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Until recently, most social scientists with an interest in immigration were economists who specialized in labor economics and sociologists who focused on immigrant
and ethnic communities. Prior to the 1980s, few political scientists had a scholarly
interest in immigration, and most who did, at least in the United States, were specialists in urban and local politics. In Europe there was a similar lack of interest.
The ﬁrst political scientist to write her dissertation on the politics of immigration at
the Institute of Political Science in Paris could not ﬁnd an advisor who knew anything
about the subject.1 Comparative research was even rarer. For comparativists interested in
social and political conﬂict, for example, socioeconomic class generally trumped immigration as a basis of analysis in Europe, while in the United States studies of ethnic
conﬂict dominated. After about 1990, however, as immigration questions became politicized in Western Europe, scholarly interest began to increase. In this journal, during the
twenty-year period from 1970–1990, fourteen articles alluded to questions of immigration in an important way; during the following decade, there were twenty-seven.
Among the earlier discussions of the political importance of immigration in Western
Europe, with the exception of Mark Miller,2 few scholars saw immigrants as political
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actors, or potential political actors, in the sense that Kristi Andersen analyzed immigrants in the United States at the time of the New Deal.3 Discussions of the challenges
of class and class conﬂict often called into question the durability of stable democracy
and regime stability, while the challenge of immigration was analyzed more often in
terms of social tensions and policy problems.
Seymour Martin Lipset’s landmark volume, Political Man, ﬁrst published in 1959,
was one of the earliest studies of stable democracy to compare Europe and the United
States.4 A key concern throughout were the questions of how groups were integrated
into a larger society and how integration related to loyalty to the political system. For
Lipset and many other social scientists concerned with problems of democratic development, democratic stability was directly related to the integration of an alienated working class. The movement of the working class toward full citizenship, both political
(in terms of voting) and social, was a means of integration and the development of
democratic regime stability. It is striking that in the literature of this period, while considerable attention was devoted to social, economic, and political integration and to the
impact on political behavior and political stability, virtually no attention was given
to immigrants and immigration at a time when immigration in such (then) “unstable”
democracies as France and Germany was high and growing rapidly.
In France immigrants constituted almost 5 percent of the population at the time
Lipset’s book appeared, and increased to almost 7 percent over the next twenty years.
In Germany non-German immigrants amounted to just over 1 percent of the population
in 1960 (about 700,000), but increased to almost 7 percent of the population over
the next decade. In addition, by the time the recruitment of non-German immigrants
(technically “guest workers” who were under contract) commenced, more than 15 million ethnic Germans had already moved either from East Germany or countries further
to the east into the territory of the Federal Republic of Germany, and constituted about
a quarter of the population. Thus, in Europe the potential political consequences of
cleavages between immigrants and natives went largely unrecognized, while in the
United States immigration had slowed to a trickle by the 1960s, although the concept
of “ethnicity” had become well established during the pre-WWII period. Race, of
course, was another matter for the United States, to which Lipset also gave relatively
little attention.5
During the past decade, scholarship on the politics of immigration has increased
impressively among political scientists; and among comparativists ﬁrst-rate scholarship in this area is no longer marginal. At the 2012 conference of the Council of
European Studies, there was standing room only at the meeting of the immigrant
studies group, and more panels were organized around immigration questions than
any other subject. A second (and third) generation of scholars in this burgeoning subﬁeld of comparative politics is building creatively on work ﬁrst begun twenty-ﬁve to
thirty years ago.
Scholarly work on the politics of immigration has tended to focus on several
important questions, among which three tend to dominate. The ﬁrst concerns state
capacity, that is, whether liberal democratic states are capable of effectively regulating
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the ﬂow of immigration, as well as managing the social and political consequences of
immigrant settlement. James Holliﬁeld ﬁrst analyzed the limits on immigrant regulation
imposed on (or accepted by) liberal democracies more than twenty years ago,6 but the
importance of these limits has been challenged in a lively and ongoing debate.7
The second question relates to citizenship and integration and to changes in citizenship policies with regard to immigrants. What accounts for differences in citizenship
laws and naturalization procedures among countries of comparable levels of development? This question has been approached historically, in terms of state development,
by Rogers Brubaker.8 Although Brubaker’s historical argument has not been directly
challenged, more recent studies argue that evolving citizenship law has been more
responsive to the politics of immigration than to historical tradition.9
Moreover, questions of citizenship have been linked to a much broader scholarly
debate on immigrant integration, which in turn has been related to models of integration. Since the 1980s, an extensive literature in sociology and political science has
grown around the idea of models of integration, an approach that focuses on sharp
contrasts among historical, political, philosophical, social, and cultural drivers of
integration policies in different national settings. This approach suggests mutually
exclusive “public philosophies,” such as French republicanism, British and American
multiculturalism, liberal (Dutch) multiculturalism, and German (ethno-) nationalism.
At their limit, they are developed as policy paradigms that suggest a strong coherence
among different aspects of policy linked to one dominant conception of the rationale
behind a policy. The models also suggest a path dependency over time that hinders
any prospect of transformation, as well as deﬁnition of integration policy objectives,
citizenship rules, and the categories related to the population conceived as the target of
integration policies.
Although this approach has endured as scholarly shorthand, it has been challenged
primarily because of the growing gap between empirical reality and the assumptions
drawn from these models.10 While normative models and public philosophies generally
function as guideposts and tools for developing policy, even the normative aspects of
national models have been increasingly undermined by policy rationales for the orientations and implementation of integration policies that seem to contradict the assumptions
of these models.11 At the core of this scholarly debate is not simply the question of the
dynamics of policy, but what explains policy change.
The third focus of scholars is the relationship between immigration and changing
patterns of conﬂict in politics and society. There is now a growing literature on the
emergence and development of radical right parties in Europe, and considerable debate
on how this relates to immigration, or rather to the politicization of issues of immigration. Scholars are preoccupied with the question why voters have shifted their allegiance
to radical right parties during the past twenty-ﬁve years. Although reaction to immigration has been an important motivation for this political shift, scholars also point to
broader socioeconomic conditions have provided a window of opportunity for radical
right success and the political opportunity structures that have provided space for the
electoral success of the radical right.12 While most of this literature examines the
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electoral development of radical right parties as a dependent variable, some scholars
also focus on these parties as independent variables, as actors that have framed issues
of immigration, mobilized anti-immigrant sentiment, and altered patterns of conﬂict
within the political system.13
Finally, a small but growing group of scholars examines immigrant-native conﬂict
and immigrant-state conﬂict as patterns that have become part of domestic politics in
some European countries.14 For the most part, these studies directly or indirectly derive
from the vast literature on ethnic and racial conﬂict in the United States. They also
focus, however, on a comparative problem. For studies of radical right parties, as well
as immigrant-native conﬂict, the challenge has been to explain why these phenomena
have emerged in some countries but not in others, and in some localities but not others.
The answers to these questions are not easy, and scholars have wrestled with them for
many years.
Each of the books analyzed in this review makes an important contribution to discussions of these questions. They either attempt to deal with questions at the core of
the literature or pose new ones. The authors synthesize and build on the literature that
has evolved over the past two decades. Perhaps most important, each takes a comparative approach to the politics of immigration. Anthony Messina’s book, The Logics
and Politics of Post-WWII Migration to Western Europe, conﬁrms the signiﬁcant impact
of post-war immigration on the societies and politics of European countries, but he
focuses on explaining why (and how) migration policies remained relatively open in
the face of growing public opposition and a surge of support for anti-immigrant political
parties. Rafaela M. Dancygier’s book, Immigration and Conﬂict in Europe, is the most
comprehensive study of variations of immigrant conﬂict among different immigrant
groups, across localities and cross nationally. Marc Morjé Howard’s study, The Politics
of Citizenship in Europe, examines two questions about citizenship policy that have
concerned social scientists for several generations, that is, how to account for differences in policy among countries at similar levels of development, and how to account
for changes in well-established policies over time. Finally, Thomas Janoski, in Ironies of
Citizenship: Naturalization and Integration in Industrialized Countries, uses Howard’s
study as a critical starting point, providing a different take on naturalization policy
and naturalization rates by separating them from theories of immigration and relating naturalization to the historic relations with immigrant populations by colonizing,
noncolonizing, and settler countries.
Messina’s important book is the most comprehensive of these four studies. He
focuses on two questions, to which scholars have given a variety of answers. The ﬁrst
deals with the issue of state capacity. “To what degree can contemporary governments
and states effectively regulate immigration ﬂows and manage the social and political
fallout that immigration inevitably precipitates in the domestic setting?” ( p. 6). By
relating policy to political process, Messina argues that policy is interest driven and well
within the control of sovereign state actors.
The ﬁrst question leads to the second. “Why have the major immigrant-receiving
states of Western Europe historically permitted and often abetted relatively high levels
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of immigration?” Messina argues that immigration was initially labor market driven,
that European planners either recruited workers from their former or present colonies
or, in the absence of colonial labor, developed guest worker programs. Thus, in this
mindless or market way, workers were recruited from Muslim countries in North Africa
and Turkey and eventually settled in Western Europe. Although Messina notes that
few policymakers were concerned about the long-term economic, social, or political
consequences of this wave of immigration when it commenced in the 1950s (p. 2),
and most assumed that many if not most of these immigrant workers would return home
in the event of an economic downturn, the ﬁrst wave of immigration was both segmented
and discriminating.
The periods of entry of immigrants into European countries varied considerably,
and the moment at which governments chose to reverse policy also varied. Moreover,
although entry may have been labor market driven in a broad sense, Messina demonstrates that governments discriminated among sources in a very speciﬁc way. “Each of
the major labor-importing states cultivated and often politically managed its own nearly
exclusive stream of immigrant workers, tapping some sources of foreign labor while
neglecting or discriminating against others” (p. 25). In this sense, recruitment, though
market driven, was not a random process and was effectively shaped by policymakers.
However, the choices of policymakers were constrained by the availability of surplus labor. Messina argues that labor recruitment from friendly and familiar laborexporting sources (generally former colonies) seemed rational at the time, and that these
foreign workers were seen as relatively easy to absorb socially because “they were
predisposed to identify psychologically or culturally with the host society” (p. 48).
The problem was that these immigrants would be the least likely to leave, and the
most apt to opt for permanent settlement, establishing the ﬁrst link in an expanding
chain of economic and noneconomic migration to Western Europe.
This important insight may, however, go too far. No European government sought
immigration from Muslim countries (most of them former colonies), but, at least up to
a point, most felt that immigrant workers were necessary for economic growth. Only
when the economies of European labor-exporting countries began to grow in the 1960s
(and when their fertility rates began to drop) did Europe reluctantly accept or seek immigrants from its former colonies. In France, for example, the largest number of foreign
residents until the beginning of the twenty-ﬁrst century was from Portugal, not Algeria.
Recent ﬁgures indicate that about a third of the foreign population is now from North
Africa, and this proportion is steady, not growing.
Similarly, the Irish were the largest single immigrant group in the UK after the
war, and other Europeans (including refugees from the DDR) were sought by German
planners during the height of German reconstruction. The arrival in Britain in 1948 of
the ﬁrst large contingent of Jamaican workers (who arrived as British subjects) provoked the ﬁrst serious questioning of empire/commonwealth citizenship that resulted
in the redeﬁnition of that citizenship in 1962.
Messina presents the arguments for and against the importance and desirability of
immigrant labor for West European economies after the war, and their conclusions come
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out on opposite sides of the issue (on balance, Messina supports the net beneﬁts for
domestic economies of Western Europe) (p. 23). However, regardless of the post-hoc
analyses, few policymakers questioned the importance of immigration for the economy
at the time.
The economic downturn arrived in the early 1970s, and efforts to halt the ﬁrst wave
were directly related to a second wave of dependents. In this way, populations of what
were often thought of as temporary immigrant workers were transformed into permanent
immigrant settlers. The second wave, consisting primarily of family migration, or family
uniﬁcation, was a logical outgrowth of the ﬁrst wave. Immigrants gained access by right
of citizenship if they came from former colonies, and then by rights that were expanded
by court decisions. In a number of important immigration countries (Belgium, the UK,
the Netherlands, and France), a large proportion of the resident ﬁrst-wave immigrant
population were full citizens, and therefore also had a right to reside and to bring their
families. Although the courts ﬁrmly established a limited right to family uniﬁcation,
however, these decisions facilitated, but did not assure, increased family immigration.
Messina is particularly good at confronting the argument that continuing immigration
was due to a sense of “moral duty” by Western European governments. In fact, since the
late 1970s, keeping the door open has been at the core of politico-legal struggle, in
which governments were generally on the side of closing the door as much as constitutionally and legally possible.
Messina also presents a coherent case for understanding the third wave of immigration as systemically related to the ﬁrst two waves. As legal entry became more difﬁcult
for both workers and dependents, immigrants have chosen irregular routes of entry into
Europe. As Messina points out, there is abundant evidence that illegal immigration
is demand driven in Europe, just as it is in the United States. This raises an interesting
question that is more difﬁcult to answer. Why is the rate of illegal immigration, as well
as the resident population of illegal immigrants, so much lower in Europe (less than
1 percent of the population) than in the United States (about 4 percent)? Some analysts
argue that the difference can be explained by the relative openness of the U.S. labor
market (which also explains some variation within Europe). However, Messina’s
emphasis on the inverse relationship between the ease of legal entry and the rate of
illegal entry would seem to indicate that illegal entry should be lower, not higher, in
the United States where legal entry is far easier than in Europe.
The third wave also consists of asylum seekers. In theory, the rate of asylum seeking should be related to wars, civil conﬂicts, and state oppression. However, Messina
makes the convincing empirical case that asylum is also related to previous patterns of
chain migration, demonstrating that asylum seekers are not distributed randomly across
Europe, but that the largest proportion in each major European country is from most of
the same countries responsible for the ﬁrst two waves. Therefore, patterns of post-war
immigration can be seen as a coherent phenomenon, shaped by public policy, but also
by labor market and chain migration patterns.
Thus far we have been looking at immigration as a dependent variable, but many of
the concerns have been related to immigration as an independent variable, to the impact
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that immigrants and immigration have had on the political systems, as well as the
implications for state sovereignty. The massive population change that has resulted from
three waves of immigration also implies changes in the political system, and Messina
impressively outlines the current dilemma. On one hand, within the political systems of
many European countries, immigrant populations have become objects to which voters
have reacted. Radical right political parties have achieved an electoral breakthrough in
many countries, and there seems to be little doubt of the relationship between immigration and this breakthrough since the 1980s. What is that relationship, and why it has it
been different in each country? On the other hand, post-war immigrant populations are
now into their third generation, which implies that they are not only objects of politics,
but increasingly actors as voters and citizens. Yet, these immigrants (as they are still
called) seem to be most visible as objects of politics in the electoral system. Messina
synthesizes the now considerable literature on this puzzle, and draws out a number of
original conclusions.
The political backlash against immigrant populations, he notes, is less a reaction to
immigration (the ﬁrst wave) than against settlement after 1980 (the second and third
waves) and its impact on the sociocultural environment (p. 77). By the time the reaction
really began to gain momentum, immigrants were no longer immigrants, but settled
populations and increasingly citizens. The variance of reaction in European countries is less
related to the objective size of the immigrant populations than to the subjective reactions
of voters and how those reactions were framed and shaped by the political party system.
Messina cuts through the complex conclusions of a great deal of research on the
political breakthrough of the radical right ﬁrst by focusing on the role of established
political parties in diminishing or exacerbating perceptions of threat among voters.
The challenge of anti-immigrant parties lies in their relative success in framing objective
conditions such as unemployment and security in terms of immigration. The electoral
success of the radical right, he argues, is directly linked to its ability to set the political
agenda. Thus, while the radical right maintains a presence throughout Europe, its electoral success is varied and constrained by the political conditions within which it operates. Logically, one of these constraints should be the growing inﬂuence of the electoral
weight of voters of immigrant origin. Messina presents evidence of the growing importance of immigrant (ethnic) voters, particularly at the local level, but this importance
(measured by representation) varies considerably. It appears to be more relevant in
Britain and the Netherlands, for example, than in France. At the national level, however, representation is spotty, and only in the Netherlands is minority representation
signiﬁcant. More important, although Messina makes a convincing case for the strong
connection of ethnic voting with political parties of the left, his argument that “across
countries, [the parties of the left] are conspicuously the parties for immigrant voters” is
less convincing, and based mostly on evidence from the British Labour Party (p. 207).
Representatives of the left are certainly more sympathetic to immigrants than their
counterparts on the right, and parties of the left, generally speaking, have been more
likely than parties of the right to support legislation favorable to immigration and
immigrant populations. However, their record has been mixed, to say the least. The
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British Labour Party did indeed propose and support various race relations acts but,
at the same time, proposed increasingly severe restrictions on New Commonwealth
immigration after 1962. The French Socialist Party, when in power, was modestly more
favorable to the interests of immigrants than governments of the right. Nevertheless,
socialist governments also placed more severe limitations on family uniﬁcation, expelled
undocumented immigrants on charter ﬂights, and established detention centers.
The question, then, is why are ethnic minorities that are emerging from immigration
so marginalized politically? One answer proposed by Messina is that they are underrepresented, and they are underrepresented because they are badly organized. We
can, of course, turn this around and examine the question from the point of view of
political parties. Some evidence suggests that for local parties of the left in Britain and
(especially) France there is little marginal advantage in the incorporation of minority candidates, and considerable resistance from local established leaders.15
There is also the problem of the native working class vote for parties of the left.
Where radical right parties are powerful (France), they are generally the most important
working class parties, undermining the traditional support for the left; even when their
presence is less signiﬁcant (Britain), working class voters are often less supportive of
minority candidacies and policies favorable to ethnic minorities. Thus, while emerging
ethnic voters may be dependent on parties of the left, these same parties have certainly
not recognized much dependency the other way, either in concessions of representation
or in policy commitments.
Finally, there is the question of the impact of immigration on state sovereignty.
This brings us back to a central question. Have states lost control of their frontiers;
are they no longer able to manage immigration? Messina does a masterful job sorting
out the problem, explaining that there is a difference between absolute control of
the frontier, which has never existed, and political control, which “even in the best of
circumstances…can only be imperfect, as the policy implementation process predictably
throws up new and unexpected political challenges” (p. 98). By carefully examining the
British and German cases of policy development, he puts to rest a series of analyses meant
to explain the decline of sovereign decision-making power with regard to immigration.
If it is assumed that rhetoric (“zero immigration”) is not the same as policy (limited
immigration), and that no policy can ever be completely controlled or its outcomes completely predicted, British and German policymakers made bold, controversial, and not
always predictable decisions on immigration. The case that Messina makes for Britain
and Germany can also be made for France and other countries in Europe. For better or
worse, countries in Europe have been willing, perhaps surprisingly, to take measures that
violate their own values of embedded liberalism, that deviate from path-dependent practices, and that resist the pressures of globalization in order to maintain control over their
frontiers. Thus, contrary to what is usually assumed, the impact of immigration has been to
strengthen state authority, as well as state institutions that deal with immigration control.
One of the great virtues of Immigration and Conﬂict in Europe by Rafaela M.
Dancygier is that she ventures systematically where few have gone before, to the local
level, to analyze immigrant conﬂict with both native populations and state authorities.
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Her purpose is to show how differences in national political institutions and immigration regimes tend to shape and interact with economic conditions, as well as the behavior
of different immigrant groups, to cause variations of immigrant conﬂict across groups,
cities, and countries. Thus, this is a rich and important contribution to comparative analysis in a number of different ways. At the same time, it compares localities, ethnicities, and
countries. Some of this has been done before, but never with this kind of sophistication,
and never in analyzing ethnic/immigrant violence.16 In addition, Dancygier focuses on
one of the key questions addressed by Messina, immigrant electoral power. She argues
that the interaction of economic scarcity and immigrant electoral power accounts for
both immigrant-native and immigrant-state conﬂict. Both kinds of conﬂict occur in the
context of local economic scarcity, where natives and immigrants are competing for
scarce goods. Differences in immigrant electoral power, in turn, lead to variation in
the type of conﬂict that occurs.
When immigrants can produce votes, local politicians will be tempted to allocate
important resources to this emerging constituency. However, as Dancygier convincingly demonstrates ( p. 100), the avoidance of immigrant-state conﬂict then leads to
immigrant-native conﬂict since natives are likely to react to this shifting allocation by
attacking immigrants. On the other hand, without political leverage, immigrants are
more likely to make demands directly to state actors. In addition, both types of conﬂict
are more likely to occur when the state (as opposed to the market) is responsible for
disbursement of scarce goods. Dancygier does not argue that identity-based differences
are unimportant in analyzing conﬂict. However, on their own, “immigrants’ ethnic or
religious backgrounds cannot explain the wide variation in both faces of immigrant
conﬂict we observe within and across countries” (p. 11).
The primary focus of her study is immigrant conﬂict in Britain, with a comparison
with Germany, and a more superﬁcial comparison with other countries, primarily
France. Although each country study is thoroughly researched, the comparison becomes
more difﬁcult as it moves from Britain to Germany to France. The chapters on Britain
are the most elaborate, the best documented, and the most supportive of the main thesis
of the book. They also demonstrate the political complexity of ethnic relations in a
country where immigrants should have relatively easy access to political power. Unlike
other countries in Europe, immigrants from Commonwealth countries (that is, virtually
all of the major sources of immigration) have the right to vote and to run for ofﬁce very
soon after they are legally settled in the UK. Nevertheless, “the Labour Party did not
always reach out to the new voters and was also cautious about weighing immigrant
supporters against potential losses among natives” ( p. 84). Labour’s ambivalence is
part of a larger problem for immigrant populations in Britain—how to assert political
power at both the local and national levels. Concentrations of immigrant populations are
limited mainly to London and the West Midlands (the local settings for this study), and
even there the political success of immigrants has been quite limited, and more limited
at the national than at the local level.
The comparison with Germany is fascinating because of the skill that the German
state used to manage two types of conﬂict. Conﬂict between natives and Aussiedler
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(ethnic Germans from Eastern Europe and Russia) and asylum seekers was provoked
by the immigrants’ claims (under law) to scarce economic goods. This conﬂict declined
rapidly when the law was changed, revoking many rights to make these claims. Conﬂict
between the state and guest worker immigrants was reduced, argues Dancygier, by a
combination of skillful use of welfare state instruments, combined with relatively
high rates of guest worker returns to their native countries. The analysis is largely convincing, but not based on the kind of local studies used in the British case.
The French comparison is even more distant from the core of these studies because
it is based not on incidents of violence, but on support for the anti-immigrant National
Front. By focusing on local electoral support for the National Front, this short study
is interesting and suggestive but compares poorly with the British and German cases.
The key reason is that, while voting for the radical right is an option for the native
population, a large proportion of the immigrant population cannot vote, and therefore
the analysis is limited to native reaction rather than immigrant action.
There is one additional major problem with the French comparison. Using local
election data from 1995 and 2001, Dancygier demonstrates a surge in National Front
local support in 1995 and then a sharp drop in 2001. She also shows that electoral success of Maghrebi candidates in certain localities is related to a backlash vote for the
National Front, but only where there is high unemployment. She then argues that
support for the National Front fell in 2001 in part because mainline political parties
refused to nominate Maghrebi candidates, and minority turnout rates dropped. This is
an intriguing argument, but there is no way to demonstrate minority turnout (although
she does approximate minority population). A more serious problem is that there is
no way to demonstrate a relationship between ﬂagging National Front success and a
drop in a xenophobic reaction. In 1998–1999 the National Front split, and by 2001
the two factions were in intense competition at the local level, where both lost (temporarily, as it turned out). The main story Dancygier tells about Britain and Germany
is of immigration and conﬂict. The French story, however, is somewhat different in that
it focuses on the impact of immigration on party competition and voter volatility.
It is often assumed, following the same logic, that immigration has had an impact
on citizenship regimes, and that this transformation is in the direction of convergence.
In fact, while some countries have moved toward more inclusive and open citizenship
and naturalization processes, others have developed more restrictive legislation. While
Messina outlines the divergent changes, Marc Morjé Howard analyzes the process
through which these policies are changing. In The Politics of Citizenship in Europe,
Howard focuses on the impact of the politics of immigration in European countries
on citizenship policy.
But is citizenship an important issue in an increasingly “post-national” world? In a
sense, this is part of the question concerning sovereignty. In most liberal democracies,
some civil and many social rights are extended to almost all workers and legal residents.
In this context, “political rights are no longer a prerequisite for social rights” ( p. 5).
Following the post-national argument, the emergence of transnational human rights, as
well as transportable social rights, has diminished the importance of national citizenship;
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or has it? Howard argues that the predictions of the death of the nation-state and the
decline of national citizenship have been greatly exaggerated. He elaborates the continuing importance of citizenship for political inﬂuence, important welfare state beneﬁts,
public employment, and indeed national integration. He might have added that it is still
the state that is responsible for guaranteeing the rights of resident aliens; and, as Messina
notes, what the state gives transnationally, the state can also take away (and has).
This excellent book is the best comprehensive study of European citizenship policy
that currently exists. Its descriptive sections are an invaluable reference, and its analytical sections are an important contribution to our understanding of two questions:
what accounts for differences in citizenship policy among countries at similar levels
of development; and what accounts for changes in well-established policies? In other
words, how are patterns of path dependency altered? In comparing the ﬁfteen core
(older) countries of the European Union, Howard draws upon a major compilation
and comparison funded by the European Commission, “the most detailed, comprehensive, and systematic analyses of citizenship policies that exist to date.”17 Using this rich
data source, he focuses on three aspects of citizenship policy for developing criteria of
“liberal,” “medium,” or “restrictive,” including whether a country grants citizenship by
birth ( jus soli), the length of time required for naturalization, and whether naturalized
citizens can hold dual citizenship. In explaining similarities and differences, Howard
uses a broader range of explanations than Rogers Brubaker in his comparison of France
and Germany, although there are overlaps in their historical analyses.18 In general, he
argues that countries with a colonial heritage, as well as “early democratizers,” tended
to develop more open, inclusive, and liberal citizenship policies. Those countries without
a colonial heritage that became democracies in the twentieth century tended to be more
exclusionary, protective, and restrictive.
Howard’s most innovative contributions are the chapters that explain why these
policies have changed over time, and his elaboration of the politics of citizenship.
The most intriguing problem he analyzes derives from the same political dilemma
outlined by Messina. How have six countries been able to liberalize their citizenship
policies, while ﬁve have either resisted change or developed more restrictive policies?
In fact, given the political marginalization of ethnic minorities, the core question is how
liberalization is possible at all. Howard acknowledges that there are external pressures
for liberalization, such as economic globalization and trends toward “postnational”
human rights, linked to the strengthening of judicial decision making throughout
Europe. However, these pressures are strongly countered by strong anti-liberalization
public opinion, weak interest group mobilization, and the strength of radical right
political parties. Searching for an empirical baseline for understanding variance in
liberalization, Howard discovers that existing scholarship is far better at explaining
liberalization than explaining variance (why some countries liberalized while others
did not) (p. 54).
In his analysis, two variables emerge as key to understanding variance in policy
choices among countries, as well as across time in each country. The ﬁrst is the party
variable, essentially a left-right dimension. His ﬁndings generally support the argument
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found in Messina that the left is more open to liberalization of citizenship policy than
the right, and therefore who governs is necessarily, but not sufﬁciently, important. The
second variable is the mobilization capacity of the radical right, which in turn often
spills over into the pressures on the established right—and, I must add, sometimes
the left (for reasons explained above)—to support more restrictive citizenship policies.
Here the emphasis is on electoral mobilization and electoral challenge. That challenge,
then, becomes decisive because it relates to a third dimension, the arena of decision
making. As long as the process remains on the elite level (what some scholars have
called “insulated elites”), pressures for liberalization are more likely to result in more
open policy. If, however, anti-immigrant sentiment is activated and mobilized in the
electoral arena, the tendency will be toward restriction ( p. 11).
This analysis generally works well, particularly for explaining change in countries
where policy has been liberalized. The nuances of the politics of citizenship in these
cases are then explained more fully in the country case studies that follow the analytical
chapters in the ﬁrst part of the book. The analysis is perhaps most problematic, however,
in dealing with those cases where relatively liberal policy has been maintained, and
where there has been little change (“historically liberal countries”). The British case
presents the most problems. Although it certainly ﬁts the liberal category in terms of
the three measures used in this study, British policy became far more restrictive just
prior to the ﬁrst period analyzed in the ﬁrst chapter (1980s). Between 1962 and 1981,
both Conservative and Labour governments in Britain acted to redeﬁne citizenship in a
more restrictive way. Both parties sought to limit the pressures of the electoral arena by
developing a bipartisan understanding that narrowed the deﬁnition of citizenship, and
that converted many millions of British subjects into noncitizens. In the end, British
citizenship policy remained relatively liberal, but applied to a far more restricted
population (those who were actually able to gain access to the UK.)
It can therefore be argued that insulated elites are more capable of developing
more liberal citizenship (or immigration) policies, but that they can also agree on more
restrictive policies depending on how they frame the issue. Indeed, the British case
indicates that politically insulated elites of the left are perfectly capable of developing
and agreeing to restrictive immigration policy. In the United States relatively insulated
elites have promoted both restriction (1890–1924) and more expansionary immigration
policies (Western Hemisphere immigration after 1924 and Hart-Celler in 1965). Within
the electoral arena, conditions of high salience have supported restriction, but have also
promoted more open immigration policies, particularly where and when immigrants
have been seen as a potential political resource.19
More generally, the analysis is also not as strong in explaining why the four
countries with historically liberal policies (France, Belgium, Ireland, and the UK) were
able to maintain those policies, more or less, even when the key political variables
changed in such a way to support the development of more restrictive citizenship
policies, in France and Belgium in particular (ch. 7). While the question of citizenship
requirements has emerged as a highly polarizing political issue in both countries, it is
striking, as Howard rightly argues, that the result has been only minor tinkering with
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citizenship laws, at least in recent years. He explains that in Belgium citizenship policy
has been more or less insulated from national politics and dealt with at the regional
level. Nevertheless, this seems to beg the question, and the maintenance of liberal
citizenship policy in Belgium needs more intensive explanation, given the strength
of the radical right, particularly in Flanders. The maintenance of liberal policy in
France is problematic for some of the same reasons, and also because of the trend
toward more restrictive immigration policies. Of course, the answer to this puzzle
may very well be that path dependency makes it more difﬁcult to restrict than to
liberalize citizenship policy.
In The Ironies of Citizenship, Thomas Janoski implies a great deal about the durability of path dependency. Although he focuses on nationality laws and naturalization
rates rather than citizenship, his approach is similar to that of Howard as well as several
other scholars.20 To explain variations in nationality and naturalization policies, he ﬁrst
elaborates a set of categories that are based on a country’s colonial/settler past. Janoski’s
categories, unlike those developed by other scholars, are dynamic and developmental.
They are generally based on dynamics of interaction between the colonizing country
and the colonized population.
For “colonizing countries” he looks at multiple stages of colonization that take
ﬁfty to one hundred years, each of which has an important impact on the development
of naturalization policy. Although colonization begins with occupation, over time, the
colonized develop more substantial claims on citizenship rights both in the colonies
and ultimately in the home country, generating relatively high naturalization rates.
If colonization is short lived and does not get beyond the stage of occupation and
control (“noncolonizing, occupying countries”), the impact is very different both for
both the colonizers and the colonized. The colonizing state “has no incentive to offer
naturalization”; Europeans do not emigrate to the colonies, Janoski argues, although
they may very well emigrate to other countries. The result is that the noncolonizing
country, challenged by emigration, develops a strong, romantic nationalism that precludes more open naturalization. Thus, naturalization rates should be low.
“Settler countries” are different in many ways. They emerge from the ﬁrst stages
of colonization, but have successfully suppressed (or killed) indigenous peoples. As a
result, unlike colonizing countries, the growing settler population overwhelms the
declining native population, and creates a dynamic that favors both immigration and
more inclusive citizenship rights to expand the European population. With the lowest
barriers to nationality, naturalization rates, Janoski hypothesizes, should be the highest
among the three groups.
Therefore, the dynamics that drive policy formation are historically derived and,
by implication, path dependent. Nevertheless, demographic, economic, and political
variables can have an impact on variations in naturalization from year to year, and even
long term. Although “postcolonial empires [for example] will attempt to close off
naturalization processes to limit the impact of foreigners in their country [and] the
path-dependent processes developed during empire will slowly evolve into more restrictions on naturalization…[they will remain]…within the general range of their regime
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model” ( p. 22). Therefore, Janoski argues that a certain amount of policy and empirical
convergence has and will evolve, but the differences among regimes will remain.
In this analysis, Janoski sees two ironies (hence the title of the book). The ﬁrst
relates to the colonizing countries as a group. By conquering other nations, and then
offering political and economic incentives to secure allegiance and legitimacy among
those who are colonized, “colonizers inadvertently expand diversity, tolerance, and
citizenship” (p. 3). The second relates to the key political explanation of day-to-day
change. The left historically has opposed immigration, but because left parties and
trade unions have been seeking new constituencies to maintain their electoral standing,
they have supported and welcomed newly naturalized citizens (p. 3). Indeed, they have
generally supported easier and more open naturalization.
One of the more important parts of this book is the development of more rigorous
measures for key variables. Some of these measures elaborated in Chapter 2 are more or
less original (colonization/occupation), but others are built on what other scholars have
done (barriers to nationality). A reading of Janoski’s careful elaboration of each measure
gives us a better understanding of the difﬁculty of cross-national institutional comparison. It is a considerable feat to analyze naturalization rates and institutional variables
across eighteen countries over thirty-seven years.
The heart of the book consists of two chapters that analyze colonizing countries
(France and Britain) and the group of settler countries, three chapters that compare
countries that are culturally similar but have very different rates of naturalization
(Austria/Germany/The Netherlands/Belgium), and a chapter on the Nordic countries
that should have low naturalization rates but do not. In the ﬁrst two chapters, the
general explanation of the book works well, with a few exceptions. In the culturally paired
studies, a history of empire clearly outweighs culture; and in the Nordic countries, the lack
of empire history is outweighed by the domination of governments of the left. These
chapters are rich in historical and demographic detail. Each chapter also focuses on
exceptions from the general argument and attempts to deal with them, sometimes not
well. For example, as expected, France and Britain have relatively high rates of naturalization, but the British rate is consistently higher than the French rate. Janoski explains
the distinction in part by racial differences (“the French empire is more African and
Asian than the British Empire and these immigrants are much more visible,” p. 87), in
part by differences in rates of emigration (the French stayed home while the British
emigrated to the Old Commonwealth), and in part by differences in laws on jus soli.
But these explanations are not strong. There is no evidence that “visible” differences
are any greater in France than in Britain. The argument about differences in emigration
is weakened by the fact that only a small proportion of naturalized immigrants in Britain
now come from the white Commonwealth. The law on jus soli has been similar in both
countries since 1981 (more demanding than in the United States), and may account for
lower rates in Britain since then, but it cannot account for the doubling of French rates
between 1990 and 2006. In addition, this chapter presents evidence that somewhat undermines the strength of the argument made about the importance of left party power, and
tends to ignore what has sometimes been called a consensus between the Conservatives
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and Labour on immigration/citizenship policy.21 Although Janoski notes some of the
shifts in the position of the Labour Party toward restriction after 1962, he never integrates this into his theoretical argument.
The explanations of American exceptionalism are also weak, and certainly different
from the literature. Among the settler countries (the United States, Canada, Australia,
and New Zealand), the United States has the lowest naturalization rates, the lowest
percentage of foreign populations, and the lowest acceptance rates for refugees. Janoski
explains this difference largely by the American “tendency toward empire,” one consequence of which is that “[t]he United States clearly resists a policy of multiculturalism…
[and] it clings to an assimilationist view of integration like France…” (p. 122). While
one can argue about the tendency toward empire, the large literature on models of integration clearly places the United States in the camp of countries with multicultural integration
policies, the polar opposite of France.22
Still, this is an interesting and challenging study because it adds to the literature
on citizenship that attempts to lay out a theory of naturalization. The theory elaborated
here is different from those that attempt to explain differences in citizenship regimes.
However imperfect, Janoski has broken new ground in our comparative understanding
of the naturalization process in citizenship.
The four studies reviewed here are most notable for the comparative political perspective they bring to bear on questions of immigration. Unlike most of the published
research on international migration, these books are comparative in their approach, as
well as in their conclusions. Each focuses on politics and the ways that the political
process shapes international migration and reacts to it. The authors deal not simply with
the state as an actor, but with the complexity of the ways that state actors develop their
policies, and the impact of these policies on migration and citizenship policy.
The approach taken in these studies in some ways ﬁts well with some of the critical recommendations of Adrian Favell, who urges scholars to consider what makes
undocumented immigrants crossing borders different from legal immigrants, tourists,
truck drivers, or shoppers who are crossing the border for the day. Clearly, he argues,
the difference is the way the state has deﬁned these cross-border movements. However,
“social relations, networks, transactions, and events, spanning both physical and virtual
spaces, have local, regional, or global patterns that do not correspond in any way to the
container that the nation-state view might wish to impose upon them.” We might, then,
look at the impact of these movements upon the nation-state itself, how it changes in
the process of deﬁning and managing migration, that is, “how the nation-state gets
constructed and reproduced.”23 This formulation, of course, reﬂects concerns among
both scholars and voters about having the same Europe with different people.
It also informs Howard’s analysis of change or, more precisely, different kinds of
change. Although citizenship policy has been changing throughout Europe, it is neither
converging nor becoming Europeanized. Essentially, the stubbornly different policies
reﬂect different reactions to immigration that have produced different approaches to
understanding how the nation-state gets reproduced. If Howard’s analysis focuses on
the ways the state has reformulated citizenship in reaction to immigration, Messina’s
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work reminds us that the state has been strengthened in unanticipated ways in the
process of deﬁning and managing migration. Moreover, both Messina and Howard
emphasize the social and economic barriers that continue to separate immigrant/ethnic
communities from mainstream European societies, and Messina convincingly demonstrates how little immigrants and immigrant interests have penetrated the political system,
despite the violence analyzed by Dancygier.
These rich studies draw on an increasing volume of research that has developed
in the last twenty-ﬁve years on the politics of immigration. In their own ﬁndings, they
synthesize and critically analyze the best scholarship in this area, and present us with a
baseline for new scholarship to follow.
These studies also indicate some fruitful paths for future research. Most needed,
still, is additional work on immigrants as political actors. There is an abundance of
scholarship that deals with immigrants and politics, but little with immigrants in politics.
Although each of these studies makes reference to immigrants as actors in various ways,
these efforts are limited and suggestive. Most striking about the politics of immigration
in Europe today is how marginalized immigrant and ethnic populations appear to be in
political life. Scholarship tends to focus overwhelmingly on immigrants as objects of
xenophobic movements, political party conﬂict, and voter backlash. Yet, in the countries
studied in these books, there are large immigrant populations who will vote and participate increasingly in political life in the twenty-ﬁrst century.
The limited number of quality studies of immigrants in politics concentrate for the
most part at the local level.24 However, there is almost no scholarship that deals with
how political parties are adjusting to a changing electorate on the national level; or how
immigrant groups are mobilizing to have their issues heard; or changing patterns of state
organization to deal with immigrant demands or incorporation of immigrant populations.
A generation ago, the study of the politics of immigration was somewhat exotic for
political scientists. This is no longer true. Some of the best and most creative students of
comparative politics and international relations have now made this the focus of their
interest. The four books reviewed here clearly indicate the quality of what is yet to come.
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