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I ntroduction

The title of this paper raises a number of problef intention to study how young
migrants fare in schools and in the labour mankd&uropean countries presupposes that this
group can easily be identified, and that this idattion is not charged with problematic
meanings. That is evidently not the case. Firstlipthe majority of young migrants studied in
the European research project TRESEGY are citiakti®eir country of residence, as in
France and the Netherlands. In some other counsies as in Germany, Italy, Spain and
Portugal, some have the nationality others not,esara even illegal residents. Secondly, the
majority of the young migrants are so-called ‘setgeneration’ (or some even ‘third-
generation) migrants, and to designate them asamtigjis literally an abuse of language,
because many of them are born in the country aiease and have the nationality of this
country and they have no plans to emigrate. lersainly problematic to classify them as
‘migrants’, because that would mean that a sigafigoart of the population of European
societies could be classified as migrant with gn@e procedure. At best, it could be said that
they originate from migrant background, but evechsa designation identifies them as
descendants of former migrants and entails thel@mobo encapsulate them into a social
group with which they do not necessarily identBgientifically speaking, such designations
are at least rather problematic. We will returthie question in the discussion. In this paper
we will use the terminology ‘from migrant backgratinbeing aware that even such a
gualification can be problematic, when comparirgntito their native young counterparts,
the descendents of long-term residents of the cpumguestion.

As we are interested in how young persons from amigibackground fare in education and
labour market participation, it is certainly ne@ysto consider the conditions of social
citizenship. As it is well known, these conditicare not identical in different European
countries because there is no common European potiey. Therefore, we have to confront
a third awkward question, namely how to compareadiselts of the investigations in different
countries.

Another important reservation has to be made coimogthe negative image of the position

of young migrants in the European societies. Indeedent figures indicate that migrant
youth are at a disadvantage in the educationapesféssional spheres compared with their
native counterparts. Their disadvantage even isectaince the beginning of the economic
crisis. According to the OECD (2009) there areéargreases in unemployment rates and
decreases in employment rates of immigrants. Migreend to be harder hit than natives for a
number of reasons. Migrants are overrepresenteyciically sensitive sectors, they have less
secure contractual arrangements and they are stbjselective hiring are firing (OECD,
2009). Buchholz et al. (2009) state that the yoamggthe ones that face strong insecurities
when entering the labour market and especiallyawer qualified amongst them.

However, it is important to nuance this negatimage because the debate on segmented
assimilation makes it clear that the position afiygp migrants indicates a tendency towards
polarization (Portes, Fernadez-Kelly & Haller, 2D0&ccording to the segmented
assimilation theory, migrants adapt to a host s$paredifferent ways. One way is successful
integration into the host society with or withoudimtaining one’s own cultural heritage
(Portes & Zhou, 1993). For instance, in Europeldcen of migrants are, generally speaking,
performing better in the education system and erlahour market, and are showing signs of
upward mobility (Crul & Heering, 2008; de Graaf &rvZenderen, forthcoming; Thomson &
Crul, 2007). Heath, Rothon and Kilpi (2008) argnattEurope does not have the same debate
over segmented assimilation as the US. Particylanhthe downward assimilation route,



since many guest workers entered at the bottonundgean societies and there was no way
to go but up. However, there exists a group forcivhihe route towards marginalisation is
also a possibility. This group of young migrantsd@amadequate education, are unemployed,
and lack the social resources to overcome ingiitatibarriers like discrimination. The
situation of young migrants is polarized and anral@egative image is one-sided.

Having formulated these four reservations and dgorestwe can now start with presenting the
main question that this paper attempts to disdussthe question of how young persons of
migrant origin experience their life in their connof residence, what problems they confront
and what kind of support social policy of their atny of residence has to offer to them. Some
of them have a status of illegal residents, antieéhtails that social policy will exclusively
offer a very minimal support, such as basic scingadind assistance with life threatening
problems. However, for the great majority of thewgial citizenship is in principle available
to them, with all the diverse meanings of beingaial) citizen.

Social citizenship offers in principle, next to pickl citizenship, the opportunities to
participate fully in the country of residence, wath specific hindrance, such as
discrimination, for example because of their migi@gin, however far back in time this

may be. Moreover, social rights entail the rightdéqual access to education, health care and
the labour market, and for support in cases ofddeidents, such as illness, unemployment
and old age. These various rights are instituteadliBuropean countries, however, not at all
in the same way or to the same degree. Moreovdtuabpean countries have transformed
their welfare arrangements in significant ways gthe last twenty years, with some
convergences but also with many differences amloagnt

There are two interlinked convergent lines of tfamsations of welfare arrangements in
European countries despite all the disparitiesahatlso evident. Firstly, all these countries
are taking part in the present phase of globabradind European integration, and they
experience to some extent the same constraints,asua loss of national independence to
define a social policy supported by a monetarygyolMoreover, the rapid increase of trade

of manufactured goods, and their production inVeage countries, such as China, has severe
consequences for the labour markets of all the fi@a countries. Much more could be said
about the influence of globalization, here we lioutselves to these remarks.

In response to the effects of globalization, theogaan Union has defined a programme
which should guarantee the strength of Europeanauies in the coming years, using the
slogan that European countries have to become ‘latige and service societies’. With the
so-called Lisbon Agenda, various aims have beandtated in order to stimulate the
realization of this slogan, such as increasesep#rcentages of persons in higher education,
to diminish the number of dropouts from educatlugher rates of participation in the labour
market, in particular for young people, women amaldlder population, just to name a few of
these aims. In line with the Lisbon agenda actilabeur market policies, life long learning,
and the change from welfare to workfare have betnduced.

A second type of convergence, linked to the firet,acan be identified in the main theme of
the ongoing transformations of the welfare arrangi@shin European countries. The
reasoning goes as follows: as globalization entadse flexibility and mobility, new risks
will have to be confronted, such as the risk ofrigone’s job. Buchholz et al. (2009) argue
that under globalisation existing employment riskse been intensified. According to them
‘globalisation triggers a strengthening of exitirecgl inequality structures’Especially



young adults are the ‘losers’ of globalisation addication and class determines how much
individuals face increased labour market risks (Budz et al., 2009).

However, these risks can to some extent be tadkleddividuals themselves, provided that
they are responsible to begin with. Such a respditginot only entails to pursue a good
education and to acquire general competences émipéoyable in various ways (Lisbon
agenda). It also means that one should foresee liegvents and prevent to be
overwhelmed by them, by engaging early on in paksaving schemes, and in diversified
social networks, which could help to engage flexiblnew life projects. In any case, all the
transformations of welfare systems in European t@s) besides underlining the necessity
of long-term sustainability, put forward the accentpersonal responsibility for prevention of
the new risks. The terminology used to describsdhemnsformations use terms such as
‘social investment policy’ or ‘activation policyJénson, 2009).

These two convergent lines should not hide thetfedtdifferent countries are variously
affected by globalization and realize new socidigoes in different ways. National
institutions filter the increasing uncertainty dogglobalisation in a specific way, and most
countries have different forms of labour markexitdization, changing life courses and
social inequality structures of modern societiedifferent ways (Buchholz et. al., 2009). In
most of the countries involved we can diagnosenédid application of these new lines of
social policy, however, these policy lines applyt@i@ly to dropouts and to young people
involved in the passage from education to work.@oming young people, some authors
identify the tendency of social citizenship becognmore fragile (Castel, 2009, Somers,
2008), others (Bradley and van Hoof, 2005; Buchletlal., 2009) diagnose the situation of
young people in Europe as rather problematic. Wiedigicuss this point more specifically in
the conclusion.

We can now formulate our general hypothesis whiehwill discuss in this paper. Our
contention is that the effects of globalization anthe new social policies have far going
consequences for young people from migrant origirisuropean countries, because the
general conditions of living and of support for imbcitizenship are profoundly changing.
However, one cannot presume that a transformafitimeageneral conditions affect directly
the experiences of young people from migrant ori@iar hypothesis is more nuanced: our
target group will be affected in diverse ways bgsth transformations, and that this diversity
of reactions has implications for understandingdiation of these populations.

After a section describing the studies the EU neseproject TRESEGY, we will present and
discuss the relevant results for the issues ofpdyper. In the conclusion we will interpret
these results in the light of the formulated hypsik.

Method

The EU research project TRESEGY was a sixth framkeywmgramme, under the priority
theme ‘Citizens and governance in a knowledge basei@ty’, with the title: “Factors of
economic, social and cultural in- and exclusios@fond-generation migrants in Europe”,
starting in June 2006 till May 2009. Six countnuesticipated in the research project, Italy,
Spain, Portugal, France, Germany and the Nethes]amdl nine cities as research locations
have been chosen: Rome and Genoa in lItaly, LishdriParto in Portugal, Madrid and



Barcelona in Spain, Metz in France, Berlin in Gemgnand Utrecht in the Netherlands. In
each of these cities, one or more neighbourhoods been chosen, with a significant number
of migrant inhabitants.

The research project was conducted in three stiepdirst step investigated national and local
policies concerning migrants, the second stepzedla quantitative study, with 600
respondents in each research location, with incpple a participation of 50 % young

migrants and 50 % young natives. The surveys weslynheld in schools. During the third
step, an extensive ethnographic study has bedmeadainvolving participant observations,
interviews and biographical interviews, etc. Caselies were set up in various local settings
like on the street, schools, community centresvamdshops for young people. Finally, a
transnational comparison has been set up as camlios the project.

As can be expected, a variety of migrant group leeen investigated in the various research
locations. Mainly youngsters from Turkish originBerlin, in Utrecht mainly young persons
with a Moroccan origin, in France mainly young &s with a North African origin, in Italy
and Spain, next to youngsters from Africa also maitly a South American origin came into
the picture, and in Portugal, next to descendainta the former African colonies, studies
involved also young people with Ukrainian and Ckmerigin.

The first step established that the national andllpolicies vary a lot between these countries
and research locations, with some countries hailegg tradition of immigrant countries
such as France and the Netherlands and otherAlsotthe availability and quality of
statistical data varies enormously between thesatdes, as does the form taken of the
welfare state arrangements.

Relevant results

Survey

To begin with we will present some relevant restitisn the quantitative study, based on a
guestionnaire, realized in the nine research lonat{Padilla and Scaglione, 2008). In each
location, about 600 respondents filled in the qoasiire, with some sixty questions
concerning topics related to experiences of soe@nomical and cultural in- and exclusion
like education, identification and discriminatidn.general, about half of the respondents are
from migrant origin, the others are young ‘nativ@$ie questions are about their origin, the
education and income of their parents, their edoicand work perspectives, their experience
with discrimination and their outlook on their fuguife.

As already specified, a great diversity of groupgipipated; next to the young natives, there
were young persons with a migrant background frdncé, South America, Eastern Europe,
China, Turkey. The age of the respondents varas ft5 to 24 years, so there is at least some
comparability. Young immigrants having arrived lne thost country after their birth

constituted the majority of the respondents in Blmga, Madrid, Genoa and Rome, whereas
in the other locations the majority of the respartdevas born in the country of residence.

The highest education finished as well as the cattoupal status of the parents of the young
respondents with a migrant background is signitigadower than the level of the parents of
their native counterparts. The majority of the ypuaespondents with a migrant background
live in rented houses, whereas the majority ofytheng ‘natives’ live in houses their parents



own. There are also significant differences conogrownership of new media, such as
computers. The young respondents recognize thia #re many problems in the
neighbourhood they live, such as racism, violedeénquency, drugs, insecurity, thefts and
vandalism. More troubles are signalled by the yowagjves’, which shows that the two
groups use different scales of appreciation. Howeves notable that despite these problems
the great majority declared that they like to lingheir neighbourhoods and do not want to
move.

These results are completely in line with outcowigsrevious research on the conditions of
migrants (OECD 2007).

Concerning friendship and meeting places, the testw clear segregation patterns
between the ‘native’ youth and ‘migrant’ youth. Aference between them is that the
national youth tend to have practically only nasibfliends, while the youth with a migrant
background have a majority of their friends frora #ame ethnic group, but some have also
friends from the group of ‘natives’, in particulaecause of school. While the family is
important for all the young respondents, it is \waithile to mention that for the young with a
migrant background the mother is sensibly more ntgmb in the life of her children than in
the case of national mothers. Notable is the rbfatbers who are hardly consulted for
(emotional) support by the youngsters. There ig afsinteresting result concerning gender
differences: boys meet their friends in majorityside, while girls of immigrant origin meet
their friends at home.

The TRESEGY survey included several questions entity, such as on geopolitical
identification (European, national, local, othem), self identification (how the youngsters see
themselves), on external identification (how othes them) and on spaces of self-
identification).

‘Native’ youth tends to identify with a nationalupean and local identity, in this order; the
only exception was Barcelona, where the Spanigttiiyehas not been mentioned often,
because of the Catalan identity. Young persons avitligrant background present a different
pattern: a foreign identity is common, followeddocal, national and European one. Only in
Metz and in Lisbon the local, national and Europie@ntification was stronger than the
foreign one.

Concerning the spaces of identification a simiiffecence is evident: for ‘native’ youth the
order of spaces of identification was first thegméiourhood, followed by the country, the city
or Europe, whereas for young persons with a migsankground the country of their parents
is first mentioned, followed by the neighbourhood.

Concerning external identification — in other wqrtie identification that others construct
about them — important differences appear betweegrioups. Among the native
respondents, the most important aspects highligiteége, gender and clothing style,
whereas the respondents with a migrant backgrowerdian their origin in the first place.
Also religion and skin colour are mentioned as inguat by migrants.

For self-identification ‘native’ youth mention ihe first place gender and clothing style,
whereas for the respondents with a migrant backgtauigin and gender are considered as
important. In Utrecht, Metz and Berlin (Islamic)igéon plays an important role. Indeed, in



these cities, the respondents are from Algeria,ddoo and Turkey. Young Muslims have a
stronger religious identity.

Discrimination: ‘native’ youth recognize a bit maypenly the existence of racism than the
youth of immigrant origin, however there is a lagg@sensus about the presence of
discrimination. The majority of the respondentsraffthat there is ‘'some’ (on average 40 %
for young ‘migrants’ and 50 % for young ‘natives’‘a lot’ (on average 20 % and 25 %) of
racism.

The main reasons of discrimination for ‘native’ yloare age and clothing style, while among
young ‘migrants’ it is always origin, skin coloundreligion. ‘Migrant’ youngsters feel more
often discriminated against than ‘native’ youngst&oth groups feel mostly discriminated in
schools. Migrants feel also discriminated againgiublic transportation, shops and bars and
in the neighbourhood. For natives the other plaeeg depending on the city/setting.

Finally, several questions have been includedemngiinestionnaire concerning the expectations
and the level of satisfaction of living in the ctnynof residence. The level of satisfaction of
living in the country of residence is high for ygumigrants’ (between 50 and 60 %) and
even higher for ‘native’ youngsters (between 60 @ d6), and quite a significant proportion
is ‘more or less satisfied’ (30 and 20 %). Onlyng minority of 4 to 5 % declare not to be
satisfied. There is one exception to this geneeald, which is Lisbon: indeed, the
neighbourhood and the social prospects where gponelents live are quite problematic.

When asked whether they are satisfied with thigr the majority of all the respondents
respond that they are ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satidfjavith a bit more answers of being
‘satisfied’ by ‘native’ youngsters, and a bit m@neswers of being ‘a bit satisfied’ by young
‘migrants’ than ‘natives. The answer category ‘satisfied with life’ was only used by very
few respondents.

Concerning expectations and future projects, atoqprewas included in the survey: “what
aspects of your life would you like to see changextt year”. The majority of all the
respondents, with no significant differences betwie groups, mentioned economic aspects
in the first place and in second place studiestier words, all the respondents would like to
have more money to spend, and to pursue with ssithes studies. Concerning the other
answer categories, such as family, work, legabsibn, personal relations, wishes to change
something were mentioned, but came far behindwbecategories ‘economic’ and ‘studies’.

These results are partly congruent with earliedisg) which confirms the validity of the
enterprise. Partly, this large study points to so@ interesting points. However, before
summarizing these points it is necessary to paibhtimitations of these results. As already
stated before, the respondents come from a vasfegyoups, and moreover, they live in
countries with very different systems of socialipplnd citizenship regimes. Therefore, one
has to be careful when interpreting these results.

There are two families of results that have a higbree of similarity, which seems to justify
to consider these results as really significantyfming populations living in very different
regions of Europe and coming from very differengioss.

The first family of results shows that the greajonty of all young people are satisfied with
their life, and that they are also satisfied with tondition of living in their country of



residence. Only a tiny minority is not satisfiethel also have a clear wish for upward
mobility: they all feel that compared to their patisetheir future situation will be better. This
general result can be interpreted as an evidentdfigtrength and resilience of young people
of all origins, even within a situation where diltbem recognize the existence of clear forms
of discrimination, which is a second family of résswhich are highly similar for all the
respondents.

Besides the results which confirm the disadvantafjeepulations with a migrant
background, such as the level of education of gar@md the status of their occupation, there
are a number of interesting results which are rmddfieult to interpret.

For example, all the respondents place the fangty igh as a significant support, but young
people with a migrant background mention partidyltire role of the mother. Another result
shows that Muslim migrant groups, experience disicration because of their religion. Also,
a majority of the young ‘migrants’ place the coyraf their parents quite high as a place of
identification. These results could be explainechemy ways, but one explanation could be
that a majority of the populations with a migraatkground have on the one hand a different
family system than the young ‘natives’ and on ttteeohand, that they manifest more than
the young ‘natives’ a sense of belonging to a $ijgecommunity, which does not exclude the
possibility to identify with other young people @amning their style of living and clothing,
etc.

In terms of friendship and meeting places of frertere are some interesting results. The
young ‘natives’ do not seem to mix much with thmigrant counterparts, and the same holds
for the young ‘migrants’. However, there seemsedalsignificant difference between the
behaviour of boys and girls, because girls of mgaaigin meet their friends above all at
their home, while boys meet them outside, a diffeeewhich is much less pronounced for the
young native ones. This result seems to confirmrttegpretation that they live partly in
different family systems. After the presentatiortté results of the ethnographic studies we
will come back to this question.

Another interesting result concerns living condisoGenerally speaking, young people with
a migrant background live more often in segregatetideprived neighbourhoods. These
neighbourhoods are characterized by a lack of enanand social resources and the young
people living there often report a lot of problelike violence, delinquency, drugs and thefts.
However, when asked the majority declares theytbkiése in the neighbourhood and do not
want to move (between 65% and 90%). They are eappiér or more satisfied with the
neighbourhood than the natives. Furthermore, tighbeurhood is also an important
space/reference for their sense of identity. Thaagraphic studies, as we will later show,
revealed that the young people can act and redtet dgfensively when they feel that their
guarter or neighbourhood is negatively depictethenmedia or by the police.

Ethnographic studies

The research project TRESEGY has also realize@ quinsive ethnographic studies in the
nine research locations. In principle, the ethnpgiastudies have been realized with chosen
samples of the respondents involved in the quaingtatudy, in order to enrich the material
and for exploring more in detail the experiencethefyoungsters with a migrant background.
In all research locations, next to participant ebsgons, interviews have been used,
sometimes quite intensive interviews, exploringl@tail the biographical aspects and the



future expectations of the interviewees. Howevemraethnographic methodology has to be
adapted to local circumstances, and as these Matythere is even a greater problem of
comparability of the results. Therefore, we wilkpent here only some of the most relevant
results for the present discussion. Furthermorspitethe successful execution of the
ethnographic studies there was an important limmain many cases with the help of the
institutions contacts with the young people wetatdshed. This has influenced heavily the
interactions, how the researchers were perceivetldyoung people and how they reacted
on them. For instance, due to the collaboratioh wischool, the members of the Dutch team
were associated with this institution and were @ed as teachers by the migrants students.
This limitation should be taken into account.

An overview of all the results can be found in plublic documents published on the
TRESEGY site\yww.tresegy.e) an in particular the summary report of the etiraphic
studies (Gerritsen et.al. 2009).

The most interesting and also in a sense very lvasalt of the ethnographic studies is that
the great majority of young migrants situate thdwesepractically in the country of
residence, with the exception of Rome and to soxteneLisbon. This can be explained by
the fact that in Rome, young ‘migrants’ have amlivecently and are more or less ‘forced’ by
their parents to migrate. In Lisbon, the targeugrare long-term migrants from Africa, living
in difficult circumstances with a lot of experiencgiscrimination. But generally speaking the
perception of young people with a migrant backgtbisn It is here we live, it is here that we
want to develop a future, it is here that we exgreze our hopes and our difficulties. Almost
none of them speak about re-emigrating to the ecgwriftorigin, and only a few express the
hope to include in their further life and careestr@tch of (professional) activity in their
country of origin. Quite a few affirm quite expligi that when they pass some time in their
country of origin, they have to pass through a plasintegration” in the original culture,
which is not at all easy for them.

The fact that the young migrants situate themsetvése country of residence becomes
evident through a number of outcomes of the ethaqgc studies. First of all, all of them
acknowledge that an education and a good work expzr is a pre-condition for realizing a
suitable professional and personal life in the ¢guof residence. Such an acknowledgement
presupposes indeed that they see their futurasrctuntry. Other reasons supporting such a
statement can be found in the results that for @kaun Utrecht young Moroccan boys
defend ‘their’ neighbourhood, ‘their’ meeting spa@nd ‘their’ rights. They are in general
rather proud of their neighbourhood, and even thafgs perceived by official institutions
(such as the police or the municipality) as ragireblematic, defend the name and the quality
of their neighbourhood; they rather see it defalmethe media and by local police or local
and national politicians. The same hold for Metati€al voices about their way of behaving
or of forming associations (either as a familypanunity or a group of friends) are rather
sharply and sometimes violently rejected. Suchjextien also presupposes as evidence the
fact that they see their roots in the country sfdence, and that they defend the rights to
organize themselves as they want.

A second general result of the ethnographic studibgh extends the former point, is that

the young migrants are in general rather optimadbicut their future opportunities in the
country of residence; a result which is in linehntite results of the survey. All of them expect
that they will be better off in their future lifadn their parents. This again points to a strong
wish for upward mobility and to the expectationttbach a wish can be realized. They
acknowledge explicitly (or implicitly in case ofifiare) that they are in a situation that enables



them to develop interesting future perspectivabeeithrough education or through the
opportunities to set up an independent businesmall work place. And they all know
examples of other migrants who have indeed reabzett opportunities. They know that
some of their private dreams will be difficult teatize. However, in general, their hopes are
not always realistic and in line with their presengagement in education or work
experience. Moreover, some of them nuance the aptirby mentioning forms of
discrimination or a lack of resources. For instamitee to discrimination and limited access to
proper jobs and education the youth of African déae Lisbon feels deprived and are
pessimistic about their future prospects. Howewegeneral, it is not only the society of the
country of residence that is sometimes perceivembastraining the realization of their
expectations, also their families and their comrtyuisi perceived as a constraining force, in
particular in the migrant populations originatimgMorocco, Turkey and Algeria, with a
Muslim background. This result is in a way quiteguxical, because in all other discussions
they all defend with hands and feet their commuaitgl their way of living. Critical voices
from ‘others’ are immediately seen as ‘paternalisir even as imposing orders, which have
to be rejected directly.

This brings us to a third general result, whicheilly interesting, because it reveals a
profound dilemma of the young migrants. We haveaaly indicated that they situate
themselves in general in the country of resideand,expect that their future will be better
than the life of their parents. However, they séemerceive themselves very strongly as a
group, and also in their behaviour they associmest exclusively with members of their
community. This holds above all for Moroccans, &lsb for Turkish and Algerian young
migrants, and in a different way for the young hakimerican youngsters. Practically they do
not ‘sit’ or ‘work’ with ‘native’ youngsters in saol neither during lessons nor during breaks.
And on the street, in particular migrant young bagsociate almost exclusively with
members from the same community of origin. Thep alsmpare themselves with their
parents and not with other residents of the couritngsidence. And when speaking about
future husbands or spouses, the great majorityteayant a partner from the same
community. Such a perception and attitude doesppéear at all as a dilemma to the young
migrants encountered during the ethnographic stuehile on the other hand, they identify
the family and the community as constraining foresiser by obliging them to migrate or by
imposing norms and forms of conduct. Expectationtamilies, for instance, can be
constraining for migrant young people in Lisborrigghave care responsibility (often at
home) and boys are expected to work and earn mionélye family. However, in the case of
girls it also shows that mothers often support therinish their education.

A fourth general result is that in some researchations (Metz, Utrecht and Berlin and to
some extent Genoa) young migrants (at least oget@roup) identify themselves as
Muslims, and this identification contributes to geive themselves as an “us” opposed to
“them”, the other residents of the country of resice. Moreover, being Muslim means also
for them a way of life and conduct, and, moreoveigion can offer significant networks for
them. However, a perception of “us” and “them”as éxample also very strong in Rome, and
therefore, also applies in some cases to youngsitdrsion-Muslim migrant backgrounds.

A fifth result concerns discrimination. Young migtagopulations distinguish more or less
explicitly two forms of discrimination. Firstly, see of them feel as viewed as ‘different’ by
the native populations, either because of them sklour (such as in Lisbon) or because of
their ambiguous status (as having no or only adédresidence permit). Secondly, all of the
young migrants experience a different form of dieanation, which can be described as more
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cultural. Because of their names, or their langyagéciency, or their living conditions, or
religious habits, they feel that they encountejyatiees from the native populations (as well
in the street, but mainly when looking for a jobese prejudices concern in general their
supposed ‘ethnic’ characteristics.

The young migrants do quite frequently mention minsimation, and when asked explicitly,
they all affirm to have been victim of discrimirati or that they expect that discrimination
might play a role when trying to find a suitablé jé-or example, quite a number of young
Muslim women, wearing a head scarf, anticipate tiatpractice might be a problem for
them when looking for a job. It is remarkable thbhove all the marginal groups of young
migrants (dropouts or street gangs) are much mqykcé about discrimination: they feel
harassed by the police, by camera observationsl@pidted in a negative way by the press.

This last point brings us to some of the variatitireg our case studies revealed. Whereas the
young migrants involved in education or work arthea defensive to use the terminology of
discrimination, the marginal ones (in terms of siilmg or work) refer almost exclusively to
such a terminology. The communication with theralisost limited to a kind of collective
“self-defence” against presumed (and certainlylpae@al) instances of harassment and
discrimination. Therefore, it was rather impossifolénterview individuals of this group,
because of their strong apprehension of prejudiegeas researchers might share with the
police, the media, etc. To agree to be intervieisadther seen as a give away or as a betrayal
of the group.

Another very significant variation concerns thdelénces of behaviour and attitudes of boys
and girls. Young migrant women are apparently noqen for contacts (this is what they
affirm when asked), however, it was impossibleun case studies to get a clear picture of
how this is realized. Young male migrants, on thetiary, associate quite openly with each
other, and confirm explicitly that they have aballemale friends from the same ethnic
background. Also at school, migrant boys and gidsiot mix a lot. Migrant boys do in
general not meet at their homes (most of themwliitle their families), but outside in the
neighbourhood and on the street. They are therafooee visible in the public sphere and
more often confronted with discriminatory behaviour

The ethnographic studies permit us to advance raduié in the interpretation of the results.
All the other groups investigated affirm a stroti;ehment to their family and their
community. However, there are evident differenties:Chinese migrants in Porto, for
example, having in general a higher education, g@agalots of contacts outside their
community, and the same holds to some degree éddkinainian migrants. The families and
communities constitute a strong point of referemsawell for identification and for forming
networks, but are also to some extent seen asraomnsy the opportunities of the younger
ones.

This outcome is at least partially in conflict witie general desire to construct a future in the
country of residence, which is the case for thgdanajority of the young with a migrant
background investigated. They feel quite satisfieth their life and with the condition of

living in the country of residence. And they kndvat they will have to finish a ‘good’
education and make efforts to realize their fuexpectations. However, because they are in
general involved mainly in networks with memberghadir own community, with the norms
and habits which hold in these communities, theytarsome extent at odds with the norms
and values of the host society, where in genedifferent family system is dominant (with a
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more equal distribution of gender roles and pow#tions, based on negotiations). This is
particularly true for young girls with a migrantdkground, and still more heavily for those
with a Muslim religion.

Conclusion and discussion

All European countries, despite many differences aative participants of the process of
globalization, with the consequences of a new inatgonal division of labour and increased
streams of goods, capital and services circulateékdda world. The circulation of individuals is
partly stimulated in this process, in particulaside the EU, however there are definite
limitations for immigration from other countriessaept highly qualified professionals. As we
already stated in the introduction, the procesgi@balization limits the independence of
specific countries to define their own economic aadial policy. One country alone cannot
for example engage on its own in a Keynesian ppadgsson that France learned under
president Mitterand.

The process of globalization entails also new rigksl a whole literature about these new
risks has seen the day, starting with the pubbeaitn 1992 of the book ‘risk society’ (Beck,
1992), followed by many others (Beck, 2000, Giddetal. 2006, Giddens, 2007). The
conviction has been formulated that these new gakspartly be anticipated and prevented
by individual members of European societies, thiroagew type of responsibility of
constructing one’s own potentialities, for examjbleough education, through being prepared
for flexible employability and with the help of jisibus savings.

These challenges have been explicitly confrontethbyeU, on the one hand by the goals
formulated in the Lisbon agenda, and on the othadtby formulating a new social policy,
based on activation. The goals of the Lisbon agamdade a better preparation of children
for education through early and pre-school edunataeduction of the number of dropouts
from education, an increase of the rate of pawiogm in the labour market, in particular for
young and older persons and for women and to ceeatere flexible work force by means of
life long learning. The new social policy, callebcial investment policy’, or ‘activation
policy’ is conceptually systematically elaboratbdt has not been translated systematically
into policy practice in the same way in the vari&@usopean countries. However, concerning
young people, policy measures have been adopt@ticgountries.

Let us now discuss more in detail the new typasbisrour target group has to confront. We
will use here a distinction between three typessiss, introduced by Castel (2003). Castel
argues that the inflationary use of the generatepnof ‘risk’ after the publication of Beck’s
work in 1992, does not stimulate serious sciensifiddies, Castel suggests to distinguish
between three configurations of risks, which ane/ d#fferent from each other. Firstly, the
social risks; these are the risks identified akeémanto account, mainly through guaranteed
assurance schemes (Ewald, 1986) by the construaftielfare states, roughly during the last
century, such as work accidents, illness, etc. Hetengs for example unemployment. The
process of globalization has without any doubts ifremtithe configuration of this family of
social risks.

A second family of risks, Castel has identifiedcamstituted by the discursive and political

construction of the concept of ‘groups at risk’ptiher words, groups of persons, identified as
a social group by common characteristics whichatem to push these groups into a marginal
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of more or less excluded position. Here belongs@ample the ‘young’, the ‘low educated’,
the ‘single-parent-families’ (mostly women), théder males’ (often alcoholic, threatened to
loose their job and their family ties) and alsognaint populations’. In all these cases, risk
factors have been identified, which permit to aptite an awkward event in the future, which
is considered more or less probable due to the matbn of factors. Therefore, it seems
necessary to supervise and check constantly whetheat the awkward event is going to
happen. Such a procedure can be effective, betlaigeis certainly nothing wrong with
prevention, however, the possibility does exishlgectify social groups in this way, with
very problematic consequences. That seems to bmas®ewith migrant populations. Before
discussing this question, we only mention the tfardily of risks distinguished by Castel,
which comprises the awkward and problematic consecgs of the unwanted effects of
scientific and technical developments and frometkggloitation of natural resources of the
planet earth.

Migrant populations have been identified as a ‘gratirisk’ in European societies during the
last decades due to the conjunction of severale @listinct categories of risk factors. The

first one, has already been mentioned in the inicbdn, which are the so-called
disadvantages of migrants in terms of educatiorguage proficiency, participation in the
labour market, etc. These disadvantages have loedinnced by many studies, however, it is
worth mentioning that these disadvantages decrasgerage over time, and they are quite
different for the various groups of migrants asdmees clear in the debate on segmented
assimilation. Also youngsters in general have beenulated as a group at risk, which makes
the young from a migrant background a group that touble risk.

A second category of risk factors has been idetiéis the ‘traditional’ or ‘pre-modern’

family structure of the majority of migrant groupgth, in general, a deficit of emancipation
of women of these populations, in particular in rarg groups with Muslim religion. The

main attention of social policy and of integratjolicy in EU countries is concerned with the
emancipation of women. This second category obfaabf risk is sometimes called a
‘cultural’ one, denoting the cultural distance beén the migrant groups and the host society.
Here belong also the supposed or real differentaerans and values, in particular the norms
of socialization and child raising, which is judgadnany countries as insufficient for
preparing young children in a suitable way for @mgneducation. Another example is the
conviction that young migrants due to their cultunaethnic background lack the appropriate
social skills for entering the labour market susbasy.

A third category of factors that has been iderdiiethe disproportionally high percentage of
migrants, and in particular of young migrants, amtre offenders, coming in contact with
the police and being brought before a judge. Irupapterms, these are the cases of
disturbance of public order, of theft, drug dealarmgl other criminal activities which are
brought together within this third factor of rigkinally, a fourth category of risk factors is
terrorism. Indeed, there have been terrorist agtatkarious European countries, such a
Spain, the UK, Germany, the Netherlands and quigsveothers, and also some apparently
serious attempts of realizing such attacks. Thegdly young terrorists are predominantly
Muslims. This last factor of risk certainly is pees$, some have called it the ‘home-grown
terrorists’ (Buijs, et.al.).

These four categories of risk factors, which aréedueterogeneous, have been combined
during the last two decades in order to consttistriew ‘group at risk’. This power of this
construction should not be underestimated, bedabss been translated and widely used in
public space and in policy debates. Moreover, ibfen in exaggerated ways, a central part
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of the discourse used by new right and populistipal parties and movements in European
countries.

Scientifically speaking, the combination of thesaerfcategories of risk factors can be easily

rejected. Indeed, these four categories are firall guite heterogeneous, there is no inherent
linkage between the four categories. Secondly, sufitteese categories apply, and then only
partly, to specific groups of migrant populatiosg¢ch as Muslims. Thirdly, another category,
the threat of terrorism, while being real, appbesy to a tiny fraction of young persons with a
migrant background. Finally, quite a number of passwith a migrant background cannot be
subsumed under any of these four categories ofaidhrs.

Nonetheless, it appears, that the research prBRESEGY has established that
disadvantages do exist, and that it seems thaamyroases of the youngster with a migrant
background live in families which do not conformtb@ new normative model of post
modern families promoted in European countrieseéat] the goals of the Lisbon agenda and
the new ideals of social policy promote a familydal based on the idea of independent men
and women, both with a good education and engagttilabour market, who share the task
of bringing up children with the help of paid assixe, and who negotiate on an equal basis
the daily tasks of running a household. This mbdel been called the ‘adult worker model
family’ (Lewis and Guillari, 2006). Such a normaimodel has only be realized very
sparingly in European countries. Indeed, invesogathave established that the majority of
women choose a so-called ‘neo-traditional’ behavielien being engaged in a household
with children (Born, 2003). This terminology pointsthe pre-dominant model of family life,
sometimes called 1 %2 households, or to the situstioat women after giving birth to a child
modify consistently their engagement in the labmarket. Still, it seems, that quite a number
of the families of the persons with a migrant baokgd, live in family systems and
communities that are at some distance from the-tretitional’ behaviour of women. This
became evident through the indications of the ‘@én’ of the role of the mother, and from
the reported impression that young persons expegieonstraints from their families and
their community. However, this statement remaissteematic affirmation, because much
more detailed research on specific issues is netedgekcify more seriously the situation of
the households of persons with a migrant background

It is time to summarize and to discuss the gertgiabthesis of this paper. Concerning the
groups in European societies with a migrant baakgilpand in particular young ones, their
conditions of life have changed because of threeldpments affecting these conditions.
Firstly, globalization has changed in significarays the conditions of the labour market and
in particular the opportunities for lower educatgdups which has consequences for all the
residents of European countries. However, becalube alisadvantages of our target group,
this group will be more affected by this developm&wgcondly, a new social policy is being
developed, with a definite accent on personal nesipdity for one’s life course in terms of
employability and financial resources. This newialgoolicy is only partly realized in

practice, but has definite effects on young persams are at the margin, because of dropping
out, or having an insufficient education. This neyeial policy is as such quite interesting,
however it presupposes a solid guaranteed supportler to be able to take on these new
responsibilities. The question is whether thides ¢ase with our target group; a certain doubt
about this is realistic because the support gueeanby social policy becomes more
conditional with this new policy, and threaten®tode the substantial character of social
support formerly guaranteed. That is why Somer8%92@diagnoses social citizenship as
becoming more fragile. Thirdly, ‘migrant populat®mave been constructed as a group at
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risk. This operation has many effects, and in paldr the effect that this group at risk will be
supervised more thoroughly than before. All togettieese three lines of development entalil
that the conditions of life for our target grouje anore fragile. One could fear, given these
developments that a growing ‘dualisation’ of Eurapeocieties is under way (Davidsson and
Naczyk, 2009) and that indeed globalisation trigggrengthening of social inequality
structures in modern societies (Buchholz et alD920This seems justified when one takes
into account the fact that entry positions (in caseentry’ takes place) in the labour market
have durable effects on further careers, in pderda Germany and lItaly.

It is altogether astonishing that the results ofresearch show a widely shared optimism of
youngster with a migrant background. They are ijonitg quite satisfied with the conditions
of life in their country of residence, they seaeittligture in this country and they think that
they will be better off than their parents. Thessutts show that the transformation of the
general conditions of life and of social citizenstb not affect directly the experiences and
the expectations of our target group. On the contthey manifest a high degree of resilience
and of optimism. Their choice of life is clearlyspired by what can be called a multicultural
perspective, or in other words, the recognitioadapt to the host country (for example
concerning education and the criteria of particgrain the labour market), however, by far
not all of them do succeed to realize these airhdevat the same time defending partly the
lifestyle of their community. To some extent, o@ cinderstand this appreciation by the fact
that the members of our target group compare thiessa the first place with their parents
and other members of their community. And in mayatiey are probably right: they will

have a better future than their parents had, agid ¢bnditions of life are far better than the
conditions in the country of origin of their parenHHowever, we can also conclude, that they
do not appreciate fully all the consequences obtigoing transformations of the conditions
of life and of social citizenship. Therefore, indae expected that the tension between the
changed conditions and the registered optimismpadtiuce a multitude of reactions and of
life experiences of the young from migrant backgwbuvhich goes in the direction of the
thesis of segregated assimilation..

The thesis of segmented assimilation entails tlesituation of youngsters with a migrant
background is polarized: for some groups of miggamingsters the situation is indeed not
improving or even getting worse, such as for drépaemd unemployed, but instead of overall
downward mobility for most migrant youngsters titaation is clearly improving. This is
reflected in the optimistic and motivated attitiafenany youngsters in the TRESEGY study.
The results correspond to what is referred to inegent American study as ‘the second
generation advantage’ (Kasinitz et al, 2008). Sdageneration migrants display a lot of
ambition and will for upward mobility. They want éstablish this by means of integration
into the (host)society through their education orkabut at the same by maintaining their
own culture (strategy of selective acculturatidr)is way they will more and more end up in
middle class society. Moreover, they can profitfrliving in ‘two (cultural) worlds. This
entails (cultural) creativity and enables themdpewith different and sometimes conflicting
norms and expectations. For instance, the TRESEG¥ showed that some young migrant
girls who have less access to the public sphdwlie street and neighbourhood, are
spending more time at home are more focussed aragdnal achievements. Another
example is migrant youth of African descent in lasbOn the one hand the awareness of
their skin colour is a source for exclusion by vatyroups who perceive them as African and
thus as outsiders. On the other hand their Afridaaracteristics are important for
identification and bonding with other young migmthich is expressed through clothing
style, food, music and dance.
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In short, the young from a migrant background dwlla diversity of life paths, and their
resilience and optimism can in many cases helwéocome the tensions they have to
confront.
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