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Summary

This report systematically explores a broad setinoficators impacting upon migrants’

political integration, and which can be taken tbgetto assess the overall institutional and
political opportunity structures across differeittes. While the analysis is based on the local
level of the city, many parameters are in factdi by the national legislation (essentially
the legal ones, which are largely present in thudyg. In particular, six cities are considered:
Budapest, London (North, 4 boroughs), Lyon, Madkitilan and Zurich. The sub-local level

of boroughs/cities of the Lyon urban area are td&en into account and differentiated when

there are substantial variations amongst them.

The immigration backgrounds of the six cities aifeecent from each other, mainly in terms
of immigration tradition and of origins of the magnts themselves. London, Zurich and Lyon
have undergone a post-war immigration wave that quate massive. In the three cities, the
main origin of immigration varies: European in Alrj from the former colonies in London
(mostly from South-Asia) and in Lyon (Algerians particular). In Milan and Madrid,
immigration has increased only since the 1980Mé&drid, immigrants come mainly from
Latin America. Lastly, immigration is even more eat and still very limited in Budapest,
where Ethnic-Hungarians constitute the largest grdiushould be said that in each city our
analysis has focused on three different ethnicational-origin groups, thus keeping with the
objective to further comparison not only acrosdedént political contexts, but also across
different groups in the same city.

This report is based on the information collectegbuigh the city reports (Deliverable #5),
and focuses on different dimensions (articulated tire Workpackage guidelines in
Deliverable #1). The first refers to immigrantstiividual rights, in particular rights related to
the access to the community (permits of stay, acteationality), socio-economic, anti-
discrimination and local political rights. The sadodimension concerns group rights: it
analyzes cultural constraints as well as collectigsources and rights immigrants are
experiencing in the host country at the local leVélirdly, the political opportunity structure
iIs considered, both general (local configuration pwers and political participation
arrangements) and specific to immigrants (polidesards immigrants and immigrants’

associations). Table 1 provides an overall sumrotigese three dimensions.



Table 1. Main dimensions of the institutional POS

Table 1.
Main

dimensions
of the

institutional
POS

-General score:; -General score: -General score:| -General score;| -General -General score:
-0,18 0,1 0,29 0,09 - | score: -0,04
-Ethnic- -African -Algerians: Moroccans: -0,07 -Turks:
Hungarians: Caribbean: 0,29 0,04 -Filipinos: -0,19
-0,18 0,1 -Tunisians: -Ecuadorians: | -0,07 -Kosovars:
-Chinese: -Bangladeshi: | 0,24 0,09 -Egyptians: | -0,19
-0,22 0,1 -ltalians: -Andean mixed| -0,07 -ltalians:
-Muslims: -Indian: 0,72 group: - -0,04
-0,22 0,1 0,09 Ecuadorians:
-0,07
-General score;| -General score:| -General score;| -General score| -General -General score:
-0,08 0,47 0,08 0,33 score: 0,06
-Ethnic- -African -Algerians: -Moroccans: -0,28 -Turks:
Hungarians: Caribbean: 0,08 0,25 -Filipinos: 0,06
-0,08 0,31 -Tunisians: -Ecuadorians: | -0,28 -Kosovars:
-Chinese: -Bangladeshi: | 0,08 0,33 -Egyptians: | 0,06
-0,08 0,47 -ltalians: -Andean mixed| -0,28 -ltalians:
-Muslims: -Indian: 0,08 group: - 0,06
-0,08 0,47 0,33 Ecuadorians:
-0,28
-General score;| -General score:| -General score;| -General score| -General -General score:
0,32 0,13 -0,02 0,3 score: 0,1
-Camden and -Caluire-et- 0,05
Islington: Cuire + others:
0 -0,37
-Hackney and| -Lyon city,
Haringey: Meyzieu,
-0,25 Pierre-Bénite,
Vaulx-en-
Velin,
Villeurbanne +
others :
-0,02
-General score | -General score:| -General score;| -General score| -General -General score:
-0,53 0,62 -0,3 0,22 score: 0,22
-Lyon city: -0,25
-0,3
-Villeurbanne:
-0,5
-Others:
-0,9

Y In case of differences between areas of a sametloé basic rule to build the general score ferwhole city
would be to use a statistical principle (considgrthe more populated area), as we did when theze ar
differences between groups. We used such a pran&iplLyon (using Lyon city as the basis becauseé the
most numerous population), but we could not forthkm London as we do not have such informatiortier
moment.



The table above was built considering the followetgments:

A general score representing the situation of tigpi¢al migrant” in the city (taking
into account the largest or set of largest minagityups) is included in order to have
an overall image of the migrants’ situation in eaiti,

Whenever we found differences between areas afiglescity, the general score for
the whole city has been assigned with the most latguliarea(s) in mind. In the case
of London we have calculated an average betwee# bueoughs.

Individual rights: the average is based on themBedisions of this category: 1) access
to short-term permits, 2) access to long-term pisin3) access to family reunion, 4)
access to nationality, 5) labour market accessweélfare state access, 7) anti-
discrimination rights, and 8) political rights;

Cultural/group-rights: the average is based on@ldmensions of this category: 1)
cultural requirements to access the communitya@yliage programs, 3) schooling, 4)
religion, 5) media, 6) labour market: group rights;

General political opportunity structure: the averagbased on the 2 main dimensions
of this category: 1) configuration of powers; 2)rtpapation mechanisms (for the
details of the indicators included in each of theiseensions, see section IlI).

Specific political opportunity structure: the avgeas based on the 5 main dimensions
of this category: 1) degree of development of mtgaintegration policy at the local
level, 2) political representation of migrants, &}itude of local powers towards
minority/migrants’ organizations, 4) attitude ofc& powers towards organizations
whose activity is specialized in/has an impact mmigration/integration issues, 5)
political backing of anti-immigrant and radical ligparties (for the details of the
indicators included in each of these dimensions,seetion 1V).

Regarding individual rights, the situation is relaly restrictive in 3 cities: Milan, Zurich and

Budapest. This is mainly related to the quite legbnomic requirements that are imposed to

immigrants to access the community and to resttictenditions for accessing citizenship,

either regarding economic requirements (Hungaryle ftaccess of second-generation

immigrants (Hungary and lItaly) or the conditiontated to the length of previous residence

(especially Switzerland). Madrid (Spain) is situhten an intermediary situation: the

conditions for accessing short-term permits ar¢éegu@strictive whereas the regimes for long-
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term residence and naturalization are quite operLoindon (UK), and especially in Lyon
(France), immigrants undergo a more favourable exdanessentially connected to the open
systems existing for the access to nationality. ey, the welfare state access and economic
requirements for the access to short-term permgigjaite restricted in the UK compared to
France, while in this latter case the open situatt@t can be noted is essentially linked to the
fact that the specific provisions existing for tieee groups taken into account (Algerians,
Italians, and Tunisians) are much more favouratd tfor migrants from other countries of
origin. Moreover, the liberal nature of the systsnalso connected to the specific nature of
immigration in France, which is mainly based on ifgrmmmigration. It must also be noted
that the configuration regarding political rights much more open for some groups and
cities, for example due to the process of Europetgration (for example, Italians in Lyon),
to the links between countries and their formepuois (the 3 investigated groups in London,
who are immigrants from the Commonwealth countyries)because of specific favourable
regulations (long-term residents in Budapest bly &or voting rights, with no eligibility in

local elections).

As regards cultural and group-rights, the overattyse shows limited opportunities for

immigrants. The only exceptions in this field areadvid and, especially, London. In this
latter city, the recognition of cultural diversignd the implementation of policies that are
specific to disadvantaged ethnic groups are vemeldped. In Madrid, the system is also
relatively open, since policies in favour of themingrant population as a whole group have
emerged, for example in the labour market sphere tire media (programs for immigrants).
Moreover, there is a moderate toleration, in theeabe of any regulation about this, of
Islamic religious signs. However, the absence dfucal requirements for the access to
permits to stay and citizenship must also be rélaighe fact that most immigrants in Madrid
are culturally close to the majority group as tlveyne from Latin America, and thus share
the language and —generally- the religious backgfoun Budapest, the attitudes towards
Islam are also quite favourable, since Muslim gsolgenefit from the liberal legislation

previously set up in the early 1990s to recognzecsic cultural rights to long-established

national minorities. Yet, specific policies targgfi immigrants themselves are only
marginally developed, especially in the labour nearkn all others cities, the cultural and
collective rights granted to immigrants, and toighbr extent to specific ethnic groups, are

very rare.



The general political opportunity structure canumpacked into two main components: the
configuration of powers (essentially related to kxeel of decentralization and the powers
granted to local authorities, as well as the degfgeroportionality of the electoral system)

and participation mechanisms (referenda, individitétens’ right to participate and relations
between the local powers and the civil society pizzgtions). These two components are
considered to be independent. As regards thedirst the situation is more closed in Lyon
and Milan due to both the limited decentralizat{@h the national and local levels) and the
low level of proportionality of the electoral systeln Madrid and Zurich, electoral systems
are purely proportional but the decentralizatianorey at the national level, is limited or

inexistent in the city. As for London and Budapdiseir situation is somewhat in the middle
as they combine a mixed electoral system, difféaéing the districts and the whole city, with

a high decentralization at the local level (andighhcentralization at the national level,

especially in Hungary).

Focusing on the second component, two main gro@ipsties can be identified. The first
group (London, Zurich, Caluire-et-Cuire and somieotcities of the Lyon urban areas) is
characterized by restrictive or limited politicadrgicipative systems, in terms of individual
citizens’ rights to participate and/or civil sogi@irganizations’ involvement in local policies.
The case of Zurich is specific as it combines vgpgn referenda procedures and popular
initiatives with some other marginal channels fartgipation, both for citizens and for
organizations. The second group of cities (Madtigon city, Milan and Budapest) are
characterized by a more favourable situation. Téeegal political opportunity structure is
particularly open in Milan and Budapest, regardirgferenda procedures, the pluralist
character of the participation system, and regutaticoncerning citizen participation.

As regards the specific political opportunity sture, the case of London needs to be singled
out as it is the only city to support extensivelyrec organizations and ethnic groups,
involving them in local policies, within an overdihmework of local community cohesion
agenda. The local authorities of Madrid and Zurilzdve recently started to promote
immigrants’ involvement in the local public sphened have developed consultative bodies.
They are also implementing local immigrants’ ineggyn policies. In Milan and Budapest,
lastly, the policies related to immigrants’ intetjpa are inexistent (Budapest) or only slightly
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developed, while the place of immigrants and etlmiigorities in the local policies is clearly
marginal. The case of Lyon is useful to test tlaglittonal French reluctance towards ethnic-
defined organizations and political projects thasg bften been treated in scholarly work. The
representation of foreigners through the creatidnaonew advisory council (whose
composition notably takes into account the weightach ethnic group in the city) in Lyon

city represents a significant (though still isotgtshift.



Comparative analysis based on the policy/issue area

| — Individual rights

1. Access to the community

a. Conditions of stay: short-term / long-term residene and family reunion

Short-term permits

N° | Indicator Scale
-1 0 1
1 Automatic acquisition | No such a provision Only if she/he| More open conditions
of the permit if | exists or furthen contributes financially|
mother or father of a | conditions apply to the child ‘s raising
national minor child and if the child ig
unmarried and/or with
economic requirements| Lyon, Milan
London, Madrid, Zurich| Budapest
2 Automatic acquisition | No such a provision If length of marriage is More open condition$
of the permit if | exists or furthen at least = 1 yeaand/or | (no condition of length
marriage  with  a | conditions apply (length with economic| of marriage, no
national of marriage> 1 year) requirements economic
requirements...)
Budapest London, Lyon, Madrid,
Milan, Zurich
3 Economic resources Additional requirements -At least the level of the More open conditions
requirement (for example| minimal social income
accommodation (provided by the welfare
requirements as well) | state to support the
poorest people)
Budapest, London), Lyon, Madrid, Zurich,
Milan
4 Link between work | Obligation to first have Obligation only for| Possibility to stay in the
regime and permit| a work contract to stay some economic sectors| territory without work
regime on the territory contract, to search for
Budapest, London, Madrid job
Milan, Zurich (Turks Lyon, Zurich (Italians)
and Kosovars)
5 Grounds for | Grounds include dor | Grounds include c but No other than a-b
withdrawal: other than a-b-c not d
a. proven fraud in the Budapest, London, Lyon Lyon (Algerians) Lyon (Italians)

acquisition of permit
b. sentence
serious crimes

c. actual and seriou
threat to public policy
or national security

d. sufficient level of

fo

resources

(Tunisians), Milan,

Madrid, Zurich




Access to short-term permits

Zurich (Turks and Kosovars;
Uz Lyon (Tunisians)
Budapest -0,6 Milan -0,2 0,6 = Lyon (talians)1
@ A @ e
London -0,6 Madrid 0 Zurich (ltalians) Lyon (Algerians
0,2 and general) 0,83
-1 0 1

Regarding the access to the territory and, in @adr, the requirements to obtain short-term
permits, there is some variation between the gigssihowever, the general picture is one of
substantial restrictiveness of the situation, whiah mainly be connected to the demanding
economic requirements that newcomers have to comity In this respect, Lyon represents
a particular case. Family members of nationalsesgnt the major source of immigration
today (45 % of immigration flows) and economic riegments do not apply for them
(contrary to family members of settled foreignei®)is places Lyon in a specific situation
compared to other cities where the immigration barof a different kind and/or economic
conditions are imposed to all kinds of immigranits London, Milan and Budapest, having
sufficient resources constitutes a prerequisitgetothe short-term permit for all categories of
immigrants and also is a ground for withdrawingYiet, no fixed amount is defined, apart
from the case of Milan where the level legally defi is not so high (equivalent to the
minimum social income) but supplemented by acconatiod requirements. In Zurich or
Madrid, as the immigration is mainly a labour oneis assumed that immigrants would
provide for themselves and hence the level of esonioesources is not an official criterion
for the issue of the permit. Nevertheless, thaufailto demonstrate sufficient resources (the
level of which not being precisely defined in tlegiklation) or the fact of being unemployed
are motives for revoking the short-term permit.

Family links with nationals represent a privilegedtrance door to European cities. With
regard to people married with nationals, a commend can be noted: in every country/city,
their specific right to access the territory isagweized, in general without any economic
requirements (except in Budapest). This is notstirae for parents of nationals: their right is
fully recognized in two cities (Lyon and Milan), v it is accompanied by the usual
economic requirements in Budapest, and it is nenexdmitted in Zurich and Madrid. In
London, demanding additional criteria are stipudaieeing the main carer, being the partner
of the parent residing in the UK, being accommodiaghout recourse to public funds).

In all cities, there also is a strong link betwework regime and permit regime. Again, the
situation of Lyon is different due to the nature itd immigration. The major part of
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immigrants going to Lyon access the territory amifia members, and thereby have the right
to work without getting first any work contract/pat. In others cities, some groups
constitute exceptions: for example, Italian immigsain Zurich, as EEA nationals, as well as
descendents of people of Spanish origin and workersectors with skills shortages in
Madrid can get a short-term permit to search flmba

As regards grounds for withdrawing the status, tasy widely common from one city to
another. All the legislations show the importan€eecurity concerns, since a sentence for
serious crimes or the fact of representing a thi@aiublic policy or national security are
reasons for permit withdrawal in all cities. In loyorecent modifications of the law have
introduced infringements of the immigration lawr{ing a foreigner without work permit for
example) as well as offences revealing culturalceoams (polygamous family reunion) as
grounds for withdrawal. But in principle, these #igdehal conditions do not apply to
Algerians because their situation is ruled by acsiebilateral agreement that is older.
Regarding Tunisians, polygamy is mentioned as aiplesground in the bilateral agreement.

In both cases, having insufficient resources is netévant in the majority of cases.

By

contrast, the level of resources is considered g®and for revoking the permit in all other
cities (Budapest, London, Madrid, Milan and Zurich)

Long-term permits

]

f

N° | Indicator Scale
-1 0 1
6 Acquisition of the | No such a provision If length of residence is More open conditions
permit if mother or | exists or furthen >2 <5 years (with or (required time of
father of a national | conditions apply without economic| residence shorter, etc.)
minor child London, Madrid, Zurich| requirements) Budapest, Lyon, Milan
7 Acquisition of the | Further conditions If length of marriage>2 | More open conditions o
permit if marriage | Zurich < 5 vyears and/or iflength of marriagg
with a national length of residence2 < | and/or of length of
5 years (with or without residence  (with o
economic requirements) Without economic
requirements)
London, Budapest]
Lyon, Milan, Madrid
8 Required minimum | > 6 years > 4< 6 years <4 years
time of habitual | Zurich  (Turks and London, Milan, Madrid,| Budapest, Lyon
residence Kosovars) Zurich (ltalians)
9 Economic resources Additional requirements At least the level of the More open conditions
requirement (for example| minimal social income
accommodation (provided by the welfare
requirements as well) | state to support the
Budapest, London|, poorest people) Lyon, Madrid
Milan Zurich
10 | Percentage of given <50 % >50<80% =80 %
permits over the total Budapest London, Madrid
number of
applications -
National Level
11 | Grounds for | Grounds include dor | Grounds include c¢ but No other than a-b
withdrawal: other than a-b-c not d

a. proven fraud in the

acquisition of permit
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N° | Indicator Scale

-1 0 1
b. sentence fo
serious crimes Budapest London, Lyon, Milan,
c. actual and serious Madrid, Zurich
threat to public policy
or national security
d. sufficient level of
resources

12 | Expulsion precluded | None - At least aor b In all three cases

a. after 20 years of - or in all three cases,
residence as a long- except in case of heavy
term residence permijt sentences (prison
holder sentences> 5 years or
b. in case of minors serious threat to national
c. residents born in the security such as
host country o] espionage, terrorism
admitted before they etc.)
were 10, once they
have reached the age pBudapest, Milan, Zurich| London, Lyon, Madrid
18

Access to long-term permits

Zurich (Turks and
Kosovars) -0,8

—@ A L @ L]
Zurich ((talians)london -0,2 Budapest 0 | Madrid 0,2  Lyon 0,67
-0,6 Milan 0
-1 0 1

With regard to long-term residence, three typesitofations can be identified. In Zurich, the
conditions to be granted long-term residence arg k&strictive, mainly on account of the
long time of residence that is required (10 yeakddst of the cities are situated in an
intermediary situation. In some of the cities (LondMadrid and Milan), the regime is quite
open in terms of residence requirements (5 or éyeahich are close to the European norm
related to the “EC long-term resident” status (dinglthird-country nationals to access after
5 years any other EU country). In these cities, dw@v, immigrants have to comply with
11



economic requirements to access the status (extdfadrid), but once granted, insufficient
resources cannot constitute a ground for withdralWahce long-term residents are entitled to
recourse to public funds and social security. Thsecof Budapest is specific: while the
residence requirements are very favourable (3 yeaspecially for Ethnic Hungarians (no
condition of residence), the economic situationnafigrants is not only a criterion for the
issue of the long-term permit but also for the ptte withdrawal.

As regards the situation in Lyon, the very openimegis connected to the nature of
immigration, bothin terms of the source of immigrat(family reunions) and main origins of
immigrants (EU and North-African country national8)jgerians and Tunisians benefit from
much more favourable conditions regarding residénoéy 3 years instead of 5 years in the
general regime). As for Italians, the recent madtiions of legislation (2003 and 2006 laws
transposing EU directives in this field) make itspibble to stay in the territory without any
permit to stay. While the French law states that mdh-working immigrants must have
“sufficient resources”, this requirement is rathéeoretical and difficult to scrutinise
Moreover, as third-nationals immigrating to Lyor anainly family members (of nationals or
settled foreigners), they do not have, in Franzdulfil any economic requirements to access
long-term residence, whereas other kinds of immigrgworkers, visitors, and so on) must
have stable resources at least equivalent to We¢ & the “SMIC” (the legal minimum wage,
that is, 984 euros net per month) without recotogaublic funds.

Again, cities share many common rules. Persons iedawith nationals are in a very
privileged situation and benefit from a facilitatadcess to long-term residence (1 year of
residence instead of 3 for Algerians and Tunisi@ngyon, 2 years instead of 3 for non-
Ethnic-Hungarians in Budapest, 2 years instead iofthe London, 5 years instead of 10 in
Zurich) or even a direct access (in Madrid and WilaAs noted for short-term permits, the
grounds for withdrawal are quite similar in theiies and essentially connected to security
concerns. The situation in Lyon is specific as theent changes in the legislation have
considerably hardened the provisions related thdrgwal, introducing grounds based on the
non-respect for the immigration law or for the pataluthority and property but also reasons
linked to cultural considerations (polygamy, viatenagainst minors causing mutilations,
which is clearly aimed at excisions). Nevertheleggse new grounds do not apply,
theoretically, to Algerians and Tunisians, on actoof the specific regulations sexiting in
their case.

In only three cities (London, Madrid and Lyon), @iesion of expulsion exists for some
categories of long-term residents (residents liimghe host country for 20 years in Lyon
and Madrid, born in the host country, and/or mihdfowever, this liberal provision is offset
by legal limitations: serious criminal activities Lyon and London and threat to national
security in the three cities.
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Family reunion

N° | Indicator Scale
-1 0 1
19 | Eligibility for legal | > 2 years of legal|> 1 year of legal < 1 vyear of Ilegal
residents residence and/or | residence and/or | residence and/or
holding a permit foe 2 | holding a permit for > 1 holding a residence
years year permit for< 1 year
Lyon (Algerians and Budapest, London, Lyon
Tunisians) (Italians), Madrid,
Milan, Zurich
20 | Economic resources Additional requirements At least the level of the More open conditions
requirement (for example| minimal social income
accommodation (provided by the welfare
requirements as well) | state to support the
Budapest, London|, poorest people)
Lyon, Madrid, Milan,
Zurich
21 | Duration of validity of | < 1 year renewable-Depends on sponsorjsEqual to  sponsor's
permit permit or new | permit (but not equal to residence permit and
application necessary | it) renewable
or
-> 1 year renewable
permit but not equal to
sponsor’s
Zurich < 1 year permit but Lyon, Milan
possibility to apply for &
long-term permit afte
2 years of residence
Budapest, London,
Madrid
22 | Grounds for | Other grounds Grounds include ¢ No other than a-b
withdrawing:
a. Public policy or
security major threat
b. Proven fraud in the
acquisition of permit
(inexistent relationshig
or misleading
information).
c. Break-up of family| London, Lyon| Budapest, Milan, Zurich| Lyon (Algerians/
relationship (before (Tunisians), Madrid Italians)
three years)
23 | Right to autonomous| After > 5 yearsor upon | After > 3<5 years After < 3 years
residence permit for | certain conditions
partners and children Budapest, Madrid London, Lyon, Milan
reaching age of (partners), Zurich (children), Madrid
majority (children
24 | Percentage off <50 % >50<80% =80 %
entrances in  the
territory through

family reunion over
the total number of
applications

National level

13



The situations of the different cities are closerfar as the rules for family reunion are
concerned, partly because the harmonization movesgp in the European Union in this
field over the last years has contributed to rediheedifferences between some EU cities.
The right to family reunion is recognized in allies. A quite liberal system is enforced as far
as conditions of residence are concerned: the negjgponsor’s legal residence in the host
country generally does not exceed one year (MiNdairid) or is even inexistent (Budapest,
London, Zurich). The only exception is Lyon, whérdas been extended very recently, in
July 2006, in a context of overall hardening of iinenigration laws.

However, this overall quite liberal situation isfsat by strong economic requirements:
sufficient resources for the whole family as wedlaadecent accommodation are required in
all cities. The national legislations generallyrdu define any specific amount, apart fromfor
Lyon where it is quite high (at least equivalentthe SMIC) and in Milan where it is low
(equivalent to the minimal social assistance incothat is, around 375 euro per month).
Only Italian immigrants in Zurich (as other EEA ioatals) undergo a privileged situation as
no economic condition is applied to them.

Family reunion

Madrid -0j1  Zufich 0,33 Lyon (ltalians) 0,6
- AR—©
Budapest|-0,2 L yon Lyon (Algerians and
London -0,2  (Tunisians) general) 0,4
0 Milan 0,4
-1 O 1

The situation of the investigated cities are maretasted regarding the duration of validity
of family members’ permits and the grounds for itgthdrawal. In the Madrid, London and

Budapest, long-term residence permits can be astesdy after a certain period (one year in
the London and Budapest). In Lyon and Milan, tlghtito residence of family members is
equivalent to the sponsor’s, that is, family mersbean directly get a long-term residence

14



permit if the sponsor holds one. In Zurich, the ifgrmembers’ permits are granted only for
one year and renewable.

Regarding the reasons for withdrawing the familynien-related permits, the systems are
quite restrictive overall. Only Algerians in Lyondergo a fairly favourable situation because
the special regulation applying to them does nontror grounds such as illegal or
polygamous family reunion and break-up of familjatenship. Italians in Lyon also
constitute a particular case since their family rhera can enter and stay without any permit.
The failure to maintain and accommodate themsedoestitutes a ground for withdrawal in
the 2 cities: London and Madrid. In all cities, threak-up of the family relationship entails a
possible withdrawal of the permit.

Family members’ right to autonomous residence aoeenor less liberal from one city to

another. In Budapest, partners can access a pemeipendently from the sponsor after 5
years. They can also do so before if they fulfé tonditions to obtain a permit related to
another purpose of stay (such as work); this ride applies in Milan. In Madrid and Lyon,

the conditions to get a long-term permit autonorhods not differ from the general case (3
years for Algerians and Tunisians in Lyon, 5 yearMadrid). This required time is reduced
to 2 years instead of 5 in London and 5 years auste#f 10 in Zurich. Regarding children,
they access an autonomous permit at the majorigy veihout condition of residence in

Milan, Zurich and Madrid.

b. Nationality

N° | Indicator Scale

-1 0 1

13 | Eligibility for second | Further requirements On application at a Automatically at birth
and third generation | (continuous residencgcertain age (16/18 years
immigrants (jus soli) since birth, etc.) or before if parents can
ask for their child)and
with a condition of
length of residences 5
Budapest, Milan, Zurich| years

Lyon, Madrid London
14 Marriage  with  a | Further conditions If length of marriage>3 | More open conditions of
national < 5 years and/or iflength of marriage

length of residence3 < | and/or of length  of
5(with  or  without| residence  (with o

economic requirements) Without economic|
requirements)
Lyon, Zurich Budapest, London),
Madrid, Milan
15 | Required minimum | > 8 years >5< 8 years <5 years
time of  habitual | Madrid (Moroccans), Budapest (Chinese, Budapest (Ethnig
residence Milan, Zurich Muslims) Hungarians), London,
Lyon, Madrid

(Ecuadorians, Andeah
Mixed Group)

16 | Economic resourceg Additional requirements At least the level of the More open conditions

requirement for | (for example| minimal social income
naturalization  (first | accommodation (provided by the welfare
generation requirements as well) | state to support the
immigrants) poorest people)
Budapest, Lyon Zurich London, Madrid, Milan
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N° | Indicator Scale
-1 0 1
17 | Percentage off <50 % >50<80% >80 %
approved
naturalizations over
the total number of
applications - London, Lyon Budapest, Madrid
National level (presumably)
Milan and Zurich: N.A.
18 | Grounds for | Other than a-b No other than a-b No other than a
withdrawing status:
a. proven fraud in
the acquisition of | Lyon, Madrid London, Zurich Budapest
citizenship
b. actual and serious
threat to public policy
or national security
Milan: N.A.

Regarding the access to the nationality of secammtion immigrants, there are still some
significant variations between the 6 cities. A coomrgeneral trend can be observed in all
cities, with the exception of Milan: the recognitiof a privileged situation regarding the
access to residence. However, this common recognatbvers different situations, more or
less open, going from the full recognition of setogeneration immigrants’ right to
citizenship to a mere facilitated process of theraization. The most open configuration is
that of the UK, a country remaining emblematic loé fus soli. While a slight dose ojfus
sanguini was introduced in 1981, partly linking the citiz@ip of the person to that of one of
his/her parents, the legislation remains nowadagdgminated by thgus soli: a person born

in Britain can acquire British citizenship at birflone of his/her parents is a legal resident in
the country. Legislations in Lyon and Madrid regmisan intermediary situation, since
citizenship is granted at the age of majority dewa years before with quite open conditions
of residence, especially in Madrid (only 1 year).the 3 other cities, the legislation is far
more restrictive. In Budapest and Zurich, secontegagtion immigrants only benefit from a
facilitated naturalization. The condition of reside is reduced to 5 years instead of 8 in
Budapest. In Zurich, the years between the ag® aintl 20 double count in the calculation of
the length of residence, which must be equivalent2 years in total; moreover, there is a
requirement of 2 years of residence in the sam&poaand not in the same commune as in
the general case. In Milan, second generation imantg have the right to access the Italian
nationality at the majority age but only if theykdived in the country without interruption
since their birth. Symbolically and in practicegtlfact of recognizing dull access to
nationality for second generation immigrants (irelegeently of conditions of residence), in
cities such as London or Lyon, is of great impar&arBut one must also pay attention to the
criterion of the required time of residence, whisHinally the same (5 years) in Lyon and
Budapest and not very different in practice fromatvlxists in Zurich (as years between 10
and 20 years old double count).

Looking at another main way to access nationalitghrough marriage — the national

legislations are closer to each other, being olvgtate liberal. In all cities, the required time

of residence (and/or marriage) for persons mamwétl nationals is significantly reduced
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compared to other categories of immigrants and doesexceed 5 years. The most liberal
systems can be found in the 2 Southern-Europeges,cMilan and Madrid (respectively 6
months and 1 year of residence, or 3 years of agarin Milan), London (2 years instead of
5 in the general case) and Budapest (3 years wlerese instead of 8). In Lyon and Zurich,
the system is less open (respectively 4 years ofiage or 5 if the person has not lived in
Lyon for at least 1 year ; 5 years of residenceéesns of 12 and 3 years of marriage). As
regards Lyon, the current situation results fromyvecent legislative modifications (in 2003
and 2006) introduced by a right-wing governmente Thanges of the system in a liberal or
restrictive way have been deeply politicized in tast two decades and connected to the
right-left political cleavage. In Milan, it must ted that the provision related to marriage
with a national is very favourable whereas all ottlements of the nationality law are rather
restrictive.

Access to nationality

Madrid
(Moroccans) Budapest (EH and
0.17 general) 0,33
A ] Py =
Zurich -0,4 Milan O Madrid (-A and L-ondon 0,8
Lyon|0 geperal) 0,5

Budapest (Chinesg and
Muslims) O

The provisions related to the first generation igmants’ naturalization significantly vary
again according to cities. The configuration ofestaccording to the degree of openness of
their legal system is overall not very differendrfr that we identified regarding the second
generation immigrants’ access to nationality. Atgliberal legislation does exist in London
and Lyon, where immigrants can be naturalized &tgears of residence in the country (with
some additional conditions, see economic and allttequirements below). The French
legislation is even more open as it relaxes thigldmn of residence for nationals from states
that have historical and cultural links with Lybn However, this provision is rarely
implemented and it is difficult to get the statdtealess than several years of residence in
France. It must also be noted that naturalizatsonat institutionally encouraged in France
(for example, through information work directed itbomigrants) as it is conceived as an

2 Nationals from former enchFrance’s colonies orethefent states or from countries where French isobiiee
official language (in the latter case on the cdodithe applicant has French as his/her motherueramnd has
been educated in a French school abroad durirgast b years).
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individual and voluntary step achieving the integma process. Budapest Milan and
especially Zurich have restrictive requirementsgestively 8, 10 and 12 years of residence,
with an extra time of 2 years in Zurich for accegsalso the local citizenship). However,
special provisions are set up in Budapest for Ethdungarians, representing the high
majority of immigrants in Budapest. They can beuraitzed on preferential conditions, with
no requirement in terms of residence. Since 18%#jal system exists in Milan, significantly
differentiating EU residents from third-country icdemnts (4 years and 10 years respectively).
The situation of immigrants in Madrid also variez@ding to immigrant’s origins, but in a
different direction. A main characteristic of theaBish nationality law is the preferential
treatment for immigrants from former colonies. lartcular, residents coming from lbero-
American states can be naturalized after only twary of residence in the country. This
differentiates the case of Madrid from other citwfsformer colonial countries such as
London and Lyon, where the special advantages eplantimmigrants from ancient colonies
have disappeared or at least, in the case of velhamincreasingly been reduced.

Cities are again different in terms of requiredremuic conditions for naturalization. A first
group of cities (London, Madrid and Milan) have e@oonomic requirements. In Budapest,
economic requirements do exist (systematicallytieraccess to all short-term and long-term
permits), but no fixed amounts are determined.him ¢ase of Lyon, the resources of the
applicant must be “stable and sufficient”, whichams, in practice, that incomes lower than
the legal minimum wage are usually considered tanbafficient. In Zurich, the economic
requirement is less demanding, since the legisiaiipulates only that the applicant must not
be ‘welfare-dependent’ by their own fault and bgitltown abuse.

Lastly, if one looks at the grounds for citizenshighdrawal, provisions in London remain
the most liberal ones, since only fraud and thteatational security/public policy can be
taken into account. Yet, it should be emphasisat dtrestrictive policy has been adopted in
2005, which has met some strong criticism of then@ussion for Racial Equality: a dual
national British citizenship can be revoked ifstdonsidered as not “conducive to the public
good”. Since the notion remains very vague, it i@ypplied very extensively to a broad set
of circumstances, not only to specific cases inmgivhreat to national security and public
order. The Hungarian legislation is the most opgntanly mentions cases of fraud and
threat to national security. By contrast, the idéaational loyalty is put forward much more
in the case of Spain: in this case, exclusive diggavious nationality for 3 years, enrolment
in a foreign army, or in a foreign government agaihe will of authorities, are grounds for
withdrawal. This is in Lyon that there is the mosstrictive legislation: this considers not
only national loyalty in relation to previous nata belonging (whenever actions have been
carried out in favour of a foreign state and argighental to enchFrance’s interests) but also
French nationals’ duties (for example, non-resgdectthe obligations related to military
service, actions against public administration catteth by public officers). Also, criminal
sentences to 5 years in prison were sufficientdsing the French nationality before 1998.

2. Social and economic rights
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a. Labour market

- Short-term permits

N° | Indicator Scale
-1 0 1
25 | Access to employment Legal limitations in| Legal limitations in the Equal access with
Split: For each of the three| both public and private public sector only (also nationals,  excluding
groups sector for  activities not| the activities involving
involving an actual an actual participation
participation to theg to the exercise of
exercise of publig public authority
authority)
Budapest, London|, Zurich (Italians) Lyon (Italians)

Lyon (Algerians and
Tunisians), Madrid,
Milan, Zurich (Turks
and Kosovars)

26 | Termination of a| In all cases except if Not if the foreigner has Not if the foreigner has
foreigner's work contract | the foreigner has a newlost his/her job: a new lost his/her job: more
is a reason for revoking or| job/a new job offer permit is then granted open conditions (new
refusing to renew his/her for < 6 months permit granted for
permit of stay more than 6 months |;
Split: For each of the three possible new extension
groups afterwards on some
Only consider workers conditions, etc.)
here (not immigrant with | Budapest, London, Lyon, Milan, Zurich

another status: family, | Madrid
student, etc.)

The access to the labour market for short-term penhmiders is very restricted in the
investigated cities, which all implement a prineigf national preference, even if it is not
referred to as such in some cities (such as in Lwdrere this reference is clearly connected
to the political rhetoric of the Front National)hi$ restriction of the labour market can take
different forms. In two cities (Milan and Londorihe national authorities fix each year the
quotas of foreigner workers allowed to work in tbeuntry. Quotas are based on the
economy’s needs, taking also into account locaktians. In London, quotas also concern
immigrants’ origins, which, in practice, have siggantly reduced working perspectives for
some ethnic groups, such as the Bangladeshi (actiihe restaurant trade). The legal
limitations can be set up through a general priecgpating that a position cannot be fulfilled
by a foreigner if a national or EU citizen is aadile for it: this is the case of London, Madrid,
and Budapest. As for Lyon, this language is nodusethe legislation but in practice the
situation is exactly the same: a work permit camdfesed when considering the employment
situation in the occupation considered at the ldeaiel. Moreover, there are special
regulations set up by various professional sedtwas limit, through requirements related to
the French nationality and especially to FrencHodias and professional titles, foreigners’
access to the labour market. In old immigratiomesitsuch as London, Lyon and Zurich, a
clear preference is given to high-skilled workdrmotigh specific rules and schemes greatly
facilitating their access to the labour market.niiost of the cities, there are also special
regulations related to sectors and occupations rgodey skills shortages, whether they
correspond to qualified jobs or not. For exampieMiadrid, the national preference does not
apply to this kind of jobs according to the law.Liyon, the authorities cannot put forward the
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argument of the employment situation to reject i@pgibns for work permits in such sectors
and jobs.

Economic rights - short-term permits

Zurich| (italians) 0,5

@ B L 2 |
Madrid -1 Milan O Lyon
London -1 Lyon (Algerians (ltalians) 1
Budapest -1 and Tunisians) -1

Zurich (Turks and
Kosovars) O
1 0 1

Focusing on the public sector, the only liberaksysis that of London. In this city, through a
national regulation (the Race Relations Amendmeritadlopted in 2000), public authorities
are encouraged to promote equality and may targeticplar minority groups (even
foreigners) if their presence in the workforce dnesreflect their presence in the population.
In addition, major public sector employers, suctttes health service and schools, actively
recruit overseas to redress local shortages. Lomglatso an exception in that there are no
rules with regard to the exercise of public autiyosuch a limitation would be considered as
a breach of race relations legislation prohibitary discrimination on the grounds of race
and nationality. In all other cities, all types miiblic-sector jobs are banned for foreigners,
except for EU citizens who can access those thahatoinvolve the exercise of public
authority.

The termination of a foreigner’'s work contract ig@und for withdrawing the short-term
permit in Madrid, London and Budapest. In Lyon, &filand Zurich, the rules are more
flexible since a specific case is taken into actoine foreigner’s involuntary unemployment.
In this case, a new permit is granted (or the peisnrenewed) for at least six months in
Milan and one year in Lyon. In Zurich, it is whdretunemployment period reaches one year
that the permit is renewed for one year (insteduvej.

- Long-term permits

N° | Indicator Scale

-1 0 1

27 | Access to employment Legal limitations in| Legal limitations in the Equal access  with
Split: For each of the three| both public and private public sector only (also nationals,  excluding
groups sector for  activites  not| the activities involving
involving an actual an actual participation
participation to theg to the exercise of
exercise of publig public authority
authority)
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Budapest, Lyon Madrid, Milan London, Lyon
(Algerians and (Italians), Zurich
Tunisians)
28 | Unemployment is a reason Yes (or except if the Only if it results in the| Not at all

for revoking or refusing to | foreigner  still  hasl foreigner’s welfare

renew his/her permit of | sufficient resources tpdependence (ie for

stay Split: For each of the| live) his/her minimum

three groups income to live)for a

Only consider workers long period (=1 year)

here (not immigrant with | Budapest Zurich London, Lyon, Madrid,

another status: family, Milan

student, etc.)

In most of the cities, the legal limitations that exist for short-term permit holders in the
private sector disappear as far as long-term retsdare concerned: in London, Madrid,
Milan and Zurich, long-term residents have the saigigs as nationals regarding the access
to the private labour market. In 2 cities, the asd® the private sector jobs is still limited for
immigrants: in Budapest, the Minister of Labour chatide through a decree all private and
public positions banned for foreigners on accoudrthe employment situation. In Lyon, the
limitations described above do apply even to |lagrgutresidents.

As for the civil service, the ban existing in Budap Lyon, Madrid and Milan also concerns

long-term residents. In Zurich, only public jobsatving the exercise of public authority are
still banned for immigrants.

Access to the labour market - all types of permits

Milan -0,5
Madrid -0,5
[ i X
Lyon (Algerians Zurich (Turks and | yon (italians) 1
and Tunisians) -1 Kosovars) O
London 0 Zurich (italians) 1
Budapest -1
1 0 1

The security of the status is ensured, whatevelathg-term residents’ situation is regarding
employment in most of the cities, except in Budapesere the long-term permit remains
linked to work (or to the level of resources), andZurich where the renewal of the permit
can be refused if long-term unemployment causetaveetependence.
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Economic rights - long-term permits

Zurich (Turks and
Kosovars) 0,5
Milan 0,5
Madrid 0,5
o L |
Budapest -1 Lyon (Algerians Lyon (italians) 1
and Tunisians) O London 1
-1 0 1
b. Welfare state access
N° Indicator Scale
-1 0 1
29 | Access to social security, No access -Only health assistance Health assistancend
social assistance and -or health assistanceother social rights (fo
healthcare  for illegal and other types of example: some
immigrants assistance  but  allminimal child benefits,
lllegal immigrants related to dangerousurgent housing...)
and emergency
situations
-or legal access but
low/no implementation
Milan Budapest, London, Lyon, Madrid
Zurich
30 | Access to social security, Less than core benefits- Limitation to core| Equal access  witl
social  assistance  and or no access benefits: a, d, e and f | nationals for all thesg
healthcare for non- - or access to all benefits
nationals benefits  but  with
a. minimum income conditions of time of
support residence/of legal
b. minimum housing employment for one or
support some of them
c. family and child - or legal access bhut
benefits limited/no
d. assistance in case of implementation
illness - or legal access bhut
e. pregnancy and possible negative
maternity care consequences far
f. long-term care immigrants (for
example: risk  of

Short-term permits

Budapest, London

expulsion or permit's
withdrawal if welfare
dependent)

Lyon (Algerians and
Tunisians), Milan,
Zurich  (Turks and

Lyon (Italians),
Madrid, Zurich
(Italians)

D

Kosovars)
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31 | Access to social security, Less than core benefits- Limitation to core| Equal access with
social  assistance  and or no access benefits: a, d, e and f | nationals for all these
healthcare for non- - or access to all benefits
nationals benefits  but  with
a. minimum income conditions of time of

support residence/of legal
b. minimum housing employment for one or
support some of them
c. family and child - or legal access bhut
benefits limited/no
d. assistance in case of implementation
illness - or legal access byt
e. pregnancy and possible negative
maternity care consequences far
f. long-term care immigrants (for
example: risk  of
Long-term permits expulsion or permit's
withdrawal if welfare
dependent)
Budapest, London|, Lyon, Madrid, Milan
Zurich

In the field of social rights, the image is thatdiversity among European cities. Regarding
illegal immigrants, their rights vary from one cttyanother. The most restricted situation can
be found in Milan, where only emergency health sasice is granted. In Budapest and
London, illegal immigrants can access healthcases@sce (and also emergency assistance
for children). In Lyon and Madrid, the system igw®pen. In Madrid, illegal immigrants,
once registered on the municipal population regisés access all basic social services and
social assistance on the same conditions as legaigrants and nationals. In Lyon, the
situation of illegal immigrants is even more opeamc® one considers the well-developed
French social security system. In this case, beywalthcare assistance, illegal immigrants
can access a wide range of other social benefitsh &s child social assistance, urgent
housing schemes, and old-age benefits. The situaifoZurich is quite specific. lllegal
immigrants can access a wide range of social ksnéRealthcare, pensions, family
assistance, etc.), but they usually do not subscddbinsurance schemes as the possible
discovery of their illegal situation entails a rizkreturn in their country of origin.

With the exception of Budapest and London, the rotiiges grant social security benefits

(other than the mere healthcare assistance) ta-t&ror permit holders. However, there are
some quite demanding requirements of length of stggrding one of the social benefits in
Milan (5 years of legal employment to be entitled Housing support), Lyon (permits

allowing to work for 5 years to access minimum meosupport) and Zurich (for non-EEA

nationals only, the remaining duration of the pérhimve to be long enough to access
unemployment benefits).

As regards long-term residents, their access t@lssecurity benefits is guaranteed in all the

cities. Yet, the use of this right can have negattensequences in Budapest and Zurich,
where welfare dependence is a ground for statuslveitval
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Welfare state access - all types of permits

Milan 0
Zurich (Turks and -yon (itglians) 3
Kosovars) O Madrid 1
L O X L |
London -0,33 Zurich Lyon (Algerians
Budapest -0,33 (italians) 0,33 and Tunisians) 0,67
-1 0 1
3. Anti-discrimination rights
N° Indicator Scale
-1 0 1
32 | Legislation against ethnic| No legislation against Legislation only| Legislation agains
discriminations ethnic discriminations | against actions actions and words
Budapest, London,
Lyon, Madrid, Milan,
Zurich
33 | (if a legislation exists) Only fines Possibility of | Possibility of
Types of sanctions in case imprisonment < 2 imprisonment > 2
of racially discriminatory years maximum years or< 2 yearswith
hiring Budapest; London| Madrid, Zurich loss of rights
Milan
34 | Public structures dealing| None Structures with only gaStructures with
with ethnic consultative/ study role stronger powers
discriminations Madrid, Milan, Zurich | Budapest, London,
Lyon

Anti-discrimination regulations are quite recentmost of the investigated European cities:
they have often been adopted hthroughout the 1888<arly 2000s. London constitutes an
exception, where an effective and wide-ranging-disicrimination legislation (impacting

upon employment, housing, education, etc.) has beenistence for a long time, since the
Race Relations Acts on racist claims in 1965 andlisoriminatory actions in 1976.. The
legislation has been modified in the early 2000@sd0 include indirect discrimination and
take into account discrimination on all types ofigieus grounds (this measure was
especially meant to protect the Muslim group). Whil is as old as the British one, the
French legislation is much less comprehensive.eixample, in the field of labour relations,
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the focus has traditionally been on hiring and dssad, with no explicit acknowledgement of
indirect discrimination, and, more importantly, thigigation to provide evidences for victims
of discrimination themselves. Anti-discriminatioropisions have then been extended. Latest
developments have been set up under the Europemm’s/mfluence, thus integrating the
notion of indirect discrimination, including manyone aspects of social life, and modifying
the obligation of evidence. An effective anti-disunation legislation has emerged in the
1990s also in Milan and Zurich, covering verbal s#g) discourses and discriminatory
actions (though the notion of indirect discriminatihas not been officially recognized). In
Budapest, the regulations are more recent (2008)nAhe case of Madrid, the legislation in
Budapest is quite comprehensive, aims at directirgicect discriminations, and includes all
spheres as well as words and actions.

Anti-discrimination rights and policies

@ |
Milan 0  Budapest 0,33 Lyon 1
London 0,33
Madrid 0,33
Zurich 0,33
_1 O 1

The regime of sanctions does vary from one cityanother. However, it seems that this
variation reveals the specific types of law andgiad procedures existing in the cities rather
than more or less favourable systems in the fielhefight against ethnic discriminations. In
Milan and London, civil procedures or disciplinasginctions can also be used in case of
discriminatory hiring. In Lyon, Zurich and Madridiuch an action is merely dealt with in the
criminal law and hence only sentences to prisorpassible (up to 3 years in Lyon, 2 years
in the two other cities), but rarely, if ever (inizch) implemented.

As regards the existence of specialized publiccaires on ethnic discriminations, London
appears as a forerunner city since the CommissioRé&cial Equality exists since 1976 and
has large powers, including investigations, takaigegal actions, and legal assistance to
victims. It is soon going to be replaced by the @Guossion for Equality and Human Rights,
whose role in the policy field will be greater. Adiscrimination laws will thus be enforced
not only on racial grounds but also on other grausdch asreligion and gender, promoting
equality and human rights. In Budapest and Lyomilar public structures are very recent
(2005) but they do have extended powers, suchsp®msibilities for processing complaints,
reporting and making proposals to governments. adiidl, the local public structures (the
“Anti-Discrimination Unit”) has started its actiigs only in 2006. Apart from the help to
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victims, its power in the policy-making is relatiydimited since no permanent and formal
channel of cooperation with the authorities existMilan, specific information about the
operating of the regional structures foreseen byl®#08 law on immigration is not available.
These structures have a role of monitoring, infdromaand assistance to victims. Some
specialized research institutions are also workinghe issue at the local level. Lastly, as for
Zurich, the Federal Commission against racism teesniset up in 1995, but it has only a
consultative and research role.

4. Political rights

N° Indicator Scale
-1 0 1
35 | Right to vote in local| No right Right: Right with a condition
elections -with a condition of| of length of residence
length of residence 5 | <5 years
years
-or with a condition of
Lyon (Algerians and lengh of residencand | Budapest, London|,
Tunisians), ~ Madrid| another condition Lyon (ltalians)
Milan, Zurich
36 | Right to stand for local| No right Right: Unrestricted right with
elections -with a condition of| a condition of length o
length of residence 5 | residence< 5 years
years
-or with a condition of
lengh of residencand | London, Lyon
Budapest, Lyor another condition (Italians)
(Algerians and -or restricted to certair
Tunisians),  Madrid| posts
Milan, Zurich

Specific regulations do exist for EU immigrants,onvban vote and stand as candidates in
local elections since the Maastricht Treaty of 188=ituting a European citizenship. Only
the United Kingdom grants the right to vote andb® elected to most of its non-EU
immigrants at the local level. This is a resulttbé privileged rights which the UK has
granted for a certain time to citizens from Commeaith countries. In Budapest, the system
is also relatively open, as long-term foreignelidests can vote at the local level (but they
are not entitled to the passive right of eligilyjitin all other cities, non-EU immigrants, even
those from ex-colonies, do not have electoral sghet, the issue of non-EU immigrants’
political rights at the local level has been a eratf concern in all the investigated cities. The
issue has been discussed in France since the 1810 spite of several bills in the early
2000s, the legislation has not changed on thistpwmina climate of hostility to immigrants
among some sectors of public opinion. In Madri@, técent intense national debate that took
place in the summer of 2006 about immigrants’ \gtiights, and the claim from some
Catalan nationalist parties of the need to subatdithese rights to some minimal proof of
cultural integrationrequirements has brought almauftinal legislation change, partly due to
the legal difficulties involved and due to insufficient motivation from the na#bn

® The Spanish constitution only considers the pilityi of granting electoral rights to non-citizeas the local
level on a reciprocity basis. Thus, this can ordyilaplemented through bilateral agreements withcthentries
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government. In Zurich, the issue of immigrants’ingtrights has also been debated since
1998 but with no actual implication. Yet, it should emphasised that immigrants’ voting
rights are indeed acknowledged in 5 other Swistocan

Political rights

of origin of the immigrants, which creates a sesigotential for political inequalities among imnagts of
different origins. Otherwise, a constitutional amier@nt would be necessary to grant voting rightsegaly to
all non-citizens.
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[l - Cultural / group- rights

N° Indicator Scale
-1 0 1
37 | Cultural requirements for | Language requirement-Language requirementNone
obtaining short-term | and  other cultural only
permits conditions (such as-or cultural
knowledge of| requirements only for
history/culture/ the renewal of the Budapest, London|
civic knowledge) permit Lyon, Madrid, Milan,
Zurich
38 | Cultural requirements for | Language requirement-Language requirementNone
obtaining long-term | and  other cultural only
residence permits| conditions -or cultural
(duration of validity = 5 requirements only for
years) the renewal of the
London permit Budapest, Lyon
Madrid, Milan, Zurich
39 | Cultural requirements for | Language requirementLanguage requirementNone

naturalization
generation immigrants)

(first

and other cultura
conditions

Budapest (Chinese ar
Muslims), London,

Lyon, Zurich

only

d

Budapest (Ethniq
Hungarians), Madrid
Milan

Focusing on cultural requirements to access peramts nationality, we can distinguish
different types of situation. There are no cultediuirements, even for naturalization, in
Budapest, Madrid in Milan; in the former two citighis has especially to be related to the
cultural closeness existing between the indigenoogulation and the largest groups of
immigrants (Ethnic-Hungarians in Budapest, Latin-€ioan in Madrid). Lyon’s situation is
quite peculiar. New or strengthened cultural rezgents have been set up recently and are
currently very strong for other immigrants (langeamd civic knowledge is assessed for the

Cultural requirements (acces

s to permits

and naturalization)

- L
London -0,33 Lyon 0,33 Budapest 1
Zurich 0,33 Madrid 1
Milan 1
0
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renewal of the short-term permit, for the issuahaf long-term one and for naturalization);
yet, they do not apply, as far as permits to staycancerned, to Italians (as EU citizens) and
Algerians and Tunisians (due to the special agre&nexisting in both cases and that are
former than these reforms). However, it must bessed that there is some uncertainty on
whether these new cultural norms are not appliedlgerians and Tunisians, since it is
possible that prefectures use them in practicadtition, Algerians and Tunisians settling in
Lyon are obliged, as other immigrants, to followicicourses and, if needed, language
programs, which clearly shows a form of revertingdssimilation”. Regarding London, new
provisions have been introduced in this field: igrants must take “life in the UK” test (in
addition to language requirements) for the accedsrtg-term permits since April 2007 and
for naturalization since 2005. Hence the UK seeashift towards a model that more greatly
emphasises the need for common ground in a muliegociety. This makes the London’s
situation somewhat closer to Lyon’s, but on a laditextent only as in the latter case
assimilationist goals can clearly be identified.duarich, cultural requirements constitute a
key element of the naturalization procedure, buttagermits’ issuance: both the command
of German and the historical and cultural knowledfthe applicant are assessed.

N° Indicator Scale
-1 0 1
40 | Host-country language| None or totally private; -Private programs Public programs
programs for immigrant | funded programs receiving public
adults subsidies but thesg

=

only represent a part g
their funding
-public-funded
programs but
limited/rare
implementation
Budapest Milan London, Lyon, Madrid,
Zurich

41 | Host-country language| None or totally private; -Private programs Public programs
programs for immigrant | funded programs receiving public
children subsidies but these
only represent a part g
their funding

-public-funded

=

programs but

limited/rare

implementation

Budapest, Milan London, Lyon, Madrid,
Zurich

In all the cities, there exist public-funded hostiatry language programs both for adults and
children, except in Budapest where language progiranty concern refugee adults. In this
city, some children provisions do exist but are reavd have rarely been implemented. In
Milan, the development of public language progrdomnsmmigrant adults and children is still
quite limited.
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N° Indicator Scale
-1 0 1
42 | Possibility  of public | No possibility and | No public funding for| Possibility of public
funding for Muslim | existence of such aany kind of| funding
private-owned schools (full| funding for other| denominational privatef
time schools) denominational owned schools
schools  (dominant
religion in particular) Budapest, London|
Milan Zurich Lyon, Madrid
43 | (if there is a possibility)| None Rare structures More developed
Number of public-funded < 0,1 school for 1 000 structures
Muslim schools (full-time Muslims in the locality
schools) London, Lyon,| Budapest
Madrid, Milan,
Zurich
44 | Possibility  of public | No possibility and | No public funding for| Possibility of public
funding for other minority | existence of such aany kind of private- funding
group private-owned | funding for other| owned schools
schools (full time schools) | private-owned
schools
Milan Zurich Budapest, London|
Lyon, Madrid
45 | (if there is a possibility)| None Rare structures More developed
Number of public-funded < 0,1 school for 1 000 structures
minority group schools persons of the minority
(full-time schools) group s in the locality
London, Lyon,| Budapest London

Madrid (Moroccans)

(Chinese/Muslims),

Uy

Milan, Zurich Madrid  (Ecuadorians
and Andean Mixed
group)

46 | Cultural/language courses None or totally| - Only partly public-| Public-funded program
for pupils of minority | private-funded funded/supported with implementation
groups inside  public | programs programs (for example:
schools (courses on thei subsides no
original language and/or representing the total of
culture) the budget; only publig
Split: For each of the three buildings granted fo
groups these courses, etc.)

-public-funded
programs but
limited/rare
implementation
Budapest, London| Lyon
Madrid, Milan, Zurich
47 | Changes in public schools None -Limited changes (fof Multiculturalism/

‘curriculum to take into
account the cultural
diversity of society

in the history/
geography/citizenship
education/religious

education... curriculg
about immigration of
the cultural differences
existing on the nationg|
territory, etc.)
-significant changes

(multiculturalism

example, small sectionscultural

diversity are
explicitly recognized as
important lines of the
school curriculum

]
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explicitly recognized as$
an important line of the
curriculum) but
limited/rare
implementation
Budapest, Lyon| Zurich London
Madrid, Milan

In most of the cities (Budapest, London, Lyon anddkd), the public funding is available
for Muslim private-owned schools as other minority faith-schools. However, the
implementation of such a right has not been dewslopp to now for different reasons,
depending on the cities considered. In BudapestMadrid, this can be (at least partly)
related to the small number of Muslims living irettity. However, some minority schools do
exist in Madrid: Evangelical schools (2 in the figan attract immigrant families from the
Andean group. In Budapest, there are one Chineser@ Arabic private schools that receive
public funds. In London, such a provision is nemde 1998) and it is probable that Muslim
schools will develop in the future, as they havaedm other British local areas where there is
a high proportion of Muslim families. In Lyon, tliegulations applying to Muslim schools
are the general ones ruling all private-owned sish@ublic subsidies, but the development
of Muslim schools is recent and sometimes mustroomnfa local climate of hostility among
local officials and local public opinion. In Milathe system clearly gives a privilege to the
majority religion as only Catholic schools can bablxly funded. Regarding home
culture/language courses, the only city implementm a developed way such programs is
Lyon. However, it must be noted that the existingctures were created in the 1970’s, in a
context where it was thought that many immigrantaid¥ return to their country of origin;
hence such structures do not necessarily bearssitioe the political will to support minority
cultural identities. In the 5 other cities, suchurses are available but they are only partly
public-funded (Madrid) or implemented only rareBu@dapest) or with variation according to
the local area (London). In most of the cases,piteenotion of cultural diversity through
official school curricula is inexistent. In this spgect, London constitutes a noticeable
exception, the emphasis of diversity being onéhefrhain general orientations of the school
system. In Zurich, there is only a limited projeatnew subject that will introduce pupils to
different religions through a cultural approachans included, will be set up in schools from
2007-2008.
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Schooling

Madrid -0,17 Budapest 0,17
A— B L
Vilan -0,83 Zurich -0,33 Lyon O London 0,5
-1 0 1
N° Indicator Scale
-1 0 1
48 | Religious education in| Religious education -No religious| Religion-specific
public schools classes where theeducation in publig classes including
majority religion is| schools Islamic ones (familieg
predominantly on -Islamic classes choose to have them ¢
exclusively evoked possible but not)
limited/rare
implementation
Milan Lyon, London (varies | Budapest
according to local practicg)
Madrid, Zurich
49 | Islamic religious signs in| Not allowed -allowed under some¢- allowed  without
the public sector conditions conditions
-or no public| - or no legislation and
regulation and not well tolerated in practice
tolerated in practice
Lyon Milan Budapest, London|
Madrid, Zurich
50 | Islamic religious signs in| Not allowed -allowed under some  allowed  without
the private sector conditions conditions
-or no public| -or no legislation ang
regulation and not well tolerated in practice
tolerated in practice
Lyon, Zurich Budapest, London|
Madrid, Milan
51 | Islamic breaks for praying | Not allowed -allowed under some  allowed  without
conditions conditions
-or no public| - or no legislation ang
regulation and not well tolerated in practice
tolerated in practice
Lyon, Madrid, Milan,| Budapest, London
Zurich
52 | Cemeteries and burial| Not allowed -allowed under some  allowed  without
according to Islamic rite conditions conditions

pr
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-or no public| - or no legislation and
regulation and not well tolerated in practice
tolerated in practice
London, Lyon, Milan | Budapest, Madrid
Zurich

53 | Local public budget for| No possibilty of| No public funding for| Possibility of public
mosques (building and| public funding and | any kind of religious| funding.

managing) existence of such abuildings
funding for buildings
of other religions
Lyon, Madrid, Milan Budapest, Zurich London

Religion: Islam

Milan -0,37 Budapest 0,83
L e
Lyon -0,33 London 0,67
Zurich 0,33
Madrid 0,33
1 0 1

The toleration of Muslims’ religious expressionsoigerall limited, except in London and
Budapest. In both cities, they are largely allowledBudapest, this results from the national
legislative rules adopted in the early 1990s in fisdd of education and religion and
guaranteeing a quite high level of liberty in thiesld. These provisions were not meant to
Islam when adopted but Muslim groups can benebitnfrthem today. In practice, such
religious expressions seem to be tolerated, beatsogin mind that the number of Muslims is
low in Budapest. Mosques, as all other religiowiintions cannot be funded by the public
authorities. In London, there is no legal frameutating the wearing of the headscarf in the
public and private sectors but they are generatlyepted without difficulties. Regarding
Islamic breaks for praying, recent national pubéigulations have strengthened the rights of
Muslim workers in this field. The separation betwdiee public sphere and religions does not
exist in London as in other cities since publicduny is available for mosques (as for other
religious institutions). Islamic religious classzs be organized in schools with a majority of
Muslim pupils.

In Madrid and Zurich, there is no religious edugatin public schools. Generally speaking,
no public regulation has been adopted regardiragniisl religious signs and these are variably
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tolerated, depending on the sector and on the casbtdrid, the wearing of the headscarf in
the public or private sectors have not been a dssliissue and does not seem to raise a lot
of conflicts. In Zurich, the issue has been diseds®garding the public sector but Islamic
religious signs are accepted. In the private sectbe wearing of the headscarf and Islamic
breaks for praying are left as a matter of negotiabetween employers and employees in
Zurich. In Madrid, despite a national agreementnaty with the Muslim community
representatives in 1992, Islamic breaks for pragirggonly rarely implemented in practice.

In Milan, there is no legal framework regulatindpmaic religious practices. There is neither
any specific provisions for religious expressiornha public sector, nor is there any provision
in the private sector concerning Islamic breaks poaying. While the wearing of the
headscarf is usually tolerated in the private sectalear advantage is given to the majority
religion as only Catholicism can be taught at s€th@atholic Churches also receive public
funds for their religious buildings.

In Lyon, Islamic religious classes in public scleate totally banned in the framework of the
French secular system. The wearing of the headssartjected in the public sector

(according to the recent jurisprudence of the Cbuwriche State) and variably dealt with but
overall not well tolerated in the private sectoegBrding Islamic breaks for praying, there is
no public regulation; they do not correspond t@eedemand from Muslim communities and
are generally not implemented apart from some im@l€ompanies with high proportion of

Muslims and essentially during the Ramadan.

As for the existence of cemeteries and burials rateg to the Islamic, as they constitute a
significant symbolic issue, they are accepted Irofaithe cities, except the burial into earth
without coffin in London, Lyon and Milan, for reas®related to hygiene.

N° Indicator Scale

-1 0 1

54 | Islamic religious programs| None <1 hour a week > 1 hour a week
in public and state-
subsidized private | Budapest, London|, Lyon, Madrid
broadcasting (not| Milan, Zurich
including cable and
satellite)

55 | Programs in public and| None <1 hour a week > 1 hour a week
state-subsidized  private
broadcasting (not| Budapest, Lyon| Madrid (Moroccans) London (Bangladeshi and
including cable and | London  (African Indian), Madrid
satellite) for other | Caribbean), Milan, (Ecuadorians and Andegn
minority groups or for the | Zurich Mixed group)
whole immigrant
population

Split: For each of the three
groups

The promotion of immigrants’ integration and oftawél diversity through media is scarcely
developed in all the cities. The only exceptions lanndon and Madrid. In London, only the
Bangladeshi and Indian groups are concerned siheeweekly programs on public-
subsidized TV address South-Asian communities. &diid, there are both programs for the
whole immigrant population and programs dedicatedatin-American immigrants. In Lyon

and Madrid, there are some religious programs omd&y morning, addressing the main
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religious groups in society (Jews, Catholics, Futatet, etc.), with, however, a clear
advantage granted to the Catholic majority. In Lytimee debate regarding TV is rather
focused on the presence of people from diversaebatkgrounds among TV staff, persons
in the public and the better coverage of immigratissues than the design of programs
addressing specifically a part of the populationBudapest, Milan and Zurich, there are no
programs at all, but there is currently a debatr dive issue in Zurich, following a project by
a MP on a program for Albanians (who are mainlydi@ss in Zurich).

N° Indicator Scale
-1 0 1
56 | Affirmative actions for | None -In some companies only:Public
ethnic minorities in the no public| regulation/incitation
private sector regulation/incitation about (reporting on workforce
this composition, incitation
-or public | to implement quotas,

incitation/regulation  but financial incentives for
not targeted specificallythe employment o
to immigrants/ethnig people of ethnig
minorities but to allf minorities, etc.)

disadvantaged people

Budapest, Madrid| Lyon London
Milan, Zurich
57 | Affirmative actions for | None Report, studies on theStronger measures
ethnic minorities in the workforce  compositiorn] (quotas regulation;
public sector only targets to be achieved,
etc.)
Budapest, Madrid| Lyon, Milan London
Zurich
58 | Measures to further the| No elements -Any of these elementsAll elements
integration of foreigners (or other) but not all
into the labour market -or limited/rare/to be done
a. Policy targets to implementation
reduce unemployment -or targeted to some
of foreigners categories of immigrants
b. Policy targets to only
promote  vocational | Budapest, Milan Lyon, Madrid London, Zurich

training for foreigners

As for immigrants/minority groups’ rights in theblaur market sphere, the situation shows a
high restrictiveness in most of the cities, excaggin, London. In this latter city, the national
regulations do not allow forms of positive discnraiions (through quotas, for example), but
targeted employment policies to improve the preseaed promotion of ethnic minority
groups in the private and especially public sectare implemented. In Lyon, such
orientations are unconceivable given the reluctaimcéhe political sphere and in the public
opinion, towards any separate and preferentialesydirected to a specific identity group
(the only exception is the “parity”, i.e. the eqtalsystem between men and women in
political elections only). Promotion of affirmativactions would also be difficult due to the
lack of ethnic statistics. Nevertheless, ethnicaritres are very often the actual beneficiaries
(if not unofficial targets) of policies directed thisadvantaged people or areas, which are
officially defined along socio-economic criterian lall other cities, affirmative actions
directed to some specific ethnic groups are nolempnted. However, programs that aim at
favouring the foreigners’ integration in the labooarket have been set up in Zurich and, will
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be implemented in Madrid in the future. In Zuriche local plan for integration includes
actions in favour of young unemployed immigrantstifwa particular attention paid to the
transition from school to the labour market andymung women) and promotion of
immigrants’ independent work. In Madrid, the mupali plan for social and multicultural
coexistence comprises an action called “Firms park_abour integration”, with a focus on
cultural diversity and immigrants’ integration inforivate companies. In addition, the
regional government of Madrid has announced progrEomimmigrants’ vocational training
and creation of firms. All these actions in Madniave been decided in the past year and are
still to be implemented.

Group-rights in the labour market

Milan -0,67
Madrid -0,67 Zurich (
® A L |
ost - London 1
Budapest -1 Lyon 0
-1 0 1

Il - General political opportunity structures

1. Configuration of powers

N° Indicator Scale
-1 0 1
59 | Degree of federalism and France (1.3), Hungary Spain (3.0) Switzerland (5.0)

decentralization (Scoring

(1.0 =not attributed by

based on Lijphart'g Lijphart, but based on his
indicators and values) Eflitgr;a), UK (1.0), Italy
60 | Decentralization at the| None Limited powers: low| Greater powers
local level:  sub-local| Zurich budget, only a role of specifically in charge
public structures (at the implementation and np of some sectors o
level of district, role in the definition of| public policies
neighbourhood) with local policies, which ig (definition and
political powers centralized implementation),
Lyon city (9 districts),| involvement in the

Madrid (21 districts),

definition of the whole
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Milan (9 area councils) city ‘s local policies
Budapest (23 districts),
London (32 boroughs)

61 | Power distribution in the | - The executive (e.g. mayor and deputy mayors) asidant is the
city decision-makingLyon city and all others cities of the Lyon’s urbareas,
Madrid
- Balance of powers between the executive anddbsslative (e.g. local
council):London, Milan, Zurich
- The legislative is dominanBudapest (in districts and in the Metropolitan
Budapest)
62 | Electoral systems — Local Only majoritarian Predominantly Proportional
level London boroughg majoritarian with a representation
(North London) degree ofl London city, Zurich,
proportionality Budapest  Assembly,
Budapest districts| Madrid
Lyon city and all
others cities of the
Lyon’'s urban areasg,
Milan
63 | Party systems in the city | - Two-party system:
- Multiparty systemBudapest, London, Lyon city and all others citiés o
the Lyon’s urban areas (except Oullins since 1¥¥gines-Charpieu and
Pierre-Bénite since 2001), Milan, Zurich
- Intermediary situationMadrid (the electoral system does not redjce
proportionality, but de facto close currently totwo-party system, the
United Left being very weak)
64 | Party(ies) in power in the| - one party:Lyon city and all others cities of the Lyon’s urbareas (ong
city party predominates, even it grants some posts to other parties ipdtitical
camp), Madrid (Center-right)
- a coalition of partiesvietropolitan Budapest (Socialist-Liberal coalitip)
Budapest (the Socialist party predominates in 9ridis, the Christiar
Democrat party in 8 districts), London city and totondon boroughs
(but Labour predominates in Haringey and Hacknghjan, Zurich
65 | Party (ies) in power —| - Right
National Level, over the| - Centre
10 past years - Left: UK (Labour government, 1997-2007)
- Coalition Right-Left:Switzerland (the “Magic Formula”)
- Political change-overrance (Left-wing government 1997-2002; right-
wing governments since 2002, under the presidehciglbt-wing Jacques
Chirac and Nicolas Sarkozy since 2007)
Hungary (Right 1998-2002 and since 2002 Left/Libecalition)
Italy (Center-Left 1996-2001, Center-Right 2001-20Center-Left since
2006)
Spain (Center-right 1996-2004, Left since 2004)
66 | Party (ies) in power —| - Right:Some cities of the Lyon’s urban area: Caluire-eir& 5ainte-Foy-

Local Level, over the 10
past years

Lés-Lyon

Madrid (Center-right — “Partido Popular” — with aliste majorities)

Milan (Center-right coalitions, Mayors from “For#alia”)

- Centre

- Left: Hackney and Haringey in London (Labour)

Some cities of the Lyon’s urban area: Bron, Déci@barpieu, Pierre
Bénite, Vaulx-en-Velin (Communist and since 200ft-\gng coalition),
Vénissieux (Communist), Villeurbanne (Socialist)

- Coalition Left-Right and/or Centeiletropolitan Budapest (Socialisf
Liberal coalitions), Budapest Districts (but the cBdists have
predominated in almost half of the districts, thene for a Socialist-Libergl
coalition in 1998-2002 and 2002-2006, and for alitoa including the
Christian Democrats in 1998-2002), London (no oea@ntrol since 2000
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mainly Conservative and Labour, but also Green labdral Democrat),
Zurich (Socialist, Radical (=center-right), Gredbhristian Democrat of
Independent (=center))

- Political change-over:

Camden in London (Labour 1998-2006, then Liberal mDerat-
Conservative coalition formed), Islington (Labour998-2002, Libera
Democrat 2002-2006, no overall control since 2006)

Lyon city (Right 1995-2001, Left since 2001), Ondli (Right 1995-2001|,
Left since 2001), Meyzieu (Left 1995-2001, Righricg 2001)

Several hypotheses serve as bases for buildingsthef indicators and related scores with
regard to the configuration of powers. First, weuase that the degree of federalism and
decentralization (as defined by Lijphart) at théoral level as well as the decentralization at
the sub-local level can be positive factors impagrtupon immigrants’ local political
participation. Potential large responsibilities rgel to local authorities can constitute an
opportunity for immigrants to participate and irhce policies locally. The degree of
proportionality in the local electoral system césoglay a significant role, with immigrants’
groups presumably having better political leveramea proportional system. We had no
further hypotheses regarding the other indicaterthare seems to be a greater uncertainty in
the way these parameters influence immigrantstipali participation. However, in relation
to what has been said regarding proportional elactystems, it is likely that cities where a
coalition of parties is in power (and multiple pastcompete during the elections) represent a
more open configuration. With regard to the pdditicolour of the national and local powers,
the related indicators remain only ‘descriptiveéice we have no further information on their
relation with the adoption of national and locallipes favourable/ unfavourable to
immigrants. It is probable that this relation chamgntinuously according to different policy
areas and country/city considered. In France, fanple, immigrants’ integration issues are
clearly politicized and very often connected to tight-left cleavage. More liberal and open
policies have generally been implemented undemiafy governments, both at the national
and at the sub-national level, regarding issuel asdhe access to the community (long-term
permits and nationality), immigrants’ social rightnd cultural requirements imposed to
immigrants However, a broad left-wing consensusdften existed for other issues, such as
the limitation of immigrants’ entrances and ansatimination policies,. The same goes for
the distribution of powers between the legislataed the executive, since it is quite
problematic to assess the nature of its impact uponigrants’ political participation. Put
simply, it is still difficult to formulate a prese evaluation for all cities through a synthetic
scoring for these political indicators.

Looking more specifically at the degree of federaliand decentralization, this is very law in
most countries at the national level, that is, tan€e, Hungary, Italy and the UK. Spain is
situated in an intermediary situation and can besickered as a very decentralized and quasi-
federal state. Switzerland is situated on the gbloé, being classified by Lijhphart as among
the most decentralized and federal countries.Xdhealocal level, the configuration is quite
different. While there are no sub-local structuséh real powers in Zurich (districts are only
territorial subdivisions), those that exist in Ly(hdistricts), Madrid (21) and Milan (9) have
some powers in terms of budget management and nngpi@ation of basic services. In Lyon
city and Milan, for example, they can make prop®sealated to some issues (notably urban

38



planning) to the city council. In all three citiehese sub-local institutions also aim at
promoting citizens’ participation through formal ddes (such as citizens boards) or the
management of citizens’ petitions and proposalstlizasub-local structures in Budapest and
London have significant larger powers. The configian of powers at the local level is based
on a distribution of responsibilities between dmgtitutions and district structures, which

carry out their own policies full autonomy in sorspecific areas. In Budapest, district

councils are specifically in charge of significasgrvices (health, education), directed to a
smaller number of citizens. In London, borough anlgnare responsible for a significant

number of services and also implement policiesngefiat the national level.

General POS: configuration of powers at the nationa | and local levels

Budapest 0,17

L e

Lyon -0,33 London 0  Madrid 0,33

Milan -0,33 Zurich 0,33

Focusing on the local electoral system, a somehigatdegree of proportional representation
exists in all cities. There are differences betwiendistrict and the city levels of London and
Budapest. In London, the borough councils are etetiirough a majoritarian system whereas
the London Assembly’s election is only based omi proportional rule. District councils in
Budapest are elected according to a mixed methodobihe Assembly of the Metropolitan
Budapest, a strict proportional electoral systermmiglemented. Madrid and Zurich are the
cities in which the proportional rule is strongeyon’s and Milan’s electoral system are very
similar, based on a predominant majoritarian lagth a slight dose of proportionality.

As regards the executive-legislative distributidrpowers, there is a great variation between
cities. A first group of city includes Lyon and Matland is characterized by a predominance
of the executive. In London, Milan and Zurich, tbenfiguration is balanced, while the
legislative is quite dominant in Budapest. At tragional level, the left and center-left are
predominant in most of the considered countrieatyltHungary, Spain and the UK. In
Switzerland, a larger coalition, going from thet lef the right, is governing, whereas right-
wing governments are in power in France since 2002ll cities, there is a multi-party
system, except in Madrid where in practice it isrently close to a two-party system. Only
one party is in power or predominates in Madrid tr&lcities of Lyon urban area, whereas in
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all other cities coalitions of parties govern. Tdeanter-right is in power in Madrid and Milan.
In the Lyon urban areas, the local political sitortis diverse: the right is in power in only 3
cities (Caluire-et-Cuire, Sainte-Foy-Lés-Lyon anceydieu) whereas different left-wing
coalitions are in power in the other cities. Th& s in power in 2 London boroughs
(Hackney and Haringey). Elsewhere (Budapest, Zurather London boroughs and city
council), a coalition of parties is running.

Summing up this first set of indicators on confagion of powers, the situation is more

closed in Lyon and Milan due to both the limitectelatralization (at the national and local
levels) and the low level of proportionality of tleéectoral system. In Madrid and Zurich,

electoral systems are purely proportional but theedtralization, strong at the national level,
is limited or inexistent in the city. As for Lond@amd Budapest, their situation is intermediary
as they combine a mixed electoral system, difféaing the districts and the whole city, with

a high decentralization at the local level (andh@h centralization at the national level).

2. Participation mechanisms

N° | Indicator Scale
-1 0 1
67 | Referenda (Local level) No  possibility  of| Only consultative| Binding (the measure
referendum referenda cannot be adopted or
must be abrogated)
London Madrid, Milan Budapest, Lyon
Zurich
68 | Who can initiate the| No possibility of| Only the local| Also a percentage qf
referendum? (Local level) | referendum council/the mayor the citizens (“Popular
initiative” referendum)
London Lyon, Madrid Budapest, Milan,
Zurich
69 | Number of (consultative| <5 >5<10 >10
or binding) referenda held
over the past 10 yearg
(Local level) London, Lyon, Madrid,| Budapest Zurich
Milan
70 | Existence and type of None -Not institutionalized,| Institutionalized citizen
citizen assemblies (Loca occasional citizen assemblies (with
level) assemblies regular meetings, etc.)
- Not transparent
representation of
citizens (representation
through  associations
only; strong presence
of local officials,
political parties within
such bodies, etc.)
-Not really working
(very occasiona
meetings, very limited
participation of
citizens within them,
etc.)
London (Hackney and Budapest, London Lyon city
Haringey), Caluire—etjj (Camden and +Villeurbanne, Vaulx-
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Cuire (Lyon urban

area), Zurich

Islington), Madrid,

Milan

en-Velin,
Pierre-Bénite

Meyzieu,

71 | Powers of citizen| None Only consultative Stronger power in the
assemblies (Local level) decision-making
Caluire-et-Cuire (Lyon Budapest, Londo
urban area), Zurich (Camden and
Islington), Lyon city
+Villeurbanne, Vaulx-
en-Velin, Meyzieu,
Pierre-Bénite, Madrid
Milan
72 | Involvement  of  civil | None Informal and optional Formal, regulated
society organizations consultation consultation
(associations, foundations
interest groups...) in the Budapest, London|, Milan, Greater Lyon
definition of local policies Cities of Lyon urban
area, Madrid, Zurich
73 | Involvement  of  civil | None In  partnership with Full  delegation  of
society organizations public institutions powers for the
(associations, foundations implementation of
interest groups...) in the policies
implementation of local
policies Budapest, London,
Madrid, Milan, Lyon,
Zurich
74 | Pluralism of the| -Only  one  major| Coordinated and Pluralist system
participation / | organization of theg corporatist system (various interest and
intermediation of interests | civil society is| (which gives| issue groups taken into
system in the city consulted preference tq account in the
-or no defined| “traditional” decision-making
participation organisations such asprocess)
/intermediation off trade  unions and
interests system in theemployers’
city organisations)
Budapest, Madrid London Milan, Zurich
75 | Is there a specificc No department and npNo department, but There is a specifig
department in the local| specific policy there is a policy department devoted to
council devoted to integrated within| promote citizen
promote citizen various departments | participation policies
participation? London (Hackney and Budapest, Londo
Haringey), cities off (Camden and
Lyon urban areaq, Islington), Greate
Milan, Zurich Lyon, Madrid
76 | Is there a bill of rights or a| None Yes, there exists aYes, there exists a
similar local legislation regulation but it is very regulation and it
that regulates how citizens restrictive in terms of provides various
can influence the decision- the rights of| mechanisms tq
making processes in ways participation granted to participate during
other than selecting their citizens decision-making
elected representatives? processes  (hearings,
appeals, consultation
bodies, etc.)
London Cities of Lyon urban Budapest, Greater
areas Lyon, , Madrid, Milan,
Zurich
79 | If there are sub-local| No sub-local publig There are sub-localYes, citizens  (of
public  structures: do | structures or citizens public structures buf associations) have
citizens have participation| do not elect thg citizens have limited substantial
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mechanisms within these officials at these bodieginfluence (mostly| participation

structures? (they are appointed byreduced to their vote tp mechanisms in these
the city council) select the| sub-local structures
representatives at thesde.g. consultation
bodies) participation in
meetings, etc.)
Caluire-et-Cuire (Lyon London (Hackney and Budapest, Londor
urban area), Zurich Haringey) (Camden and

Islington), Lyon city
+Villeurbanne, Vaulx-

en-Velin, Meyzieu,
Pierre-Bénite, Milan,
Madrid

The political opportunity structure related to papation mechanisms vary according to
cities but also to issue fields.

Focusing on rules and practice of referendum, #se ©f Zurich must be considered apart as
it is the only one to put the use of referendurthatcore of the local democracy system. Not
only referenda are binding and possibly initiatgdcitizens, but they are often used. The
Budapest's situation is favourable too, but in a&lmmore limited extent compared to Zurich:
referenda are binding and can be launched by o#jzéhough they are not a frequent event
(only 6 over the last 10 years, compared to 86unch). The case of London is also specific
as the only possibility of local referenda concecosistitutional matters and is hence an
exceptional event. The situations are similar ioh,yMadrid and, to a lesser extent, Milan. In
Madrid and Milan, only consultative referenda dasexin practice, the situation of Lyon is
not so different as “decisional referenda” havenbestituted only recently (2003) and have
not been used so far. In addition, in Lyon and Nhdhe initiative of referendum only
belongs to the local powers, except that since 20Q@rt of citizens can ask for a local
referendum on urban planning issues (with no obbgafor the local power to respond to
this initiative). In Milan however, referenda cam ibitiated by citizens.

As far as citizens’ assemblies are concerned, tier@ cross-national variation but also
variations amongst different cities and their di$srin a same city. In London, two boroughs
only (Camden and Islington) have recently set ujzems’ panels; these represent little
institutionalized forms of participation as they aonsulted occasionally. In the Lyon urban
area, the variation is related to both nationalvigions — obligation to create citizen
assemblies in cities above 80 000 inhabitants, Lorgnand Villeurbanne are then concerned
— and local decisions. Smaller cities such as \feub¥elin, Meyzieu and Pierre-Bénite have
instituted forms of institutionalized citizen asd#i®s (contrary to cities such as Caluire-et-
Cuire). Where they exist in the Lyon urban aretizemn assemblies have only a consultative
role. In Milan and Budapest, citizens’ consultatpocesses are occasional (public audiences
requested by at least 1 000 citizens in Milan, paoblic hearing per year and occasional
public meetings for specific policy issues in Buest). In Milan, there are also citizen
consultation boards on specific issues but only gperates in Milan and they only gather
representatives of organizations (and not indiMidtiizens as such). In Madrid, recent
consultative bodies were set up in 2004 and 2Q0d8&.ihteresting to note that foreigners can
participate in these bodies. Territorial distriouacils deal with issues related to democratic
participation at the local level, while Sectorialsibict Boards work on specific issues. In
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addition, there are some very new bodies (the iDidBoards and the Madrid Forum) which

have been set up in 2006 so as to tackle issuseddio coexistence and diversity. However,
all these bodies have not fully developed theirsioiss, and mechanims for participation are
not very clear as they predominantly involve repn¢atives of associations and of political
parties. In Zurich, the citizens’ participationpsedominantly based on referenda; no form of
citizen assemblies, even informal, exists.

As regards the involvement of civil society orgatians in local policies, the situations of
different cities are quite similar. The consultatiof these organizations is most of the time
optional and informal. The only exception is Milamhere the institutionalized consultation
of civil society organizations concerns a significpolicy field: a consultative body has been
set up for social policies and includes associati@@ome citizens’ consultation boards can
also be set up on specific issues: the only oneatipg in Milan concerns handicap. The
other exception is the Lyon urban community (theed®er Lyon), which has developed
policies aiming at promoting citizens’ and civilcsgty organizations participation. As for the
implementation of local policies, civil organizat®are involved in all the cities, in particular
in social policies, working in partnership with pigb institutions. The
participation/intermediation of interests systenpligralist in Milan and Zurich, co-ordinated
in London and quite closed (restricted to one oo twajor organizations) in Budapest. In
Lyon and Madrid, it is not really defined, exceptsiome policy sectors.

Although there are citizens’ participation policiesall the cities, specific departments to
manage them exist only in Budapest, Madrid, twandon boroughs (Camden and Islington)
and the Greater Lyon. Elsewhere, such policiesraegrated within various departments and
services. The formalization of citizens’ right t@rpcipate exists in most of the cities:
Budapest, Madrid, Milan, Zurich and the Greater i.yén Budapest, they however are
essentially the result of the national legislationthis field (public hearings and local

referenda, although required thresholds are defioedly), as in the cities of Lyon urban

area (compulsory citizen assemblies in big citiesl docal referenda). In Milan, the

regulations are both national and local. In Madidal legislation exists in this field, as well

as in Zurich (local and cantonal levels). Londonhis only city where there are no specific
regulations about this.

Most of the citizens’ participation mechanisms diesal above are implemented at the sub-
local level (or, in Budapest at the local and & $lib-local levels), except in Zurich where
districts are only territorial subdivisions, andnbe, do not have any responsibility with
regard to citizens’ participation. In almost alltbe others cities (except smaller ones in the
Lyon urban area, and Hackney and Haringey in Lohdahzens’ participation mechanisms
concern the district level (apart from referenda)

The following graph has been built by mixing then&in different dimensions of the citizens’
participation: referendum, citizens assembliesti@hships with civil society organizations,
institutionalization of citizens’ right to particgion (through a local regulation and/or a
specific local council department), and citizenaftipation at the sub-local level. A unique
score has been attributed for each of these dimessnd then an overall score has been
calculated for each city.
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General POS: participation mechanisms

Greater Lyon 0,57
Caluire-et-Cuire (and
some others) -0,4 Budapest 0,47
Zurich -0,13 Milan 0,43
- =
London (Hackney and London Madrid 0,27
Haringey) -0,5 (Camden and _
Islington) 0 Lyon (city + some others)

0,3

-1 0 1

Overall, we can distinguish four different grougsities/districts:

1)

2)

3)

4)

The first group (Haringey and Hackney in London|ua-et-Cuire and some other
cities of the Lyon urban areas) combines exceptianarestricted procedures of
referenda with little institutionalized or very @sional citizens’ and civil
organization consultation (and no specific rightsh& sub-local level given the size
of the cities considered in the Lyon urban area).

The second group (Camden and Islington in LondamicB) is more heterogeneous.
In Zurich there are very developed participatiorchanisms in terms of referenda and
popular initiatives, but not other channels ofzeibs’ participation nor civil society
organization’s consultation (which is pluralist lggnerally informal). In addition, the
participation mechanisms do not concern the suétléevel. In the two London
boroughs, there are no referendum procedures andhtlolvement of citizens and
civil organizations in local politics, although aatter concerns for local authorities,
are not formal and regular.

The third group gathers Madrid and some citieshef ltyon urban area (Lyon city,
Villeurbanne, Vaulx-en-Velin, Meyzieu, Pierre-B&)it The referendum procedures
here are quite limited both in their forms (onlynealtative, initiated by local powers)
and their actual use. Civil society organizatioas te involved in the definition of
local policies, but the developments in this fialk not formalized (Lyon) or still
little developed (Madrid). The situation is more kagous in terms of other
participation mechanisms: citizen assemblies asétutionalized in the big cities of
Lyon urban areas and others that have decided twodavhereas they are not well
defined for the moment in the case of Madrid. @& rights to participation are not
dealt with through a specific local department. yhee locally regulated only in the
case of Madrid.

The fourth group gathers Milan and Budapest and #ile Lyon urban community
(Greater Lyon). In Milan and Budapest, the refeeemiocedures are more open
(especially in Budapest). There are also forms iizen meetings but not
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institutionalized citizen assemblies. Citizens’ htigy to participation are defined
through national and/or local regulations and im@ated at the sub-local level as
well. However, the situation of the two cities dif$ regarding the implication of civil
society organizations: the system is pluralistathbcases but institutionalized only in
the case of Milan (for social policies). The spedy of the Greater Lyon (compared
to the cities of the area) is that it has furthmmnfalized its democratic participation
policies through the institution of a specializegpdrtment dedicated to them and the
elaboration of a Charter on the issue.

IV - Immigrants-specific opportunity structure

N° Indicator Scale
-1 0 1

80 Main responsibility for | National government | Balance of powers Local government
immigrants ‘ integration between national and
policies local governments

Lyon -London, Madrid,| Zurich
Milan
-Budapest=balance of
powers in general for
policies, but there is np
immigrants’
integration policies

81 Public information and | None Little developed More developed (well{
support services for organized serviceg
immigrants at the local with, for example,
level (which inform interpreters, large
them about their rights, opening hours
the institutions to which personal advice|
they can address, etc.) following etc.)

Budapest, others citigsLyon city + | London, Madrid,
of Lyon urban area Villeurbanne Milan, Zurich

82 Which institution (s) | Local councillorsi.ondon (borough councils + London Assembly together
has(ve) the leading role with the Mayor)
in the field of | The mayoriondon (with the London Assembly and borough colsihci
immigrants | A specific deputy mayot:yon (together with related deputy-mayors)
integration? — Local | A deputy mayor with other tasks as wadllyon (especially the one i
Level charge of social exclusion policies)

A specialized serviceMadrid (“General Directorate of Immigratio
Cooperation to Development and Social VolunteefingZurich (the
“Promotion of Integration Office”)

A not specialized servicédilan (“Health and Social services Division”)
Budapest: no immigrants’ integration policies (oalyministrative aspect
dealt with by district notary offices)

83 Policies related to| None Only studies,| Actual implementation
immigrants ‘ integration collection of datg of policies  (with
at the local level and/or policy papers specific budgets)

about immigrants |
integration
Budapest, other cities Lyon city +
of the Lyon urban ared Villeurbanne, London
Madrid, Milan, Zurich
84 Is there a specificl No department and np No department, put There isspecific
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department in the local
council  devoted to
immigrants ‘ integration
policies?

specific policy

Budapest, other citie
of the Lyon urban areg

there is a policy
integrated within
various departments
sLyon city +
Villeurbanne, London
Milan

department devoted t
immigrants ‘
integration policies
Madrid, Zurich

85 Percentage of total Madrid: 0,27%
budget devoted to| Milan: 1,96 %
immigrants’ integration | Other cities: N.A.
policies
86 Council/board/ None -Informal and optional Formal, regulated
assembly that represents consultation consultation
immigrants/minority -not (really) working
groups (for example, in institution
France, the Parisian
Council of Non-Eu | Budapest, London|, Madrid Lyon city, Zurich
foreigners) Other cities of theg
Lyon urban area
Milan
87 Involvement of | None Informal and optional Formal, regulated
minority/immigrant consultation consultation
organizations in the
definition of local | Budapest, Lyon| Zurich London
policies Madrid, Milan
88 Involvement of | None In partnership with Full delegation of
minority/immigrant public institutions powers for the
organizations in the implementation of
implementation _of local | Budapest, Lyon, Milan| London, Madrid,| policies
policies Zurich
89 Involvement of | None Informal and optional Formal, regulated
organizations consultation consultation
specialized in
immigration/integration
issues in the _definitionof | Budapest, other citiesZurich London, Lyon city +
local policies of the Lyon urban areg, Villeurbanne
Madrid, Milan
90 Involvement of | None In partnership with Full delegation of
organizations public institutions powers for the
specialized in implementation of
immigration/integration policies
issues in the
implementation _of local | Budapest, Lyon, Milan| London, Madrid,
policies Milan, Zurich
91 Involvement of | None Informal and optional Formal, regulated
organizations playing a consultation consultation
relevant role for
immigrants ‘ integration
(such as Human rights
organizations) in the
definition of local | Budapest, Lyon| Zurich London
policies Madrid, Milan
92 Involvement of | None In partnership with Full delegation of
organizations playing a public institutions powers for the
relevant role for implementation of
immigrants ‘ integration policies

(such as Human rights

organizations) in the
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implementation of local | Budapest, Lyon London, Madrid,
policies Milan, Zurich
93 Involvement of the local| No public funding| On the same basis of asSeparate funding
power in the funding of | available for these “autochthonous” o schemes addressed [to
minority/immigrants organizations “non-ethnic” “immigrant” or
organizations organizations “ethnic-based”
organizations
-or clear specifig
policy to favour the
funding of  these
organizations (for
example: a certain
amount is reserved tp
these organizations qr
some “points” are
given to their
applications)
Lyon Budapest, Milan,| London, Madrid
Zurich
94 Requirements to be able Strong requirement Only requirements No requirement othef
to apply for subsidies concerning thg concerning the type af than those for
language that shouldactivities implemented| “autochthons”
be used
Budapest, London,
Lyon, Madrid, Milan,
Zurich
95 Party arrangements to| None Informal attempts tq Formal attempts
favour the presence of encourage theif (quotas regulation;
persons with  ethnic presence targets to be achieved,
minority background in special lists presented,
the leadership of the etc.)
party — Local level Budapest, Lyon London, Zurich
Milan: N.A. Madrid
96 Party arrangements to| None Informal attempts tq Formal attempts
favour the presence of encourage theif (quotas regulation;
persons with  ethnic presence targets to be achieved,
minority background in special lists presented,
the party (rank-and-file etc.)
members)- Local level | Budapest, Lyon London, Zurich
Milan: N.A. Madrid
97 Share of radical right| >10 >5< 10% <5%
and anti-immigrant
parties in the electoral
vote — National level:
general elections Lyon, Zurich Milan Budapest, London,
Mean over the 10 past Madrid
years (raw percentage)
98 Share of radical right| > 10 >5< 10% <5%
and anti-immigrant
parties in the electoral
vote — Local level:| All cities of the Lyon| Budapest, Milan London, Madrid
general elections urban areas, Zurich
Mean over the 10 past
years (raw percentage)
99 Share of radical right| >10 >5< 10% <5%
and anti-immigrant
parties in the electoral
vote — Local elections All other cities of the| Budapest, a few cities London, Madrid

(city council)

Lyon urban

area|

of the Lyon urban are

A
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Mean over the 10 past| Zurich (Oullins, Pierre-Bénite
years (raw percentage) Sainte-Foy-Lés-Lyon
and some districts of
Lyon city: 1 2" 4™
57 6" and 7"), Milan

Analytically, when focusing on the immigrants-sgiecopportunity structure, we propose to
regroup our set of indicators under 5 main headings

- The “degree of development of immigrants’ integmatipolicy at the local level”
includes the following indicatorgole of local power in this field compared to the
national one (indicator n°80), local public infortie&d and support services for
immigrants (81), existence of actual immigrantstegration local policies (83),
exist4ence of a specific department devoted to imani’ integration at the local level
(84).

- The “political representation of immigrants” incksl indicators on specific
councils/boards (86) and political parties’ arramgats (95 and S§

- The “attitude of local powers towards minority/ingrants organizations” includes
involvement of these organizations in the defimti®7) and in the implementation
(88) of local policies, involvement of the local vper in the funding of these
organizations (93), as well as requirements foseharganizations to apply for public
subsidies (94).

- The “attitude of local powers towards organizatiomsose activity is specialized
in/has an impact on immigration/integration issugdtides involvement of these
organizations in the definition (89 and 91) andhe implementation (90, 92) of local
policies;

- The “political audience of anti-immigrant and raaicight parties; lastly, includes
the indicators assessing the weight of radicaltragid anti-immigrant parties in the
electoral vote (indicators 97, 98 and 99).

In most of the cases, national and local powergeshasponsibilities for immigrants’
integration policies. In the UK, national institutis and policy elites (for example, relevant
Ministries, the Commission on Integration and Cadresand the Commission for Racial
Equality) are key actors in the definition of thaimlines in this field, but local authorities
exercise considerable powers regarding educati@amnmg law, places of worship and
information to immigrants. The situation is quitengar in Milan and Madrid: in these two
cases, general objectives are determined at thenahtlevel (mainly regarding border
controls and admissions for Madrid), but municifi@di (and also regional governments in the
case of Madrid) elaborate policies in a rangealtl§ (for example, education, social services,
healthcare, etc.). In Budapest, there is in priecgpbalance of powers between the national
and local powers; yet, there have not been defimtaigrants’ integration policies until the
present day. The high level of decentralizationSwefitzerland is reflected in immigrants’

* Information about the percentage of total localdet devoted to immigrants’ integration policies mat been
taken into account since data were available ig twb cities.

® The two scores were combined to obtain a singliaor about the overall position of political pes in the
field.
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integration policies, which are a local governmentssponsibility (although the
Confederation contributes to the funding of pragect

In most of the cities, public information and sugpservices for immigrants are well
developed, offering translated documentations amdpeising a large range of services, such
as general reception offices, information serviceEs)guage programs, specific social
services, intercultural intermediation (Madrid)cammodation services, etc. In Budapest and
Lyon, such information and support services arevidesd by national institutions but in fact
are only marginally developed. Two local officegr fexample, exist in Lyon and
Villeurbanne: their main role is to manage cividdanguages courses that are compulsory
for newly arrived immigrants.

Immigrants’ integration policies are fully carriezit in London, Madrid and Zurich. In
Zurich, they mainly concern host-country languagegmmmes, education and the
participation in the local life. In Madrid, poligeare conducted in a wide range of fields:
access to resources and local services, socialcesyvco-existence and participation of
immigrants in the local life, anti-discriminatiomlcies, employment promotion, etc. In both
cities, policies are mainly managed by a specifgpaitment dedicated to immigrants’
integration. In London, policies are not definedenms of “integration”: in a framework of
community cohesion agenda, equality and diversitycerns lead to the adoption of policies
aiming at answering the needs of all residentd) wispecial attention to disadvantaged ones,
in particular ethnic minority groups. These polecage integrated within various departments
and the special equality units/teams dealing widtrdmination in Haringey, Camden and
Islington. In Milan, the Municipality has a specifoudget for policies related to immigration,
but no specific information was available on thesmtations of these policies. The case of
Lyon and Villeurbanne is again different, as spegblicies for immigrants only concern the
fight against ethnic discriminations, with the drea of specific committees. Overall, the
situation of all cities within the Lyon urban ansarather characterised by a lack of specific
policies in this field: the issue is dominantly ceived through a socio-economic approach,
not specifically direct to immigrants or ethnic miities. Lastly, policies in this field do not
exist in Budapest.

49



Specific POS: development of immigrants' integratio n policies

Budapest -0,75

Zurich 1
@ L] A
Others cities of Lyon city & London 0,5 Madrid 0,75
Vill
the Lyon urban illeurbanne 0 Milan 0,5
area -1
-1 0 1

As regards the political representation of immigsahe situation is quite unfavourable in
most of the cities, except Zurich. All the bodiesl processes that have been set up in this
field are new. In Zurich, an advisory council regaeting immigrants (whose members are
selected on the basis of a public call) has beeated recently and makes proposals to the
local authorities. Its members are conceived awithaal participants and not representatives
of immigrants’ organizations. A similar institutiomas also instituted in Lyon city in 2005.
Although a special attention was given to the regmnéation of migrant groups according to
their numerical importance in the city, the appethtnembers are not supposed to represent
either their community or any immigrants’ assocai. In all the other cities, no similar
bodies have been set up. The “Madrid Forum”, ecka 2006, is a mixed body, gathering
representatives of immigrants’ associations ancetrotirganizations (citizens’ associations,
trade unions, political parties, etc.). Yet, itssll under construction and does not really
operate for the moment. As for the representatioimaigrants within political parties, no
arrangements exist in most of the cities. Thereehheen formal attempts aiming at
improving the presence of immigrants/ethnic minesitwithin parties only in London and
Zurich. In Zurich, such an action has been condluttg the local Socialist party: a “SP-
Migration group”, essentially gathering second-gatien immigrants, were set up and
presented candidates at the local elections in 20@6it plans to do the same for the federal
elections. In London, there have been discussitmmsitathe presence of ethnic minority
candidates among all the major parties, but ondy lttberal Democrats have carried out a
national campaign on the issue. In addition, Iee=adtions of the Labour party, in Islington
and Hackney, have sought to encourage the patimipaf ethnic minority people through
forums and information.
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Specific POS: political representation of immigrant S
(councils/boards, political parties)

Lyon city -0,33

® L L A
Budapest-1  Madrid -0,5 London 0,33 Zurich 1
Milan -1*

Others cities of
the Lyon urban
area -1

*The overall score for Milan must be considered with cautiousness since the score related
to the political parties’ arrangements are not available.

Regarding the relations between local powers angomty/immigrants organizations, the
situations are quite diverse between cities. In dpedt, since there is no immigrants’
integration policies, such organizations are notoived either in the definition or the
implementation of local policies. The funding ofitisociety organizations is project-based,
and hence, ethnic organizations are not speciji¢aligeted. In the cities of the Lyon urban
areas, organizations presenting themselves aceptaiathno-cultural lines, generally do not
intervene in the definition and implementation o€dl policies. Indeed, municipalities are
often reluctant to cooperate with and finance dasoos and projects restricted to one
particular community. In Milan, the situation issal quite closed. While the Muncipality
develops specific policies related to immigrationgigrants’ organizations are not involved
in the definition and implementation of local padie. Some public structures have also been
created in the late 1980s at the regional levellared1990s at the provincial level, which are
dedicated to immigration/integration issues anduithe immigrants’ organizations. Yet, they
are not active in the city of Milan itself. In Zah, the City Development department tries to
involve all types of organizations, including immagt ones, to the definition and
implementation of its policies, in particular paéis aiming at improving disadvantaged
districts and favouring integrationof immigrant® fhis end, organizations are supported and
funded on the basis of the quality of their prageatdependently of their ethnic composition.
The municipality favours projects involving multitwral teams and putting different groups
in contact, but projects can also be oriented tde/apecific immigrant groups.

In Madrid, there is potential for a greater imptioa of minority/immigrant associations in
local policies but the new institution that cantévsthis implication (the Madrid Forum) is
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very new and has not yet developed its interventainthe moment, the involvement of
immigrants’ organizations exists only through pdital calls for subsidies to develop
projects in specific areas, that is, a limited rilleompared to that of NGOs with higher
resources.

Specific POS: attitudes of the local power
towards minority/immigrants organizations

e .
Lyon -05  Milan-0,25 Zurich 0,33 London 0,75
Budapest Madrid 0,33
0,25
_1 0 1

The most institutionalized and strongest co-openatystem between local authorities and
minority groups’ organizations is in London. In tloerall framework of community

cohesion agenda, consultation with representatofeseligious and ethnic communities,

among other actors, is extensively developed thHroqgite formal processes (official

partnerships between local authorities and locail arganizations). In addition, the

preferential funding of specific disadvantaged gowithin local areas, among which ethnic
minority groups, is an integral element of policégminst social exclusion in London.

Put simply, two common trends can be identifiedossr cities,.The involvement of

immigrants’ organizations in the implementationlatal policies, where it exists, is always
done in partnership with public institutions (whidefine overall objectives and follow the

implementation of projects). Otherwise, it mustshessed that in all of the cities immigrants
are experiencing equal conditions than non-immigraas regards the requirements for
creating organizations and applying for public sdies.

A quite similar configuration can be identified & as the involvement of organizations
whose activities are specialized in, or have anachpn, immigration/integration issues.
Since there are no real policies specific to imangs’ integration at the local level in
Budapest and Lyon, such organizations are not (dy onarginally) involved in local
policies, except in Lyon and Villeurbanne regardargi-discrimination policies. In Madrid,
the consultative bodies including this type of migations are too recent and not developed
yet; the involvement of these organizations inithplementation of some local policies and
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services exists but not in a preferential mannat Bndone in partnership with public
institutions. In Milan, these organizations are myolved in the definition of policies, but
rather, in their implementation with partnershighnviocal public authorities. In Zurich, the
consultation of these organizations is quite dgyadiobut not formalized. Lastly, London
represent the most open situation due to effeativelvement of immigrants’ organizations
through official plans and partnerships with kegdbstakeholders.

Attitudes of local powers towards organizations who se activity is specialized
in/has an impact on immigration/integration issues

Milan -0,5
Lyon city &
Villeurbanne -0,5
Madrid -0,5
® L A l
Zurich -0,25 London 0,5

Budapest -1

Others cities of
the Lyon urban
area -1

-1 0 1

As regards the presence of political parties witlti-enmigrant positions, the situation is
clearly differentiated between 3 groups of citiesthe Lyon urban area, the electoral results
of the radical right (mainly the Front National)eavery high (going from around 9% to
almost 25%), especially in cities of the Lyon aggération such as Décines-Charpieu,
Meyzieu, Vaulx-en-Velin and Vénissieux. The highsstres of the radical right, however,
can be found in Zurich (above 30% in general ebestiat the local level, 20% in municipal
elections). In London and Madrid, the radical righty represents a marginal political actors.
Lastly, Milan and Budapest are somewhat in the teidid should be said that in Budapest
the scores of the radical right are higher in tity @mpared to the national average (6-7%
against 4%). In Milan, the radical right attracetvieeen 8 and 10% of the electoral vote in
Milan (all types of elections).
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Specific POS: political audience of anti-immigrant
and radical right parties
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