincluded the rising cost
of the processingand reception of asylum-seekers, but also related to issues such as ‘questions of
space’ and the logistics of housing refugees. The implementation of ‘remote policing’ practices could
also be viewed through this economiclens.3° However, while economics played alarge role inthe
choicesregarding border-restrictiveness, these issues were also often framed through notions of
‘humanitarianism’, though, as Fassin’s concept of ‘humanitarian government’ or ‘humanitarian
reason’ shows, 3! these kinds of arguments can be used to frame and legitimise arange of
(conflicting) policy-measures.
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Throughoutthe crisis, the importance of looking atthe influence of international politics on national -
policy-making also became increasingly clear. Advice from international organisations like the UNHCR
was forexample reflectedinthe policy and discourse of both the Danish and Swedish parliaments.
Notions of international burden-sharing lay at the basis of many of the restrictive measures that
were putin place, often after certain degrees of international deliberation. Using Thielemann’s
model of motivations forinternational burden-sharing, the ‘norm-based’ notion that no state should
carry an undue burden, orthe ‘cost-benefits’ of remote policing, were reflected in the move towards
burden-sharing during this period.!3?

As showed through the example of municipal objections to the arrival of refugees, itis alsoimportant
to considerthe influence of local politics on national policy-making. | will show in the next chapter
that this became especially relevant when discussing changes to integration policies. Astemporary
asylum meantthatit was plausiblethat many asylum-seekers would never enter ‘society proper’, the
impact on local communities was not yet of the same political magnitudeas it would become during
the integration debates, whenitbecame clearthat many people did stay. While my thesis focuses
predominantly on national policy-making, the influence of all other spheres of politics, both local and
international, and the publicsphere and the media, are also important to take into account.

The implementation of temporary asylum was also the main difference between the Danish and the
Swedishresponsesto the Bosnian refugee crisis. While Sweden refused toimplement temporary
asylum for Bosnians, Denmark was relatively quick in doing so. Asl argued earlierin this chapter, the
notions of both economics and humanitarianism seemed to play a large role in explaining this
difference. Sweden argued forabstaining from temporary asylum because it was deemed inhumane
to leave peopleinindefinite uncertainty, which was also a reason for the Danish Social Democrats to
start processing Bosnian asylum cases again. Furthermore, the country already had a history of
humanitarianisminrelation to openimmigration schemes. Onthe otherhand, the implementation
of temporary asylumin Denmark was also legitimised through humanitarian arguments, as it was for
example arguedthatthisfreed up resources that could be spent (much more effectively) withinthe
region, to help the mostvulnerable.

Whendiscussingthe difference in border policy of the two countries, itis alsoimportanttolook at
the relative influence of anti-immigration parties on national policy-making. New Democracyin
Sweden was, forexample, alarge reason forthe government’s pro-refugee stance. However, the
Progress Party, Denmark’s anti-immigration party, seemed to have littleinfluence during this period,
by comparison. In chapterfive, | will gointo greater detail about why anti-immigration had varying
degrees of success andinfluencein both countries.
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Chapter 4: Integration Policy

When Yugoslaviadisintegrated, and large amounts of asylum-seekers made their way towards
Scandinavia, the openness of the borderand the reception-capacity of the asylum systems was
increasingly debated. In Denmark especially, which implemented temporary asylum measures, the
guestion of integration seemed less contested. With large numbers of asylum-seekers expected to
return home aftera short while, theirreception and temporary accommodation seemed more
pressing.

For both Denmark and Sweden, the events of the early 1990s would gradually change their political
discourse onrefugees, and the ideas regarding theirneed forintegration. In this chapter, | will
describe and explain the different choices both countries made with regards to theirintegration
policy throughoutthe 1990s. | will thereby firstlyexplain the impactthatthe economiccrisisinthe
early 1990s hadon the (perceived) need to connectimmigrants to the national labour markets.
Afterwards, | will explainthe reasons forthe different degrees of emphasis on cultural integration
withinthe Danish and Swedish integration policies, specifically why Denmark took a much stronger
cultural integrationist turn than Sweden.

4.1. Labour Market Integration

| explainedinthe previous chapterthatthe asylum debatesin the early 1990s were partially framed
as questions of limited resources. | would argue thatitis therefore firstlyimportantto look at the
influence that the economicrecession of the early 1990s had when discussingintegration policy,
especially since itgrew into afull-blown economiccrisisin Sweden.'3? The differentimpacts that this
trend had on the national economies of both countries becomes clear through theirunemployment
rates throughout the 1990s. While the Danish unemployment rate rose significantly between 1990
and 1993, the Swedish one showed an especially marked growth.
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lll. 3 Unemployed percentage of the workforce in Denmark and Sweden, 1989-2001.
Sources: Statistics Denmark, Statistics Sweden.
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The economicrecession heavily influenced the integration debates of both countries. Though
economicsinfluences almostall aspects of asylum policy, integration policy at this time was
especially linked to economicissues. While the general unemployment rates of both countries were
high, reports showed that there was a significant difference between the labour market participation
of refugees and ‘native’ Danes or Swedes.'3* Partially due to this ‘disconnect’ with the labour market,
and therefore agreaterreliance on welfare benefits, refugees and immigrants were seen as bringing
greater costs to theirnational welfare states.3®

In both countries, the political reactiontothese reports was toimplement policy aimed at
connectingimmigrants and refugees to the labour market, or at least lessening the economicimpact
of unemployment. In Sweden, this meant that asylum-seekers had to start ‘meaningful’ activities
fromthe momenttheylivedinanasylum-seeker centre. Whilethe government acknowledged that it
was difficultforthemto find ‘real’ work, these asylum-seekers were atleast expected to start
learning the Swedish language orvocational skills, or to help maintain and clean theirtemporary
accommodation.'*® These measures were presented as an obligation forasylum-seekers, and
included possiblerepercussions forthe allowances that they received, should they not participate in
those activities.!®” Borevi argues thatthe measures were also asign towards the Swedish electorate
that asylum-seekers, like everyone in Sweden, had to contribute to society instead of just ‘creaming
off’ social benefits.’*® Inthat sense, it also shows how integration policy, like the border policy
describedinthe previous chapter, canalso have a ‘discursive’ element orcreates a ‘spectacle’
through which the government sends signals to relevant social groups.*3°

In Denmark too, participationin the labour market was framed as an obligation towards the welfare
state.'*° However, in comparison with Sweden, asylum-seekers, refugees and immigrants were not
necessarily seenasa groupin need of a specificpolicy. Instead, the government’s reforms were
aimed at everyindividual receiving welfare benefits who could, in theory, find gainful employment.?4!
The measuresin Denmark were quite comparable to the Swedish ones, asthe emphasislay on job
trainingand educationin orderto overcome people’s disconnect to the labour market. If these
measures were unsuccessful, the welfare benefits would be cut after a setamount of years.*?

This emphasis on ‘activation’ and active participation in the workforce as an obligation towards the
state falls within the general notion of a ‘workline’ within the welfare state, whereby the primary
focus lies on guiding peopletowards work instead of merely providing welfare benefits.1*3 The
workline could be seen as anintegral part of the Scandinavian universalisticwelfare states, as the
model presupposes that everyone contributes toitaccordingto theircapacity.** However, the
balance between an emphasis on the rights (to welfare benefits) and the duties (to contribute) of the
welfare state, tends to fluctuate overtime. Forexample, Halvorsen and Jensen argue that the
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requirements toreceive welfare benefitstend to be more lenientin periods of low unemployment,
and vice versa. Itis therefore debateable to what degree the turn towards ‘activation’ in the early
1990s constituted a dramaticchange by comparisonto earlier welfare (integration) policies.#®

The above policy focused heavily onthe individual agency of migrants, but other policies were
introduced around the same time to addressissues within the broadereconomicstructure. In both
Denmarkand Sweden, these policies focused onissues like combatting ethnicdiscriminationin the
labour market, or addressing genderissuesthat might cause ‘barriers’ forwomen wantingto enter
the workforce.4¢

While the policy in the middle of the 1990s emphasised individualagency, the general discourse
regardingimmigrants and refugees in both countries often singled them out as particularly
problematicgroupsinterms of their connection to the labour market. This was especially deemed to
be the case in Sweden, where the government followed an explicit multicultural immigration
policy.'*” Policy was thereby made for whole groups of immigrants. From a policy perspective,
however, the problem was that ‘immigrants’ were not ahomogeneous group, but that the category
had people from completely different backgrounds collected within it.}*® The emphasis within the
Swedish policy of 1997 therefore shifted from a collective ‘immigrant’ group towards the individual
needs and ‘shortcomings’ of persons, regardless of their country of origin. As Hall and Lamont argue,
this turn towardsindividual economicself-reliability could also be seen as an example of increasing
neoliberal influences on welfare state policy.'*° In theory, this individualist turn meant that (aftera
briefintroduction period) no real distinction was made between ‘Swedes’ and refugees within the
integration policy.’*® Nevertheless, in practice, government officials and policy-makers still often
formulated policy forimmigrant ‘categories’ instead of individual persons.°?

| mentioned earlierthat this turn towards individualism was already presentinthe Danish labour
policy of the early 1990s. The official policy was one whereby immigrants, in theory, had access to
social amenities and the labour market ‘on the same footing’ as the general Danish population. 2
However, the integration policy of 1998 would focus more heavily on the (perceived) shortcomings
of immigrants as a particular group. Whereas the earlier policy grouped together both Danes and
refugeesinterms of theirlack of, forexample, labour marketintegration, the white paperforthe
1998 Integration Act focused exclusively on refugees and immigrants.*>3 In contrast to Sweden, the
Danish policy thereby took a marked turn towards cultural integration, as | will explaininthe next
part of this chapter. It isimportantto note that the ‘re-categorisation’ ofimmigrants as aspecific
group did not mean that the Danish policy contained less of anindividualisticapproach than the
Swedish one, asitalso heavily focused on, forexample, the individual ‘shortcomings’ of refugees that
preventthem from actively participatingin the labour market.
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As with earlier policy, the Danish Integration Act of 1998 included a heavy focus on ‘activation’in
relation to labour marketissues. Similartothe policy of the early 1990s, an emphasis was placed on
the ‘obligation’ thatrefugees had interms of participationin the labour market, orin education that
could prepare them forgainful employment. Failure to do so had implications fortheir ‘rights’ within
the welfare state, in the form of cuts to theirintroduction benefits.?>* Inthat sense, | would argue
that the labourfocus of the Integration Act was a continuation of the earlier ‘workline’, thatis seen
as an integral part of the Scandinavian universalisticwelfare model.?>®

It can be argued thatthe universalisticfoundations of the Scandinavian welfare model heavily
influenced the policy-decision whether or not to focus on immigrants as a separate group within
society. Referencestothe ‘Swedish’ welfare model were made by Swedish political parties when
arguingfor the necessity of an individual welfarefocus.**® Similarly, in Denmark debates had been
goingon aboutthe implementation of acomprehensiveintegration policy since the early 1970s.
However, governments usually hesitated toformulate policy specifically targetingimmigrantsas a
separate group within society, as this would not fit within the Danish universalist welfare model.*>’

The increasing focus onindividualagency and obligations, instead of policy focused on collective
categories, within the Danish and Swedish integration policies can also be seen within abroader
context of increasing neoliberal influences on national welfare states. Kymlicka, forexample, argues
that neoliberal integration and education policy often focuses on creating economically successful
individuals.!>® Eastmond thereby addresses the seemingly paradoxical idea behind neoliberal
integration policy that, in orderto promote individual responsibility and self-sufficiently, states
increasingly intervenein the lives of immigrants through integration policies.*>®

Increasing neoliberalistinfluences can also partially explain the changing opinions of refugees that |
am describinginthis chapter. Forexample, Kymlicka argues that people might become more welfare
chauvinist when economies and labour markets change due to globalisation. % Though the welfare
stateitselfis notcriticized, its openness towards ‘outsiders’ could be if immigrants are seenasa
particular drain on the welfare state. The solidarity that lies at the basis of the welfare state then
becomes what Kymlicka calls ‘solidarity without inclusivity’, whereby groups within society, but
outside the imagined community, are excluded from the welfare state. %! Under this discourse,
refugees could also be framed as an ‘economic threat’ to an already changing (increasingly neoliberal)
labour market.’®2 The earlierdiscursive elements to both countries’ activation policies, like signalling
that refugees were not (necessarily) ‘creaming off welfare’, couldin my opinion also be seen as
measures againstthis notion of refugees as an economic ‘threat’ to the welfare state.
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4.2. Cultural Integration

One of the primary objectives of the Danish and Swedish integration policies overthe course of the
1990s was connectingimmigrants, and other ‘problematic’ groups within society, to the labour
market. As| mentioned earlier, high unemployment rates and increasing costs to the welfare state
were some of the mainreasons for changes within integration policy. However, the perceived
importance of labour marketintegration stretched beyond purely economic motivations. In both
countries, participationinthe labour market was also seen asa way to promote social integration
within broadersociety. The ideawasthat havinga job prevented refugees from fallinginto social
isolation or marginalisation, besides the psychological and economic costs that unemployment could
bearfor both the refugee and the welfare state.'®3 The (perceived) disconnect between immigrants
and the labour market therefore also contained a marked socio-cultural dimension, as
unemployment was seen as an obstruction tointegration.

In the previous part, | showed that there were some differences between the Danish and Swedish
labour marketintegration policies, forexample in relation to theiremphasis onindividual needs or
generalised ‘refugee’ categories. Nonetheless, in general, there were many similarities to be found,
like the increasing (neoliberal) focus onindividual obligations and rights. The economicimpact of
unemployed immigrants and the economiccrisis thereby prompted both countries to change their
integration policies. Besides labour marketintegration, however, the Danish policy of 1998 was also
different fromthe Swedish one because it placed amuch heavierfocus on ‘cultural’ integration.

Before the 1998 Integration Act, the Danish integration policy was a de facto multicultural one. Equal
opportunities were promoted, forexample interms of economic opportunities, butan emphasis was
also placed on the possibilities forimmigrants to maintain theirown cultural backgrounds. 164

Under the Integration Act, thisemphasis on refugees’ own cultural background was still present, but
it nowalsoincluded anemphasis onthe duty that refugees had to take part in mandatory integration
programmes.!®® These programmes, besides the earlier mentioned labour market focus, also placed a
heavy emphasis onissueslike ‘knowledge of various aspects of Danish society’. 1%® The fact that
integration and contribution to society was now perceived as a duty for the refugee was emphasised
inthe Integration Act, which stated that refugees could lose theirintroduction benefits if they either
refused to participate inthe introduction programmeorturned down a job offer without good
reason.®’

To a certain degree, the emphasis on ‘cultural skills’ falls within the earlier described broader
Scandinavian focus onthe ‘workline’ within the welfare state. In Sweden as well, forexample, a
certain degree of knowledge regarding the national language and ‘culture’ was often seen as
necessary toimprove arefugee’s chance of employment. %8 The Danish focus, however, was more
controversial, due to the linkages between integration and introduction benefits. The introdu ction
benefitwasintroduced in the Integration Actand entailed thatimmigrants and refugees within the
integration programmes received social welfare on asubstantially lower levelthan Danish nationals.
Implicitly, this pointed towards a categorisation of immigrants as ‘second-class citizens’.1%°
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Furthermore, this distinction between refugees and ‘natives’ was possibly in breach of the UN
Refugee Convention.’® The introduction benefits were therefore abolished again afterafew months.

The benefits were not necessarily a Danish innovation. Sweden implemented asimilar policy in 1993,
though that was framed as an ‘introduction allowance’. The Swedish ideawas quite similar, inthat it
entailed possible welfare cuts for refugees who did not participate inintroduction programmesto a
satisfactory degree.’ However, as mentioned in the previous chapter, the Swedish municipalities
had relatively extensive autonomy in deciding whetherornotto implementimmigration policy. Due
to unclearguidelines and few ways for the national government to enforce local policy, most
municipalities chose nottoimplementthe allowances.'”?

Though the introduction benefits wereonly presenttemporarily, linclude them in this chapter
because they are part of a move towards an increasing differentiation between Danes and refugees
inthe Danish welfare state. By comparison, | started this chapter with adescription of the labour
policy of the early 1990s, where no such distinction was present. Furthermore, the controversial
policy wasimplemented by a Social Democraticgovernment that, during the Bosnian Crisis, was
much more permissiveinterms of integration. The Social Democrats, forexample, advocated forthe
integration of Bosnians within Denmark, instead of sendingthem back after the crisisin Yugoslavia
had run itscourse.!”3

One of the reasons forthis turn towards restrictiveness was the increasing media attention on
integration and welfare issues duringthe second half of the 1990s. In 1997, the tabloid Ekstra Bladet
ran a large campaign against (supposed) welfare misuse by immigrants. One of the main arguments
of the newspaper wasthatthe allowances for refugees were too high, and promoted both
immigration towards Denmark and continued unemployment forimmigrants who had al ready
arrived.?”* The campaign caused quite a stir within the Danish publicdebate, and was later used by
the governmentto legitimisethe reduced welfare payments of the introduction benefits. 17>

At the same time, the emergence of the anti-immigration Danish People’s Party also caused quite a
stirwithin the political sphere. Though only founded in 1995 (after separating fromthe anti-
immigration Progress Party), the party quickly gained popularity. The Danish People’s Party joined
the centre-right Liberal Party in criticising the government’s asylum policy, which led toadecline in
the Social-Democrats’ popularity.l’¢ As aresult, some authors argue that the Social-Democratic
governmentturned towards a more restrictive (integration) policy, in the hope of curbingthe right-
wing parties’ growing popularity.'’”” However, | will leave a more detailed explanation of the impact
of anti-immigration parties on national political cultures forthe next chapter.

Returningtothe ‘rights and obligations’ dichotomy that | referenced earlier, the initial
implementation of introduction benefits in Denmark signalled that refugees had a greater obligation
underthe Danish asylum systemto adhere to the requirements of the introduction programmes —
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comparedto Sweden, atleast, especially given the practical non-enforcement of the Swedish
introduction allowances. | would thereby argue that the Danish government also used the
(controversial) restrictiveness of the integration policy as a ‘discursive policy’, to respond towards
criticism regarding the permissiveness of the previous asylum policy.’® The focus on ‘cultural
knowledge’ should therebyalso be seen within the broader, publicimmigration debate. Lise Togeby,
for example, shows that problems arising from ‘cultural differences’ between immigrants and ‘native’
Danes receivedincreasing media coverage in the second half of the 1990s.17°

In Sweden, by comparison, the socio-cultural cleavage was much less politicised at the time.'8° As a
matter of fact, while the dichotomy between ‘immigrant groups’ and ‘natives’ seemed increasingly
politicised in Denmark, the Swedish integration policy sought to turn away from the ‘immigrant’
category altogether.’® While authors like Steffen J6hncke argue that the Danish rhetoricof ‘putting
refugees on an equal footing with Danes’ in practice meant that refugees had to ‘turn Danish’; %2 the
Swedish government took a stance that the notion of ‘normal Swedishness’ should be altered to
include both ‘native Swedes’ and the now (intheory) outdated category of ‘immigrants’.’®3

4.3. State Interventionin Private Lives

It could be argued that a certain degree of national solidarity is a prerequisiteforthe Scandinavian
universalist welfare model.'® In practice, this model presupposes a degree of conformity to certain
national values among the citizens of the welfare state, like solidarity, which can be guaranteed
through certain state interventionsin the private lives of citizens. 8> The integration packages of both
Swedenand Denmarkinthe 1990s also contained these types of interventions, in the form of
dispersal policies and changes to family unification laws.

The Danish Integration Act of 1998 included provisions for dispersing newly-arrived refugees
throughout almost all municipalities across the country. '8 The previous policy allocated social
housing withinthe Danish urban centrestorefugees. Onthe otherhand, the new policy was
specifically aimed at both fosteringintegration by placing refugeesin ‘mainstream’ Danish society
within both cities and villages, and preventing the formation of ‘ethnicghettoes’ within the cities. !’
Larsen notesthat a lot of the rural municipalities had fewer possibilities foremployment than the
urban centres. However, refugees were not allowed to move away fromtheirassigned housingfora
setamount of time. Therefore, she argues, the government simultaneously kept reinforcing a
‘workline’ discourse, while also limiting the employment chances of refugees. 188

With regard to the presence of anti-immigration sentiment within society, it could be argued thatan
unfamiliarity with certainimmigrant groups creates (unfounded) fears such as the ‘cultural threats’ |
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discussed earlier. Whileitis difficult to estimate the impact of the Danish dispersal policy on public
sentiments regarding immigrant groups, the presence of refugees within anincreasing number of
municipalities could be expected toimpact publicopinions. However, itappears as if there was little
correlation between the two, as the presence of anti-immigration sentiment within society did not
significantly change afterthe implementation of the policy.8°

The situationin Sweden was somewhat different, as refugees had much greaterfreedomto arrange
theirown accommodation. During the ‘activation’ reforms of the early 1990s, the government
decidedtoalsoimplementasystem where refugees had the choice (if they were able to) to find their
own accommodation outside of the refugee centres or state-provided housing.*°° From an ‘activation’
point of view, the possibility to find their own housing reduced the possibility of refugees becoming
‘passive’ inthe refugee centres.’® The so-called ‘own accommodation’ (eget boende, or ebo) policy
also had implications for (later) integration policy. As mentioned earlier, the local municipalities had
extensive autonomyin determining which types of allowances refugees had access to, butalsoto a
certaindegree what the content of local integration programmes was. If refugees were therefore
free tofind theirown housing, they could also make choices regarding the extensiveness of, for
example, language courses and labour marketintegration schemes.!*2In that sense, the policy wasin
line with the overall turntowards ‘activation’ during the 1990s, as it meantan increasing focus on
the individual responsibilities of refugees within theirownintegration trajectories and the broader
society and economy.!®3

As mentioned earlier, one of the main reasons behind the Danish dispersal policy was afear of
‘ethnicghettoes’ forming within the country’s urban centres.'®* The possibility of refugees and
immigrants clustering togetherin certain areas of Sweden was also acknowledged by Swedish policy -
makers, but was deemed less problematicthanin Denmark. Theirargument was that ethnictensions
and the like would probably notrise, as those areas already had a high percentage of immigration
eitherway, and such areas were not deemed a negative influence on the refugee’s integration
chances.'® Borevithereby argues that the expected benefits of prompting refugees to ‘help
themselves’ within the welfare state outweighed the possible drawbacks of the policy. %

The differencesin dispersal or housing policy between the two countries fallin line with their
different foci on cultural integration. The fear of ‘ethnicghettoes’ within the Danish Integration Act

of 1998 contrasts sharply with the Swedish intention to focus less on a dichotomy of ‘natives’ versus
‘immigrants’. This fallsin line with the aforementioned increasing politicisation of the socio-cultural
cleavage within Danish politics and society. Overthe course of the 1990s, the discourse regarding
immigrants and ‘natives’ inthe Danish publicand political debates increasingly focused on what

Peter Hervik calls ‘unbridgeable cultural differences’.®? It is this ‘cultural threat’ which, | would argue,
also explains the apparent paradoxical Danish dispersal measure that Larsen addressed: the
obligations forrefugees to find work were increasingly highlighted through ‘activation policies’, but
dispersal could actually decrease their chances of employment.'® However, dispersal also meant

189 See, for example, Andersen, ‘Danskernes holdninger til invandrere. En oversigt, p. 9.
190 SOU 1992:133, p. 99-100.

191 |hid. p. 99.

192 Brochmann & Hagelund, ‘Comparison: A Model With Three Exceptions’, p.253.

193 Kymlicka, ‘Neoliberal Multiculturalism?’, p. 111.

194 Bjrgitte Romme Larsen, ‘Becoming Partof Welfare Scandinavia’, p.335.

195 50U 1992:133, p. 100-101.

196 Borevi, ‘Sweden: The Flagship of Multiculturalism’, p. 66.

197 Hervik, ‘The Danish Cultural World of Unbridgeable Differences’, p. 249.

198 | arsen, ‘Becoming Partof Welfare Scandinavia’, p. 335.

33



that fewerrefugees could live in the same neighbourhoods, thereby reducing their visibility within
the urban centres.

Kymlicka’s notion of ‘economic’ versus ‘cultural threats’ therefore also does apply to this situation.
Kymlickanamely argues that ‘cultural threats’ are often seen as greater dangers to a (welfare) state
than economic pressures. It could therefore be deemed preferentialto have fewerimmigrantsin one
givenplace, evenifit meansthat the overall economicpressure fromthe whole immigrant group
increases.'® Inthe Danish case, the threat of ‘ethnicghettoization’ can therefore be seen as being
more pressing than the effects dispersal had on the welfare-dependency of refugees. Although, as ||
will explaininthe next chapter, the policy can also be seenasaform of a ‘restrictiveness spectacle’
to appease anti-immigration parties and voters within Danish society.2%°

The focus on cultural issues and ‘conformity’ in Denmark, in my opinion, became even clearerinthe
final years of the 1990s. AsJgnsson and Petersen describe, forexample, the concept of ‘foreignness’
in Denmark was expanded during this time, with the implementation of integration policies for
second-generation immigrants as well.2°? The title of the committee involved, in my opinion, shows
the implicit discourse of cultural differences betweenimmigrants and ‘Danes’: the Ministerial
Committee on Integration and Maladjusted Young People (Ministerudvalget om Integration og
Utilpassede Unge). The ideathereby seems to be that second-generation immigrants have to adjust
to a certain degree of conformity regarding the broader Danish society, to a larger extent than
‘native’ youngpeople.

As mentioned earlier, the universalist Scandinavian welfare state requires a certain degree of
conformity amongits citizens, which legitimises certain state interventionsin citizens’ private lives. 202
Besides allocating alocation where refugees can live, these interventions also apply to the question
of with whom one can live, through family unification laws. Schmidt thereby argues that the relative
Danish restrictiveness in the Integration Act also extents to family unification. Besides discourse
regardingthe (increasing) numberof immigrants that arrive under unification, she also argues that
an explicit notion of cultural differences between immigrant groups and the general Danish
population lay at the heart of the policy.2°® She thereby gives examples of notions regarding ‘forced
marriages’ and immigrants’ differentideas regarding genderroles as legitimisation of arestriction of
family unification.?’* The restrictions to familyunification should thereby also be seenin the light of
broader publicdebatesatthe time, which stated that, besides forming ‘ethnicghettoes’,immigrants
also predominantly married within theirown ethnicgroups.2°°

Restrictions to family unification had already beenimplemented in Sweden as part of the Social -
Democraticborderrestrictionsin 1996.2°¢ However, as | mentioned in the previous chapter, these
restrictions were predominantly legitimised through notions of ‘problems of space’ and limited
economicresources.??’ The ‘cultural turn’ that appeared in Danish policy therefore seemed
comparatively absent within the Swedish legitimation of restrictiveness. | would thereby argue that
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thisfalls withinthe broader policy-line of downplaying the significance of ‘ethnicghettoization’ on
the one hand, and a move towards the abolition of the ‘immigrant’ category on the other.

The Danish legitimation of the family unification restrictions adhere s to Mikkel Rytter’s theory of
physical borders being used as ‘moral boundaries’. He argues that the requirements forimmigration
to and integration within Danish society reflect the perceptions that policy-makers and politicians
have of national values and ‘culture’.?°® Access to the country, or to the welfare state, can therefore
be made difficultto people who do not fit within this notion of morality, asis shown with the family
unificationrestrictions that were legitimised through an emphasis on genderroles and (presumably)
‘forced’ marriages.

4.4. DifferencesinIntegration Philosophy

In my opinion, the differences between the Danish and Swedish integration policies that I described
above could be seen through Karen Borevi’s lens of national identity and ‘philosophies of integration’.
In herarticle, Borevi explains twoidealtypesthat represent the Swedish and Danish notions of
integration. She argues that, inline with Schmidt’s notion of ‘conformity’, the Danish modelisa
society-centred one, whereby a certain degree of cultural homogeneity and solidarity isneeded to
sustain the national welfarestate.2°° | would argue that the underlying thoughtis best explained
through Kymlicka’s notion of ‘solidarity without inclusiveness’.?'° The welfare state could be seen as
the achievement of (the solidarity of) the general Danish population, but the cultural diversity that
immigration brings might undermine this notion of ahomogeneous Danish society. Therefore, in
orderto mitigate cultural threats to the Danish society, immigrants have to achieve a certain level of
‘Danishness’ before they can reap the full benefits of Danish society and the welfare state.?!*

The introduction benefitsthat were linked to refugees’ participationinintroduction programmes,
underthe Danish Integration Act of 1998, could be seen as quantifying these cultural differences.
Since the goal of the integration programme was to ‘put refugees on an equal footing with Danes’,
which often meant ‘turning refugees Danish’,?2 this meant that refugees had less access to the
welfare state’s benefitsif they could not prove their sufficient ‘Danishness’ through the completion
of the integration programmes.

The Swedish integration philosophy, Borevi argues, takes an opposing view of ‘equality’ than the
Danish one. There, she argues, it was thought that access to the welfare state willimplicitly also
promote national solidarity, which she calls a state-centred approach.?!® Furthermore, whereas the
Danish national identity seems focused on a notion of cultural homogeneity, the Swedish one seems
more opento include diversity.?'* The relatively fluid notion of Swedish national identity, froma
political perspective, was reflected in the 1997 integration policy. Inline with the government’s
intentionsto do away with the generalisation of immigrants within ageneral ‘immigrant’ category,
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the governmenttried torevise the nationalidentity toinclude the whole, diverse population of
Sweden.??®

| would argue that ‘Danishness’ and ‘Swedishness’, with their many different interpretations across
groups within society, are markers of a national imagined community.2® Integration programmes
couldthereby be seen as ‘politics of belonging’, that determine whois seen as part of these
communities, butalsotowhich degree refugees feel like they are part of those. 2!’ The concept of
‘belonging’ was thereby seen differently in both communities. | would argue that ‘Danishness’
required an ‘active’ effort to generate feelings of belonging, by proving a certain degree of
conformity through the completion of a (cultural) integration programme. The Swedish one, on the
otherhand, seems more ‘passive’, since it did notrequire asimilarly large degree of conformity, but
incorporated anyone who contributes to the (welfare) state by, forexample, participatingin the
labour market.

These differentviews on belonging and integration were also reflected in the countries’ citizenship
policies. When the Swedish government wanted to revise citizenship policy in 1999, they argued
againstthe implementation of, forexample, language requirements, asit would prevent many
immigrants from everreceiving citizenship, and those skills would be learned automatically overtime
eitherway.?'®In Denmark, onthe other hand, increasing citizenship requirements regarding language
and ‘cultural’ skills have been implemented since the 1998 Integration Act.2*®

The differences here could be explained through a different notion of the role citizenship playsin
integration and politics of belonging. Borevi, for example, argues that citizenship in Sweden was not
regarded as the ‘final goal’ of integration, but as a tool to promote furtherintegration. The ideawas,
she argues, that citizenship opened up opportunities forimmigrants to, forexample, learn the
language and engage with the rest of Swedish society, which facilitates furtherintegration. 2°
Brochmann and Hagelund, returning to the ‘rights and obligations’ dichotomy, argue that citizenship
inDenmark requires active participationin Danish society and the fulfilment of obligations to the
(welfare)state, inthe form of participatinginintegration programmes and the labour market, before
an immigrant can receive citizenship.2! By comparison, Swedish citizenship is therefore represented
more as a ‘right’ foranyone livingin the country (aftera certainamount of time).

As to why Sweden and Denmark took an especially differentintegration approach during the second
half of the 1990s, multiple reasons can be given. As | describedin this chapter, the rising
unemployment of the early 1990s framed the immigration debates through anotion of the
obligations that refugees have to contribute to the welfare state under aworkline policy. However, in
Denmark, a much greaterfocus was placed on cultural differences as decreasing refugees’ chances of
employment, by comparisonto Sweden, where the emphasis lay on language and education.
Furthermore, the politicisation of the Danish socio-cultural cleavage created a much more permissive
environmentforwhat Kymlicka calls ‘solidarity without inclusivity’, whereby cultural threatstothe
welfare state were also highlighted. Lastly, as | will explain in the next chapter, the varying success of
anti-immigration parties, and the prevalence of anti-immigration sentiments within the public

215 Borevi, ‘Sweden: The Flagship of Multiculturalism’, p. 69; Eastmond, ‘Egalitarian Ambitions, Constructions of
Differences: The Paradoxes of Refugee Integration in Sweden’, p. 283.

216 Anderson, Imagined Communities.

217 yuval-Davis, ‘Belonging and the politics of belonging’, p. 204.

218 Borevi, ‘Sweden: The Flagship of Multiculturalism’, p. 81-82.

219 Jgnsson & Petersen, ‘Denmark: A National WelfareState meets the World’, p. 140.

220 Borevi, ‘Sweden: The Flagship of Multiculturalism’, p. 81-82.

221 Brochmann & Hagelund, ‘Comparison: A Model With Three Exceptions’, p. 255.

36



debates, were alsoinstrumentalin explaining the differencesin strictness between the Danish and
Swedish asylum policies.
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Chapter 5: Political Culture and Anti-Immigration Parties

In chapterthree, | described changes that the Danish and Swedish governments made in theirborder
policies from 1989 onwards, during and after the Bosnian refugee crisis. Throughout the chapter, |
alsotalked about the influence that the various ideologies of political parties, bothin the
governmentandinthe opposition, had on the national policy that was eventually implemented. The
decisiontooverturn the Swedish ‘Lucia Decision’ was for example, heavily infl uenced by the
formation and growing popularity of the anti-immigration New Democracy Party as well as by the
need forthe Swedish immigration-sceptic Moderate Party to cooperate with the pro-immigration
Liberal Party. Inthis chapter, | therefore want to examine the political culture of Denmark and
Sweden further, and focus onthe influence that the various parties had on changesin the national
asylum policy.

| will begin this chapterwith an explanation of the sudden, unexpected rise of the New Democracy
party in Sweden, which | will compare to the niche that the Progress Party occupied in Danish politics.
Subsequently, | willexplain why both New Democracy and the Progress Party failed around the
middle of the 1990s. | will then focus on the rising popularity of the Danish People’s Party after 1995,
and explore the reasons forthe absence of viable Swedish anti-immigration parties at this time.
Lastly, | will describe the ways in which anti-immigration partiesimpacted the political culture of
‘mainstream’ partiesin both countries.

5.1. The Rise of New Democracy in Sweden

The run-up to the 1991 electionisaninteresting period with regard to changesin the Swedish
political landscape. Officially founded barely seven months before the election, the populist New
Democracy party nonetheless was expected to win approximately 12 percent of the vote.??? Because
of the party’s anti-establishment, anti-immigration focus, it was not really asurprise that the
‘established’ parties were notin favour of New Democracy entering parliament.

The question first, however, is why New Democracy could (in theory) mobilise such alarge portion of
the electorate inthe first place. As| mentionedin chapterthree, Sweden’sinternational image inthe
late 1980s and early 1990s was still one that was focused oninternational humanitarianism and a
reputation for defending human rights, with relatively open immigration schemes to accompany it,
although the restrictive policy discussed in the Lucia Decision sought to change thisimage toa
certaindegree.? Thisidea of humanitarianism and a generous immigration system was also
reflected inthe policy of the Swedish political parties, through a general consensus on the role of
Sweden as a refugee-receiving country.22* With this political climate and historical reputation, New
Democracy seemed a political outlier.

Takinga look at the political opportunity structures that enabled its relative success, it could be
argued that New Democracy’s outsider status also fed its popularity.2?® During the run-ups to the
1991 election, opinion polls suggested that about 61% of the Swedish electorate thoughttoo many
immigrants were arrivingin Sweden.??6 During this time, both the Social Democrats and the
Moderate Party advocated immigration restrictions (as described in chapterthree) that could have
appealedto this group of voters. However, | would argue that the underlying pro-immigration ideals
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of both parties made them lose theirattractiveness towards the group of voters who harboured
stricter anti-immigration sentiments, as opposed tothe onesin favour of mere immigration
restrictions. The explicit anti-immigration stance and anti-immigrant rhetoricthat New Democracy
took therefore enabled themto carve outa niche forthemselves within the political landscape.??’

Anti-immigration policy, while controversial, is not the only reason that can be given forthe rising
popularity of New Democracy. As David Art asks: if immigration was the mainissue that caused the
success of New Democracy, why did no othersuccessful anti-immigration party pop up before the
1990s?2%% Jens Rydgren arguesthatthe party’s economicpolicies, and the intention to forexample
reduce welfare provisions, fitted ageneral political and electoral trend towards neoliberal policies
fromthe 1980s onwards.2?° This neoliberal trend meant that the Swedish economy and labour
market had changed throughoutthe 1980s, resultinginincreasing unhappiness as jobsinsectors
such as the manufacturingindustry disappeared.?3° Furthermore, the rise of New Democracy
coincided with the Swedish economiccrisis of the early 1990s, during which unemployment rapidly
rose. Economicprotestsand debates were not new in Swedish politics, but New Democracy
managed to introduce an ethnicdimension to the debate which neverhad been presentina
significant way.?3! Initsrhetoric, the Swedish pool of welfare resources was threatened by the arrival
of ‘economicrefugees’.?3? The notion of the ‘limited resources of the welfare state’ was especially
highlighted in the public’simagination between late 1989 and early 1990, when the Social
Democraticgovernment had to take quite drasticeconomicmeasuresto address the developing
national economiccrisis.?33

In that sense, the rise of New Democracy fits Will Kymlicka’s analysis of changing notions of solidarity
underneoliberal pressures, to acertain degree. While he focuses mostly onincreasing labour
migration as part of globalised neoliberal economies, | would argue that his analysis of ‘solidarity
withoutinclusiveness’ fits the support that New Democracy managed to quickly gain.?** The welfare
chauvinisticrhetoricof New Democracy emphasised that the welfare state, despite its flaws, was the
achievement of the solidarity of the Swedish people, but did notinclude immigrantsinits notion of
‘Swedishness’. As Kymlicka also describes, the cultural or ethnicdimension of the ‘threat’ that
immigrants pose is thereby equal to, oreven greater than, theireconomic pressures on the welfare
state.?%> Similar concerns had, as | described in the previous chapter, influenced the Danish
government’s decision toimplement adispersal policy in 1998. The economicdrawbacks of dispersal,
inthe form of fewer possibilities foremployment, were compensated by the reduced population
density, and therefore perceived cultural threat, of refugee groups within Denmark.

Kymlicka mostly views welfare chauvinism as a form of protest against neoliberalist economic
changes,?*® while New Democracy favoured neoliberal economic policies similarto the centre-right
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Moderate Party.?3” New Democracy nonetheless managed to combine the two by framingitselfasa
protest party. Changesinthe economy created mistrustamongst part of the electorate. 238 The party
managed to channel these feelings against the established parties by focusing on topics like the
‘hidden cost of immigration’ that the established parties were somehow keeping hidden from the
general public.2®*Iwould therebyargue that New Democracy’s introduction of notions of ethnic
tensionsinthe publicand political debates allowed them both to set the tone of the debate, and
profile themselves as the new anti-establishment party that addressed issues other parties would not.
Voting for New Democracy could therefore also contain a certain protest-element.24°

From an international context, neitherthis protest dimension, nor neoliberal policies or ‘cultural
arguments’, could really explain the large impact that New Democracy had on Swedish policy in the
early 1990s. Denmark, forexample, also wentthrough a period of economicglobalisation and
neoliberalisation, and had a publicdebate regarding sovereignty over border policy within the
European Union.?*! Furthermore, Denmark had its own anti-immigration party, with a strong protest-
dimension, inthe form of the Progress Party.?*? In fact, that party (though initially predominantly
anti-taxation)had existed since the 1970s.

| would therefore also argue that New Democracy’s influence stemmed fromits ‘shock value’ wheniit
entered politics. The Danish Progress Party was nota new party anymore in the late 1980s, and
drasticimmigration-restrictions were discussed within the ‘mainstream’ Danish parties around this
time as well.?** While they gained about 9 percent of the vote in the 1988 elections, theirelectoral
results had hovered around the 6,5 percent mark throughout the early 1990s. However, as
mentioned earlier, within the Swedish political debates, restrictions like those inthe Lucia Decision
were already deemed somewhat extreme, let alone the proposition of anti-immigration policies.
From a political culture perspective, | would therefore argue that New Democracy’s rapidly
increasing popularity, despiteit being outsidethe ‘accepted’ range of immigration-restrictiveness,
prompted the mainstream partiesinto knee-jerk reactions to try and mitigate the party’s influence.
By tryingto de-politicise migrationinthe 1991 election campaigns, or taking a pro-refugee stance
and refusing to cooperate with New Democracy, the established parties soughtto prevent the party
from gaining political legitimacy.?**

Whether New Democracy was hit with a ‘proper’ cordon sanitaire duringthe elections, and the
subsequent government tem, is up for debate. David Art, for example, argues that (in the opposition)
New Democracy’s parliamentary votes were still instrumental to the implementation of the
government’s economicpolicies, and certain newspapers devoted plenty of articles to the party, as a
‘good story’.?*° Otherauthors argue that New Democracy’s access to the media was actually strained,
by comparisonto other parties.?*® Nevertheless, their degree of media accessibility also fluctuated
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overtime, andthe party’s founders were already well-known media figures before formally founding
New Democracy.?*’

Regardless of the ‘properness’ of the cordon sanitaire against New Democracy, and the extent of its
popularity, lwould argue that New Democracy’s maininfluence on the Swedish asylum-policy
developments manifested itself through the reaction of the other parties. As Abiri argues, the party’s
populistanti-immigration messageled tothe delay of the already planned asylum-restrictionsin
favour of a continuation of the status quo regarding refugee -acceptance.?*® The ‘shock’ tothe
political system that New Democracy caused therefore,in my opinion, led to the continuation of a
policy that was the opposite of New Democracy’s propositions. While both the Moderate Party and
the Social Democrats (the two largest parties) were already in favourimmigration-restrictions, the
Moderate-led coalition upheld the pro-refugee election promises of their Liberal Party coalition
partner. By doingso, the parties could distance themselves from New Democracy. In that sense, New
Democracy had a major impact on Swedish policy, though not astheyintended. Asldescribed in
chapterthree, this ‘distancing motivation’ also meant that the implementation of amore restrictive
border policy gained amajority in parliament after New Democracy failed, since there was no anti -
immigration party left that the ‘mainstream’ parties wanted to distance themselves from.

Though the Danish Progress Party also took an anti-immigration stance in political debates, | would
argue that they did not have the same apparentinfluence onthe Danish decision-making process as
New Democracy, because itdid not deviate from the Danish political culture to the same degree. Nor
didthe party have the same momentum during this period. The Progress Party had lostits novelty -
value toa certaindegree, as the party was already established inthe 1970s. Furthermore, the party,
though not mainstreamyet, had become ‘integrated’ into Danish politics throughout the 1980s, as
minority right-wing governments depended on its parliamentary votes for certain reforms.?*° As a
result, inthe late 1980s and early 1990s, the party generally won around 7 percent of the vote.
Althoughlessthanthe 12 percent expected, the factthat New Democracy gained asimilar
percentage of the vote in 1991 shows the sudden popularity of the party in Sweden, as the Progress
Party hadto become relatively established to gain a similarelectoral success. Also,as David Art
shows, while national parties showed little willingness for enduring cooperation with the Progress
Party, they did ofteninclude the party at a municipal level.?>° The permissiveness of these (primarily
right-wing) parties towards the Progress Party’s politics would have made a cordon sanitaire
impossible.?>! Nonetheless, the party’s focus on (hypothetical) ethnicand cultural tensions still often
met with criticismin debates.?>2

5.2. The Fall of New Democracy and the Progress Party

Despite the political shock that the establishment of New Democracy caused, the partyitself was
relatively short-lived, losing all of its parliamentary seatsin the 1994 general elections. Art therefore
givesitthe apt description of a ‘flash party’.2°3 The Progress Party would not fare much better after
dissident members founded the Danish People’s Party in 1995. In orderto explain the downfall of
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these parties, | firstly want to look back at the factors that facilitated them at the beginning of the
1990s.

While New Democracy’s economic policy fitin with ageneral right-wing tendency towards
neoliberalismin the late 1980s, the Swedish economiccrisis swiftly turned the electorate’s favour
towards leftist economic policies.?>* As aresult of the crisis, the main foci of the 1994 election
campaign focused more heavily on economic policy than socio-economicissues likeasylumand
immigration.?>> While | would have expected immigration issues to become an even greatertopicof
interestintimes of economiccrisis, New Democracy could not manage to politicise immigration to
any significant extent.?°® Jens Rydgren explains this absence of socio-cultural issues as a return to the
‘traditional’ socio-economic conflict between the Social Democrats and the centre-right Moderate
Party, as ‘traditional’ issues likethe welfare state were usually viewed through those two parties’
economiclenses.?*” While immigration briefly became a contentious issue during the 1991 elections,
the economiccrisistherefore seemed to ‘reset’ the debatestoissuesthat had already been points of
contention fora much longer period.

The changing economicwinds, and reduced attention forimmigration issues, meant that New
Democracy losta large part of the political opportunity structure thatenabled itto mobilise both
neoliberal and anti-immigration voters.?>® However, policy mismatches with the electorate were not
the largest cause for its decline. New Democracy’s rising popularity drew in anincreasing number of
local sub-parties and inexperienced staff members, but the party’s organisation was unable to
properly veteveryone,impose asingly policy line, orto keep out right-wing extremists. As aresult,
both the national party and its local branches suffered from increasinginfightingand violentinternal
debates.?** This disorder within the party became total when aleadership-struggle broke outin 1994,
which led tothe party leader’s resignation.2%° New Democracy failed to clear the electoral threshold
inthe 1994 elections and, with adwindling municipal representation, would not gain any more
parliamentary seats beforeits dissolution in the year 2000.

The impact that parties’ organisational structure have ontheirelectoral success also becomes
apparentinthe case of the Danish Progress Party. In his book, David Art distinguishes three types of
activists that mightjoin a political party: extremists, moderates, and opportunists. He thereby argues
that extremists usually fail to connect with democraticinstitutions as they rigidly followtheir
ideology, while opportunists might have little loyalty to the party and its policy in favour of personal
(economic) gains.?®! Interms of their ability to follow a coherent party-wide policy-line and
cooperate with otherpartiesin parliament, Art therefore argues thata successful party mostly needs
moderate activists and party members.252

Since the late 1980s, there had been tensions between the pragmatic(moderate) and extremist
elements within the Danish Progress Party. Similarly to New Democracy, the party did not manage to
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properly vetits candidates, allowing arelatively large percentage of extremists and opportuniststo
join.?®3 Eventuallyaleadership struggle emerged between the moderate and the extremist factions
withinthe party, which was ‘won’ by the moderates, but was not beneficial toitsimage as a ‘proper’
party to vote on or cooperate with.2%4 It has to be said that Pia Kjaersgaard, the (moderate) party
leader, did manage to rehabilitate the Progress Party’s image, to a certain degree, during the
Yugoslavia Crisis. Whilethe party was usually shunned during debates in the early 1990s, they
steadily started to cooperate with the Liberal and Conservative parties in the opposition, through for
example jointly formulatingamendments onimmigration-restrictions.?®> During the 1994 election
campaigns, the Progress Party even cooperated as a supporting partnerwith aliberal -conservative
coalition (that ultimately lost to the Social Democratic coalition).2%®

However, whilethe publicimage of the Progress Party was being rehabilitated, the internal power
struggles between its moderate and extremist factions simmered on. In the summer of 1995, these
tensions came to a head when Kjaersgaard’s moderates split from the Progress Party, taking athird of
its representatives with them, and founded the Danish People’s Party ( Dansk Folkeparti) 27 Similarly
to the Swedish New Democracy, thisinfighting appearsto have speltthe end forthe Progress Party.
Afterthe moderates splitfromthe party, the Progress Party quickly lostits electoral support, barely
crossing the electoral threshold inthe 1998 elections, and as good as completely disappearing after
the 2001 ones. Rydgren describes how the immigration-discourse of the Progress Party gradually
became more extreme afterKjeersgaard’'s departure, culminatingin aseries of controversial
statements between 1999 and 2001, like proposing policy to deport all Muslims and using phrases
like ‘Mohammedan pests’. The Danish People’s Party looked moderate in comparison.?®® The
extremism of the Progress Party’s statements effectively meant thatitlostits political legitimacy,
while boosting that of the Danish People’s Party.2%° Though the party never officially disbanded, and
has participatedin several local elections since 2001, the Progress Party never had any noteworthy
political success again.

5.3. Anti-lmmigration Parties after 1995

After New Democracy’s electoral defeatin 1994, Swedish politics would not see aviable anti -
immigration party for the remainder of the decade. The Sweden Democrats ( Sverigedemokraterne),
who are the established anti-immigration party today, suffered from much the same issues of
extremism and poor party organisation throughout the second half of the 1990s.%7° Though it
gradually managedto softenits extremist (neo-Nazi) image, the Sweden Democrats would only enter
parliamentin 2010. The situation was quite different, however, in Denmark, where the Danish
People’s Party would build upon Kjaersgaard’s work for the Progress Party to profile themselves as a
legitimate party and coalition partner.

To explainthe success of the Danish People’s Party, as opposed toits predecessor, itis firstly
important to note that Kjeersgaard took her experiences with the Progress Party’s instability to heart.
While the latterfailed to properly vetits candidates, Kjaersgaard implemented an extensive selection
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process and centralised organisational structure that effectively managed to bar extremists from
gaining any noteworthy position within her party.?’! Yet, the culture of infighting thatled to the
party’s foundation never completely went away in the early years.2’2 Her promise that the Danish
People’s Party would follow the same policy as herformer party, as well as the Progress Party’s
increasingradicalisation, enabled the new partytodrawin an increasingnumber of the latter's
disgruntled voter base and parliamentary members.?’3

In terms of a clear policy-position, the Folkepartialso had a distinct advantage overthe Progress
Party. The Progress Party started out inthe 1970s as an anti-taxation party, anditnevercompletely
lostthe anarchistimage of its early days.?’* Kjeersgaard, however, was able to draw on herwork for
the Progress Party and managed to establish astronganti-immigration image from the start.?”> From
a policy-perspective, the People’s Party also focused much more heavily and exclusively on ethno -
nationalist anti-immigration reforms, whereas tax reforms remained one of the key pillars of the
Progress Party.?’® In that sense, the image that the party adopted, combining ethno-nationalism and
populism, seems inspired by and similarto other (successful) anti-immigration partiesin Europe, like
the French Front National.?””

With a betterimage thanthe Progress Party, and a clearanti-immigration and anti-establishment
political profile, the People’s Party was able to jump into the niche that their predecessors used to
occupy within Danish politics. Though parties like the Liberal Party, as we have seen earlier, also took
an asylum-critical position within political debates, the People’s Party managed to presentitself asan
alternative foran electorate that was disgruntled with the established parties.?’® Besides an anti-
immigration voter base, the party furthermore established itself as the authoritative anti-EU party
and, like New Democracy with neoliberalist voters, also managed to draw in anti-establishment
votersthat did not necessarily share its socio-cultural views.?”®

As the Danish People’s Party was only founded after the 1994 general elections, the first ‘real’ test of
itsviabilityinthe eyes of the electorate took place during the 1997 municipal elections. After the
votes were counted, the party was the fifth largest party on a municipal (5 percent of the vote) and
county (6.5 percent) level .28° While the party was not universally liked, it managed to deliver several
vice-mayorsinthe process, showingthatthe People’s Party was seen as a possible coalition partner
for the established parties on atleast a local level.?8! This willingness to cooperate on a local level
would gradually turnintoincreasing cooperation ata national level, culminatinginthe party’s
supportfor a right-wing coalition government after the 2001 national elections.

When New Democracy was hamperedin Sweden by an unofficial cordon sanitaire, as mentioned
earlier, the two main spheresinwhich the party was denied a platform, and a degree of political
legitimacy, were politicsand the media. With regard to the Danish People’s Party, neither seemed
willing toimplementacordon. As a matter of fact, the media might have played aninstrumental role
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inmobilising supportforthe party, especially around the 1997 integration debates, and local
elections.

As Lise Togeby shows, the quantity of the debatesin newspapers regarding Danish asylum policy was
on the decline afterthe end of the Bosnian Crisis, butissues regarding ‘cultural differences’ and
criminality by immigrants actually received more coveragethan earlier.?®2 One of the more publidsed
and influential media campaigns ranin the tabloid Ekstra Bladetin 1995.The campaign, with the title
‘the price of goodness’ (Godhedens pris), featured stories of (alleged) welfare state abuses by
foreigners.283

Since Togeby published herarticle in 1997, she was not able toinclude an even larger campaign by
Ekstra Bladet in that year, which would propel the popularity of the Danish People’s Party. Similarly
to its 1995 campaign, the newspaperran a series of stories criticising the Danish ‘multicultural’
society, and addressed the ‘natural hostility between the ‘Danish’ and ‘foreign’ (essentialised)
cultures.?®* As| describedin the previous chapter, the supposed misuse of welfare resources by
immigrant groups was also addressed by the tabloid which linked notions of cultural threat with
welfare debates. The campaign was a close collaboration between Ekstra Bladet and the Danish
People’s Party, with members and supporters of the latter supplying the newspaperwith articles,
interviews, and letters to the editor. The campaign about ‘ethnictensions’ within Danish society
turned outto be a mutually beneficial undertaking, with anincrease in both readers and voters. 28°
Art seesthe relatively positive reception of this campaign thereforealso as a sign that the People’s
Party, or at leastits rhetoric, became acceptable foralargersocial group within Danish society. 28

The collaboration between the Danish People’s Party and Ekstra Bladet in my opinion follows the
broader theoretical literature on the way that populist parties and the media benefit from each other.
Eatwell, forexample, writes about the use of mediaoutlets for ‘framing’ purposes, which in this case
includesframing the immigration debates through an ethno-nationalist lens.?8” Mazzoleni argues that
mediaoutlets, like Ekstra Bladet, might be willing to facilitate such agenda-settingif it provides them
with more readers and viewers.?88 The extent to which the People’s Party’s discourse spread due to
its access to the mediawould become clearduring the 2001 general election campaigns, when Pia
Kjeersgaard became the second most quoted person onimmigration mattersinthe Danish media.??°

Rydgren arguesthat the Danish People’s Party’s prominence in immigrationissuesin the late 1990s,
and early 2000s, also stemmed from the willingness of other (right-wing) parties, to adopt far-right
discourse and policies. He gives the example of the Liberal Party ( Venstre), which, influenced by the
growing popularity of the People’s Party, made increasingly unsympatheticremarks about
immigration between the integration debate of 1997, and the 2001 general elections.?° The further
politicisation of immigration also gave the Liberal Party an opportunity to criticise the Social
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Democrats, who took a comparatively more generous stance onimmigration and asylum matters,2%?
as the debatesregarding the 1997 integration policy forexample also showed.

5.4. Shiftsin the Political Culture of ‘Mainstream’ Parties

In the previous parts of this chapter, | have posited reasons forthe varying degrees of success for
Danish and Swedish anti-immigration parties. However, continuing from the example of Venstre’s
gradual turn towards anti-immigration discourse, | would argue thatit isimportantto look at the
ways in which these anti-immigration parties have influenced the policy-developments of the
‘mainstream’ partiesaswell.

Taking Sweden as a starting point again, the appearance of New Democracy does not seemto have
made a lastingimpact on the general Swedish political culture, orthe general discourse of its political
parties. Atleast not one that persevered after the party disappeared from parliament. Earlier, |
already mentioned how the potential popularity of New Democracy caused the right-wing coalition
to (initially) maintain Sweden’s generous asylum system.?°2 But when New Democracy lost the 1994
elections, asldescribedin chapterthree, the Social Democrats continued with the 1991 plans to
restrict the Swedish border policy. They thereby received support from the Moderate Party who, in
the centre-right coalition, tried to maintain agenerous immigration policy, but supported restrictions
in1991. | wouldtherefore argue that, despite New Democracy’s influence onthe pro-refugee stance
of the Swedish (centre-right) government parties, this change was only of atemporary nature.

The electoral victories of the Liberal Party and the other centre -right parties fitinto ageneral
economic‘turnto the right’ of the Swedish electorate around the late 1980s and early 1990s. After
all, the left-wing parties, regardless of theirimmigration-policy, had their greatestloss yet during the
1991 elections.?®®> As mentioned earlierin this chapter, the economiccrisis seems to have reversed
thisturn back to the left, leading to the electoral victory of the Social Democratsin the 1994
elections (and the loss of New Democracy).?** Inthat sense, economictrends seemto have had a
largerimpact on the Swedish political culture thanits (short-lived) anti-immigration parties during
this period. However, part of thisreturn to the ‘pre-1991’ situation mightalso have been due to the
fact that there was no viable anti-immigration party in Sweden after New Democracy failed, although
thisabsence might have been caused by the economiccrisis as well.

The ‘turn to the left’ duringthe economiccrisis not only deprived New Democracy of its neoliberal
niche, butalsore-politicised the socio-economic cleavage in which the Social Democrats and the
Moderate Party were the traditional choices, while socio-cultural issues were downplayed.?®*
Rydgrenthereby arguesthatthe relative absence of anti-immigration partiesin Sweden was due to
the salience of this socio-economic cleavage and de-politicisation of immigration-issues.?*® Since the
Moderate Party and the Social Democrats provided enough variety in economic policy,?*” no populist
anti-immigration party could use the same political opportunity structure New Democracy had.
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The situationin Denmark appears slightly different. As mentioned earlier, one of the most striking
developments was the gradual acceptance of the Progress Party (as well asthe later Danish People’s
Party) as a potential political ally forthe ‘mainstream’ right-wing parties. The Progress Party’s anti-
immigration policies did not deviate that much from the dominant political culture like New
Democracy’sin Sweden. Anti-immigration was, for example, less of a political taboo, as extensive
restrictions tothe provisionsforimmigrants were already discussed by the mainstream parties at the
beginning of the 1990s.2°8 The relative eagerness, by comparison to Sweden, with which the Danish
parliamentimplemented temporary protection measures during the Bosnian Crisis also pointsin this
direction.

Cooperation with anti-immigration populist parties was not exclusive to Danish parties, as both New
Democracy and the Progress Party cooperated with local or parliamentary ‘established’ partiestoa
certain degree.?®* However, whereas Sweden did not have aviable anti-immigration party afterthe
collapse of New Democracy, the Danish People’s Party managed to build further upon the political
legitimacy that (the moderate) PiaKjeersgaard garnered for the Progress Party. While the degree of
cooperation between the centre-right partiesand the People’s Party diminished during the 1998
election campaign, accepting their possible support during the government formation but refusing to
have any official contacts;3°° the degree of indirectinfluence that the People’s Party had on the other
party became more apparent during this time aswell.

At the same time, as Rydgren argues, the Social Democraticand Liberal socio-economic policies
started to drift towards each other, reducing the variance within that cleavage.3°! In contrast to the
situationin Sweden, this convergence meantthatthe socio-cultural cleavage became increasingly
politicised as an area in which parties could distinguish themselves from one another.3°? Earlierin
thisthesis, | already mentioned how the mediafacilitated the publicand political debates regarding
socio-cultural issues. The Danish People’s Party, with anti-immigration policy as its main pillar,
therefore also gained political legitimacy.

Earlieron inthis chapter, | already wrote aboutthe adoption of far-right discourse by the Danish
Liberal Party from 1998 onwards, influenced by the People’s Party’s growing popularity. The Social
Democraticpolicies, however, also shifted due to the party’s successes. While the Social Democrats,
inthe early 1990s presented themselves as a relatively pro-refugee party, its policies were
increasingly attacked by both the Liberal Party and the Danish People’s Party throughout the decade.
As the party was losing voterstothe People’s Party, their stance onimmigration became
progressively unsympathetic.3°* Whereas the Swedish political parties tried to refute New
Democracy’s anti-immigration policies, the Danish Social Democrats’ reaction was not to defend its
humanitarian viewpoints, but to gradually tighten the Danish asylum system.3% The cultural
integrationistturninthe Danishintegration policy that | describedinthe previous chapter would be
an example of this. The relative de-politicisation of the Swedish cultural cleavage thereby also
provides anotherreason forthe absence of this cultural turn within theirintegration policy.
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The Danish People’s Party was also aware of the influence that it had on the policy-development of
the mainstream parties. During the debates regarding the implementation of the integration policy,
PiaKjeersgaard forexample pointed out thatitappeared as if the government’s turn towards
restrictiveness was influenced largely by the “very, very large advances” that the People’s Party was
making.3%

Afterthe 1998 elections, which the Social Democrats won by a narrow margin, the cooperation
between the Danish People’s Party and the centre-right parties would increase again. While the
Liberal Party gladly politicised immigration-issues during the 1998 election campaigns, againstthe
wishes of the Social Democrats,3°® the party leaderrefused to focus on matters related to identity
politics. Afterthe party leadership changed due totheir narrow election loss, the Liberal Party heavily
focused onimmigrants and refugees during the 2001 election campaign.3°” Atthe same time, the
party leader published an article in the journal of the Danish People’s Party, stating that cooperation
between the two parties was desirable in orderto achieve political change.°® They would keep this
promise afterthe 2001 elections, when a Liberal/Conservative coalition won the elections with the
official supportfromthe Danish People’s Party. As Rydgren argues, the position of the People’s Party
withinthe Danish political culture became fully normalised at that point, as theirrhetoricand
discourse did not differtoo much from the other right-wing parties anymore .3%°

5.5. Conclusion

When discussing the differences between the Danish and Swedish asylum policies throughout the
1990s, the differing position of anti-immigration parties within their political spheres should notbe
overlooked. While none of the Danish or Swedish anti-immigration parties was part of a government
coalition before 2001, theirinfluence on the political culture of the ‘mainstream’ parties also
impacted the states’ asylum policies. The gradual turn towards restrictivenessin Denmark
throughout the 1990s for both the Social Democrats and the Liberal Partyisa good example.

With regard to the reasons for the success of anti-immigration parties, the Danish and Swedish
examples seemto centre around two main concepts. Onthe one hand, the parties were dependent
on an anti-immigration niche within the political landscape, possibly combined with the reputation of
beinga ‘protest party’.31° New Democracy thereby also showed that catering to changing economic
preferences with the electorate, like increasing neoliberalisation,3!! or the politicisation of socio-
economicand socio-cultural cleavages,*? influences an anti-immigration party’s chance of success.

| would furthermore argue that a party’s degree of deviation from the general political culture
impactsitsinfluence and legitimacy. New Democracy’s anti-immigration rhetoricwas forexample so
controversial thatit was one of the reasons for the governmentto maintain agenerous refugee
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system.313 However, as the Progress Party initially showed, asmallergap between anti-immigration
rhetoricand the political culture prevents the other parties from enforcingacordon sanitaire.3*

Furthermore, as Art shows, political legitimacy and party success also depends on the internal
organisation and structure of a party.3!> While the Progress Party and New Democracy were both
moderately successful, one of the reasons for their eventual failure was the prevalence of extremist
elements within their parties, and the inability to form coherent policy. Meanwhile, one of the
reasons forthe success of the Danish People’s Party was its ‘moderate’ reputation, and willingness to
cooperate with other parties.

In terms of political culture, a certainamount of deviance from the general political culture might
therefore be beneficial foran anti-immigration party’s electoral success, despite possible cordon
sanitaires. New Democracy could forexample overcome the (debatable) cordon by framing
themselves as a protest party. But too great a deviance, through forexamplethe prevalence of
extremist factions within a party, can ruin a party’s legitimacy in the eyes of both the electorate and
other political parties.

The Danish People’s Party’srise alsofitsinsidetheories regarding populist parties and media-usages.
Their cooperation with Ekstra Bladet forexample fits Eatwell's argument that anti-immigration
parties can use media-coverage forframing purposes.3'® This cooperation is mutually beneficial, as
the amount of readers and viewers of these media-outlets mightalso grow.3'’

Ultimately, though, | would argue that the Danish People’s Party can really be described as a ‘success’
because it both managedto presentitself as alegitimate political party, and by the willingness of the
centre-right parties to cooperate withitand move towards themin terms of their discourse and
policies.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

| beganthis thesis with a brief description of some of the recent developments regarding the
openness of Danish and Swedish asylum policy. | thereby argued that while both states have become
more restrictive inrecentyears, Denmark has become especially so. This comparison between both
states was also an integral part of my main question, which focused on tryingto answerwhen, how
and why Denmark adopted a harsherasylum policy than Sweden between 1989 and 2001.

Whendiscussing asylum policy, itis firstly important to distinguish between its external and internal
elements. Inthis thesis, those are represented by the chapters on borderand integration policy,
respectively. While both spheres were often simultaneously influenced by policy changes, the
motivations to change them and the degree of restrictiveness present within them often differed. For
example, the Swedish border policy was significantly tightened in 1996, while the integration policy
of 1997 was comparatively opentowards grantingimmigrants access to Swedish social amenities. In
terms of legitimations, changesto both spheres were also framed through differentissues. The
cultural turn that can be seen within Danish integration policy was, forexample, relatively absent
fromthe border policy debates. The distinction between these internaland external elements
therefore allows more nuance in an analysis of restrictiveness within asylum policy.

With regard to the 'when'part of my research question, | hypothesised in chapter 2 that the main
divergence between Danish and Swedish asylum policy emerged in the second half of the 1990s. My
analysisin chapterthree confirms this hypothesis. Itisimportant to acknowledge that Denmark and
Sweden played different roles during the Cold Warand that, before 1989, Sweden already had a
significantly more permissive refugee policy, although Denmark also maintained a relatively generous
refugee policy. Nevertheless, chapter 3showed that there were more similarities than differences to
be foundin both countries' policies during the early 1990s, which makes Denmark's turn towards
restrictiveness in the second half of the 1990s more notable.

While both countries differed slightly in relation to borderissues like temporary asylum, the main
differences between the Danish and Swedish openness towards refugees can be foundin their
respective integration policies during this period. The degree to whichimmigrants were singled out
as a specifically problematicgroup within society heavily differed between the two countries.
Influenced by the economiccrisis of the early 1990s, both states placed greateremphasisona
workline element within theirrespective welfare states. However, when comparing the Swedish
Integration policy of 1997 and the Danish one of 1998, the Danish one took a decidedlyheavier
cultural integrationistand restrictiveturn. Underthe ‘rights and duties’ in relation to the Danish
workline, ‘becoming Danish’ became a duty, as it was framed as a way to facilitate migrants’ entry
ontothe labour market.

With regard to how the Danish asylum system became more restrictive, | looked at Borevi’s model of
a Swedish ‘state-centred’ integration approach versus the Danish ‘society-centred’ one to explain the
divergence in both countries’ integration policy towards asylum seekers and refugees.318 As
hypothesisedin chapter2, the Danish restrictiveness manifested itself through afocus on cultural
integration. The Danish policy’s focus on becoming Danish, in combination with its emphasis on the
workline, fits with Borevi’s focus onintegration as away to combat threats to the welfare state.
However, contrary to my hypothesis, | would argue that different conceptions of the welfare state
alone do not fully explain the differences between the Danish and Swedish asylum approach
between 1989 and 2001. For example, the turntowards cultural integration in Denmark was carried
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out by the same Social Democratic party that, earlierinthis period, advocated arelatively open
stance towards refugees.

To explain the different degrees of restrictiveness in Danish and Swedish policy, | therefore argue
that the varying degrees of success that anti-immigration parties had in both countries are also
importantfactorsto consider, besidesthe earlier mentioned differences in integration philosophy.
Apart from economicpressures, the Danish turn towards cultural integration could also be linked to
the political ‘pressure’ that was caused by the increasing electoral success of national anti-
immigration parties. As the example of the Danish People’s Party shows, a party thereby does not
necessarily need to be part of the ruling coalition toinfluence agovernment’s policy towards
restrictiveness.

Differencesin political culture and national identity help explain both the differencesin anti-
immigration successin both countries, and the varying degrees of restrictiveness presentin their
asylum policy. The self-image of Sweden as a ‘humanitarian country’, and the political consensus for
a (relatively) pro-immigration stance were, forexample, both reflected in the permissive asylum
policy and the relative failure of anti-immigration partiesin Sweden.

It isthereby alsoimportantto view the Danish and Swedish asylum policy through adiscursive or
‘spectacle’ lens. The degree of restrictiveness was used to appease groups within the Danish and
Swedish societies. Both turns towards openness, like the Swedish one in 1991, or restrictiveness, like
the Danish cultural integration policy, thereby served to convey political discourse. The call for
burden-sharing afterthe borderrestrictions during the Bosnian Crisis also show s that national policy
can be usedtoinfluence international decision-making processes.

Returning to my main question, | would argue thattwo main dimensions are important when
discussing the reasons behind changesto Danish and Swedish asylum policy: economic(welfare)
considerations and political culture. The developments within Danish and Swedish asylum policy
duringthis period show thata multi-dimensional approachis necessary to explain the reasons behind
policy changes. Forexample, the relatively large impact thatthe economiccrisis of the early 1990s
had on the Swedish unemployment rates could have provided a legitimation for border-
restrictiveness orthe implementation of more restrictiveintegration policy. Measures like thosein
the ‘Lucia Decision’ were, after all, mostly reactions to (expected) questions of limited economic
resources. Instead, political reasons like New Democracy’s breaking of taboos delayed these
restrictions until 1996, when the crisis was nearingits end. Furthermore, political self-images like the
reputation of humanitarianism heavily impacted the (Swedish) debates regarding the
implementation of temporary asylum measures. The above examples therefore show that economic
downturns do not necessarilyimmediately correlate to asylum restrictiveness, but that political
cultureisalsoa decidingfactorin changesto countries’ policy.

The turn towards restrictiveness in Danish integration policy appears to follow Kymlicka’s model of
neoliberal pressures on welfaresolidarity. The welfare chauvinist rhetoric of anti-immigration parties
and their (temporary) electoral success, could in both countries be placed within his category of
increasing ‘solidarity withoutinclusivity’.3'° The differentimpact of populist policy within both states,
however, shows that neoliberal pressures do not necessarily automatically equate to tensions within
immigration debates, orto increasing popularity of anti-immigration parties. For example, the
Swedish Moderate Party advocated neoliberal economic policies that were quite similarto New
Democracy’sin 1991, butactually followed arelatively pro-refugee stance due to their political
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cooperation with pro-refugee parties. Furthermore, | would argue that the Social Democratic
attemptsin 1997 to re-work Swedish national identity toalsoinclude foreigners, even though
neoliberal foci onindividualism were presentintheirintegration policy, came close to what Kymlicka
describesas ‘inclusive solidarity’. While Kymlicka posits the concept as relatively hypothetical, his
premise of aninclusive solidarity through a multicultural welfare state, in my opinion, bears acertain
resemblance to these inclusive intentions of the Swedish government.32° Since Kymlicka draws
heavily onthe Anglosphere countries to test his model, the Swedish case shows thatabroader
perspective might be needed to constructa more comprehensive modelonthe relation between
neoliberal pressures and the implementation of welfare chauvinistic policy.

The economiccrisis politicised the socio-economic cleavage within Swedish politics, while
downplayingthe socio-cultural one. Protests against neoliberalism, which could take the form of
welfare chauvinism, were thereby also thrust back into the ‘traditional’ economic debates between
the two main Swedish parties. The relatively low variance between the Danish parties’ socio-
economicpolicies, on the otherhand, could be seen as contributing to the increasing politicis ation of
the Danish socio-cultural cleavage during this period, which coincided with a turn towards
restrictiveness. | would therefore argue thatthere is a correlation between neoliberalism and asylum
restrictiveness, but that thisis heavily influenced by the political culture of asociety; specifically, the
degree of politicisation of its socio-cultural and economiccleavages.

Throughout this thesis, | have focused predominantly on a national level of policy -making, with
regard to Danish and Swedish asylum developments. | have thereby tried to describe the influence of
international actors and events when relevant, likethe UNHCR’s advice and broader Scandinavian
multi-lateral arrangements. However, thisfocus meant that | could not make a full analysis of the
influencethat the local, municipal level of governance had onthe development and implementation
of national asylum policy, though | have mentioned the influence of these local actors on national
politics when possible, forexample, through their presence inthe media. | thereby described how
local parties often had different opinions regarding the placement and integration of refugees than
theirnational counterparts. As hopefully became clearin this thesis, the interplay between different
levels of governance has had asignificantinfluence on the decisions that were being made onthe
national policy-makinglevelsin Denmark and Sweden.

For future research, |l would therefore suggest thatit would be interestingtolook atthe differences
regarding openness towards refugeesin the discourse of local and national political parties. If
possible, an analysis of internal party discussions would in my opinion provide interesting insights
into the decision-making and policy-development processes of ruling parties. | would thereby argue
that thisinterplay between local and national partiesisarelatively under-researched topicwithin the
field of Scandinavian migration history.

Lastly, | started this thesis with abrief description of the Danish and Swedish responsesto the recent
'Syrian Refugee Crisis'. Though this thesis only covered the period between 1989 and 2001, | think it
would be interesting for future research to see how the divergence between Danish and Swedish
asylum policy developed after 2001. In terms of political culture, the relative success of the Sweden
Democrats, forexample, and the re-politicisation of asylum policy as a result of the recent crisisform
a contrast to the Swedish situation before 2001 that | described above. A similarstudy as this one
would, inmyopinion, provideinterestinginsightsinto the recent developmentsin Scandinavian
asylumpolicy.
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