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5. GOVERNMENT FRAMING OF GOOD CITIZENSHIP 

In this chapter, I analyse government rhetoric on the notion of citizenship to see 
how governments in the past decades have conceptualised this concept against 
the backdrop of the processes of globalisation, migration and multiculturalism. 
Moreover, I shall demonstrate that the changes in framing of the notion of 
citizenship are related to changing attitudes towards the role of religion in the 
public domain. 
 After the Second World War, the liberal notion of citizenship was a self-
evident ideal, and politicians did not feel it necessary to discuss the content of 
citizenship (Van Gunsteren 2008, 21). The notion as such was hardly used in 
political or public discussions. Policy documents and research reports even 
warned against using the term because Dutch people were not expected to be 
familiar with the concept, fearing they would either interpret it in a purely legal 
sense, or associate it with ‘bourgeois’ or ‘the fifties’, both which have a stuffy 
connotation in Dutch (Hurenkamp and Tonkens 2008, 15). It was only at the 
beginning of the 1990s that citizenship became a topic of interest in Dutch 
policy documents.  
 The growing body of policy documents and reports from advisory 
committees and government-related think-tanks regarding the content and 
expression of citizenship in the last two decades shows the emerging 
importance this topic has for policy-making (WRR 1992; TK 1993/1994, 
23684, nr. 2; Staatsblad 2005, nr. 678; TK 2008/2009, 29614, nr. 12; TK 
2008/2009, 29614, nr. 19). Recent studies (Hurenkamp and Tonkens 2011, 59–
67; Hurenkamp, Tonkens, and Duyvendak 2011) revealed an enormous increase 
in the use of the notion of citizenship, accompanied by important changes in the 
interpretation of the notion itself. Citizenship has become a key issue in 
considerations, surveys and comments on government policies and social 
developments.  
 The emergence of citizenship as a notion in policy can be related to growing 
tensions in Dutch society and politics about the position and rights of 
immigrants. These tensions have culminated in the fact that, since 1994, 
citizenship has been presented as the central goal for integration policies. From 
that moment on, citizenship was seen as the answer to the problematic processes 
of migration and individualisation that have affected Dutch society (Odinot 
2010, 9). Due to the centrality of this notion in integration policies, I focus on 
this policy domain in my analysis of Dutch political interpretations of 
citizenship.  
 In order to understand the trends and changes that have taken place in this 
policy domain, I begin with an analysis of government rhetoric on citizenship. 
In particular, I examine policy documents concerning integration and the film 
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Coming to the Netherlands, which is shown to future immigrants. I shall then 
position these documents within the societal context and also discuss the main 
policy advisory reports concerning the issues of citizenship and integration that 
are in continual communication with the integration documents. In the past, it 
has been argued that: 

Dutch integration policy has been well documented and one can safely 
say that, for a medium-sized country, the Netherlands is one of the most 
over-studied cases in the international migration literature. (Vink 2007, 
337) 

However, most previous studies have mainly focused on the interpretation of 
the notion of integration itself in policy documents, programmes of political 
parties and political debates (cf. Fermin 1997; Van Meeteren 2005; Vermeulen 
and Penninx 2000). This chapter aims to contribute to the existing studies by 
analysing the transitions that have taken place in the interpretation of citizenship 
in integration policies, and by relating these changes to the accompanying 
transitions in approaches towards the issue of the public role of religion, which 
has not been done before. 

5.1 Changing Paradigms in Integration Policies  
In order to understand the transitions in integration policies that have taken 
place, I make use of two different frameworks. In the first, I relate the political 
depictions of citizenship to the philosophical approaches outlined in Chapter 4. 
This enables me to place the political rhetoric in a larger framework and to 
understand patterns in thinking about citizenship. Secondly, I use John Berry’s 
model of acculturation to understand and designate the relation between the 
concepts of integration, citizenship and religion (Berry 1997). This model will 
prove useful in understanding one of the main issues of this chapter: what is 
expected from migrants in order to be considered good citizens? This question 
runs as a thread throughout this chapter; it will be shown that different 
acculturation strategies have been expected from migrants in the past years, all 
of which can be related back to different interpretations of citizenship: 

Acculturation has traditionally been defined to [comprehend] those 
phenomena which result when groups of individuals having different 
cultures come into continuous first-hand contact with subsequent changes 
in the original culture patterns of either or both groups. (Redfield, Linton, 
and Herskovits 1936, 149) 

Berry noticed that in pluralistic societies, citizens have to deal with the question 
of how to acculturate. Berry distinguishes two issues that people need to deal 
with in their interactions with others: cultural maintenance and contact and 
participation. The first refers to the extent to which cultural identity and cultural 
characteristics are considered to be important and to be maintained, while the 
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second refers to the extent to which people should become involved in other 
cultural groups or society at large (Berry 1997, 9). These two issues can be seen 
as the two dimensions of a conceptual framework, from which four possible 
acculturation strategies are deduced, as is displayed in Table 5.1. 

Table 5.1 Four acculturation strategies (based on Berry 1997, 10) 

 These four strategies — integration, assimilation, separation/segregation and 
marginalisation — are commonly used in cross-cultural psychology to 
understand the coping mechanisms of migrants in countries with a different 
dominant culture than their own (cf. Stevens et al. 2004; Arends-Tóth and Van 
de Vijver 2003). In this chapter, I approach this model from the angle of 
government policies. Which strategy does the government expect from new 
residents? It will be shown that, although the government has structurally used 
the term ‘integration’ to label its expectations since the 1980s, the meaning of 
this term has changed (Kruyt and Niessen 1997, 48). 
 Related to the acculturation strategies that are expected from newcomers are 
the acculturation strategies of society at large (see Figure 5.1). When asking the 
same two questions about cultural maintenance and contact and participation, 
but now looking at the possible answers from society at large, the four strategies 
are: multiculturalism, melting pot, segregation and exclusion. These four 
strategies can be seen as four possible outcomes of integration policies. By 
asking the question of what the government expects from migrants and from 
society at large, and then relating these answers back to Berry’s model, I am 
able to show how the interpretations of the notions of citizenship and 
integration have simultaneously undergone changes. In turn, these changes have 
been accompanied by shifts in the approach towards the public role of religion, 
as I shall argue in the coming chapters. 

                                                                                              Is it considered to be of value to 
maintain one’s identity and charac-
teristics?

Yes No

Is it considered to be of 
value to maintain relation-
ships with larger society?

Yes Integration Assimilation

No Separation/
Segregation

Marginalisation
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5.2 Citizenship in the ‘90s: Embracing Multiculturalism  
Although citizenship did not appear as a central notion in integration policies 
until the 1990s, it is important to give a sketch of the political landscape in the 
Netherlands before that time, when it comes to issues of immigration and 
cultural diversity. This provides an explanation of the processes that have led to 
the centrality of the notion of citizenship in this policy domain. 

5.2.1 Integration Policy avant la lettre 
Immigrant policy did not exist as such in the Netherlands until well into the 
1970s. The presence of migrants was considered temporary (Snel 2003; 
Rijkschroeff, Duyvendak, and Pels 2003; Van Meeteren 2005). Policies towards 
these minorities (which consisted mainly of guest workers and colonial 
migrants) were aimed at participation in the economic sphere and preservation 
of the immigrants’ identity in the socio-cultural sphere (Rijkschroeff, 
Duyvendak, and Pels 2003, 38–39; Scholten 2011). In 1974, for instance, 
teaching the mother tongue for migrant children was introduced in primary 
schools in the Netherlands. Migrants were also assisted in setting up their own 
associations and communities. There were, however, no efforts made to 
promote the integration of migrants into Dutch society and no expectations in 
terms of citizenship, because both the authorities and most migrants themselves 

ISSUE 2: 
RELATIONSHIPS 
SOUGHT 
AMONG 
GROUPS

 Integration    Assimilation 

Separation Marginalisation

Multiculturalism  Melting 
                           pot
  

Segregation Exclusion

ISSUE 1: 

MAINTENANCE OF HERITAGE CULTURE AND IDENTITY

STRATEGIES OF 
ETHNOCULTURAL GROUPS

STRATEGIES OF 
LARGER SOCIETY

+

+

_

+_ _

Figure 5.1 Acculturation strategies for newcomers and for society at large (taken 
from Berry 2005, 705)
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expected that they would return to their countries of origin (Entzinger 2006, 3).  
 A turning point came in 1979 when the WRR concluded in one of its reports 
that, ‘the idea that the presence of minorities is only temporary, is not 
true’ (WRR 1979, XXXIX; Vink 2007, 340). The report clearly advocated the 
multicultural strategy as acculturation strategy for society at large: 

[All citizens should] be open towards opinions of others and aware of the 
significant achievements of their culture, but at the same time they should 
acknowledge that active participation of minorities in society requires 
modification of opinions on both sides. (WRR 1979, XXXIX) 

The report advised the government to develop a minorities policy aimed at 
emancipation and participation of migrants in the socio-economic sphere, whilst 
allowing them to maintain their own (group) identity and culture (De Jong 
2002, 78; Veldhuis and Van der Maas 2011, 36). This approach to immigration 
fitted well within the typical Dutch system of ‘pillarisation’ (verzuiling), in 
which different religious and ideological communities were encouraged to 
participate in society and were simultaneously assisted and encouraged to create 
their own organisations and networks (Entzinger 2006; De Jong 2002; Schrover 
2010; Carle 2006).  It was argued that these immigrant organisations were 23

essential for both maintaining and developing the cultural identity of the 
migrants and for strengthening the social position of migrants and promoting 
inter-ethnic contact (Rijkschroeff, Duyvendak, and Pels 2003: 24). 
 In response to the WRR report, the Dutch government acknowledged both 
the permanent nature of immigration, and the ‘permanent presence of minority 
groups’ in the Minderhedennota (Minorities Document) of 1983 (TK 
1982/1983, 16102, nr. 20/21). In this document, the government set itself the 
task of creating conditions that would create equality of all residents of the 
country. In addition, the government not only highlighted participation, but also 
socio-cultural emancipation of ethnic or cultural minorities (Scholten 2011, 81). 
This policy can be seen as the first document in which the government 

 The term pillarisation refers to the segmentation of society in religious and 23

ideological blocks, which characterised Dutch society between 1900 and 1960 
(Schrover 2010). Although it has been argued that the government tried to model their 
minorities policy (and later also their integration policies) after the model of 
pillarisation and pressed for the creation of an Islamic pillar (Schrover 2010), this 
suggestion has also been heavily criticised (Vink 2007). Several authors argue that the 
fact that the minorities policy fitted within the model of pillarisation, should rather be 
seen in a descriptive and not in a prescriptive sense (Duyvendak and Scholten 2012, 
273; Vink 2007). Whether or not the government wanted to reinstall the model of 
pillarisation, it can now be concluded that an Islamic pillar (or something like it) has not 
emerged. The only way in which Muslims have been organised, is on a religious level 
(Rath et al. 1996). On a social or political level, hardly any organisations have emerged 
(Sunier 2000). Muslims are not organised in a way similar to the old pillars, and hardly 
any bottom-up initiatives have emerged that aimed for it (Schrover 2010, 351).
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promoted integration as the preferred acculturation strategy of immigrants and 
can thus be interpreted as being integration policy avant la lettre. 
 Although Dutch integration policies have often been characterised by the 
phrase integratie met behoud van identiteit (integration with preservation of 
one’s own identity), the WRR had already suggested in 1989 that this 
preservation of identity should be initiated by the immigrants themselves, 
instead of being a task for the government (Struijs 1998, 15). The government 
was only expected to create the conditions under which this preservation of the 
own identity would be possible: 

Migrants who want to maintain and develop their cultural distinctiveness 
further, should be allowed to do so: integration certainly does not require 
cultural assimilation.  (WRR 1989, 24) 24

In addition, the Council noticed that the minorities policy was unable to keep 
the employment levels of migrants at an acceptable level (WRR 1989). Many 
former guest workers were unemployed; among the 600,000 unemployed, 
100,000 were members of minority groups although minorities only made up 
5% of the total population (De Jong 2002; Entzinger 2006, 6). As it was 
considered ‘not done’ to encourage re-migration of these people, immigration 
became a growing burden and topic of social unease. It was also in response to 
this WRR report that the political debate on integration shifted to extra-
parliamentary arenas and to the media, as the Blok Commission mentioned in 
its report (TK 2003/2004, 28689, nr. 9, 42).   25

 One of the first public and political expressions of the growing 
dissatisfaction with the influx of migrants was uttered by Frits Bolkestein, the 
then parliamentary leader of the VVD. In a newspaper article, he questioned the 
compatibility of Islam with ‘Western values’ and called for a national debate on 
integration (Bolkestein 1991; Entzinger 2006; Prins 2004; De Jong 2002). 
Although the heated national debate took place almost a decade later, his call 
was the first public expression of the uneasiness about migrants. When the 
Christen Democratisch Appèl (CDA, the main Christian democratic party) was 
left out of the government after the elections of 1994,  the purple coalition of 26

liberals and social democrats changed the emphasis from respecting cultural 
diversity to encouraging social participation of migrants, which had a clear 
impact on the ensuing integration policies (Entzinger 2006, 7). 

 Interestingly, the WRR replaced the term ‘ethnic minorities’ with 24

‘allochtonen’ (literally meaning ‘originating from another country’) in this report, which 
spurred an entirely new discourse.  

 The Blok Commission was a parliamentary investigation committee on integration 25

policy. More on the Blok Commission will be explained in Paragraph 5.3.
 This was the first time since 1918 that the Netherlands had a government without any 26

Christian party. 
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5.2.2 Citizenship as Explicit Goal of Integration Policy 
In the 1990s, the focus of immigrant policy changed from being directed to 
minorities to being directed to integration. According to the government of the 
time, social integration of minorities required that efforts be made by those who 
want to integrate and by society at large (TK 1993/1994, 23684, nr.2, 6). From 
this point in time, citizenship started to play an important role in immigrant 
policy. In the Contourennota Integratiebeleid Etnische Minderheden (Contours 
Report Integration Policy Ethnic Minorities), citizenship was the explicit goal 
of integration policy and was seen as the basic principle for future policies (TK 
1993/1994, 23684, nr. 2, 24). The term ‘citizenship’ was used thirty-three times 
in the document and was interpreted in a liberal, egalitarian sense: 

The government applies the concept citizenship as the leading principle 
for a new vision on the presence of persons from diverse cultural 
backgrounds in the Netherlands; whether they are a newcomer or have 
resided here for a longer period. The notion of citizenship is self-evident 
and finds it foundation in the equality of all inhabitants. An inseparable 
aspect of citizenship is the principle of equal treatment, as laid down in 
article 1 of the constitution. (TK 1993/1994, 23684, nr. 2, 5) 

According to this document, citizenship implies ‘for all who are involved in the 
process of integration, a choice for a continuous participation in Dutch society, 
with all associated rights and duties’ (TK 1993/1994, 23684, nr. 2, 5). 
Furthermore, citizenship is said to presume ‘free, autonomous and active 
citizens, who carry responsibility for themselves and society’ (TK 1993/1994, 
23684, nr. 2, 24). In addition, ethnic minorities are expected to orientate towards 
Dutch society. This means that they: 

Have the individual duty to participate in education and the labour market 
and therefore also the duty to exert themselves to learn the Dutch 
language and to acquire basic knowledge of Dutch society … Citizenship 
presupposes that people make their own choices. Therefore, persons from 
ethnic minority groups have to decide for themselves to what extent they 
will keep and possibly further develop their cultural identity. (TK 
1993/1994, 23684, nr. 2, 25) 

Compared to the political philosophical theories discussed in Chapter 4, this 
policy is most closely related to liberalism. The focus is on individuality, 
freedom and equality; people are free in their personal development and in the 
level of importance that they attach to their cultural identity. The focus on the 
legal aspect of citizenship that comes with liberalism is apparent in the 
document as well, just as the emphasis on tolerance, interpreted as acceptance 
of diversity and equal participation in society: 

Sharing the formal rights and duties that comprise citizenship in this 
society, is not sufficient for the realisation of an integrated society. It is 
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also explicitly about the acceptation of true participation of ethnic 
minorities in society and thus about shared use of the vital social goods 
such as work and income, education and housing. (TK 1993/1994, 23684, 
nr. 2, 50) 

In this document, the government gives a liberal definition of citizenship that 
leaves room for individual identities. All citizens, whether immigrants or native 
Dutch people, are obliged to participate in society, but no moral content of 
citizenship is prescribed. Additionally, the government explicitly embraces a 
multicultural acculturation strategy and expects migrants to apply the 
integration strategy in order to become Dutch citizens. 
 The shift from a minorities policy to an integration policy was supported by 
all political parties in the early 1990s and this notion of citizenship was widely 
accepted. However, the spokesperson of the VVD suggested in the debate on 
the Contourennota that the government should be less afraid to play a moralistic 
role. He also suggested that the government should become more active in 
imparting Dutch norms and values to ethnic minorities (Rijkschroeff, 
Duyvendak, and Pels 2003, 45). In the following years, this call for a moralistic 
government intensified, but in the subsequent integration document, Kansen 
Krijgen, Kansen Pakken, Integratiebeleid 1999–2002 (Getting Opportunities, 
Seizing Opportunities, Integration Policy 1999–2002) (TK 1998/1999, 26333, 
nr. 2), freedom of values was still a key element. The notion of citizenship was 
used twenty-seven times in this document.  
 The government makes explicit that the Netherlands has become a 
multicultural society. It says: 

Integration is about the acknowledgement of the fact that our society has 
become multicultural and that this also has consequences — and more 
fundamentally so — for the democratic constitutional state. A mature 
democracy, as we have, presumes active citizenship. A fundamental norm 
to that is equality and the equal commitment of each and every citizen. 
The primary goal of integration policy is the establishment of active 
citizenship for members of ethnic groups … In the most direct sense, the 
realisation of citizenship occurs in daily life: as inhabitant of a 
neighbourhood, as student of the school, as staff member in a company or 
as entrepreneur in one’s own business, as member of an association, 
customer of a shop and visitor of an event. That is where interaction takes 
place, principally based on equality. This interaction needs to happen in a 
democratic sense, with respect for everyone’s input. (TK 1998/1999, 
26333, nr. 2, 7–8) 

It is clear that active citizenship is the key element in the Kansen Krijgen policy 
document and that citizenship plays a role in encounters between individuals. 
The government expects citizens to participate in society, both on a socio-
economic level by participating in education and on the job market, and on a 
social level by interacting with other people in society. Apparently, the 
government still embraces a liberal, egalitarian view of citizenship, with its 
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focus on equality. The emphasis on the aspect of interactions between citizens 
(and thus on social engagement) is something we have seen in neo-
republicanism. In this policy document, we also see the importance of the 
aspect of tolerance, which also fits both the liberal and neo-republican ideal of 
citizenship.  
 As in the Contourennota, the government stresses the freedom of all Dutch 
citizens to preserve their own (cultural or religious) identity: 

What system of values citizens use to shape and develop their citizenship, 
is their own business, just as much as it is their obligation to assess their 
values against the general valid standards. (TK 1998/1999, 26333, nr. 2, 
8) 

Interestingly, these general valid norms are not specified in the document, so it 
is unclear what they precisely refer to. What the government does say, is that the 
democratic legal order and the basic rights as laid down in the constitution form 
‘the backbone’ of these norms (TK 1998/1999, 26333, nr. 2: 8). It therefore 
seems that, within a broad legal framework, citizens are free to keep their own 
system of values. 
 In terms of the Big Five model of citizenship, the policies of the 1990s 
emphasise both the elements of tolerance and law-abidingness. Furthermore, the 
element of social engagement receives increasingly more attention, which hints 

at a more neo-republican 
interpretation of citizenship. 
The integration documents 
of the 1990s are graphically 
summarised in Figure 5.2. 
 Both documents of the 
1990s contain a passage on 
religion in the public sphere, 
which gives a clear idea of 
the boundaries of religious 
arguments and religious 
expressions in the public 
domain. Both documents 
also explicitly name the 
constitutional state and the 
democratic legal order as 

boundaries of the scope of religious arguments (TK 1993/1994, 23684, nr. 2, 
25; TK 1998/1999, 26333, nr. 2, 51). People are free to express their religious 
values as long as these do not clash with the values that underpin the 
constitution and the laws, such as ‘freedom of expression, the individual’s right 
to self-determination, the equality of men and women, and the separation of 
church and state’ (TK 1993/1994, 23684, nr. 2, 25). Furthermore, the 
government expects the different cultures and religions to enrich society: 

Integration policies 
1990s

Social Engagement
Political Engagement
Law-Abdidingness
Tolerance
Shared Identity

Figure 5.2 Focal points of Dutch citizenship in the 
1990s, according to Dutch integration policies
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It can be expected that the native Dutch part of society immerses itself in 
the norms and values of others and respects them. On the other hand, 
members of minority groups should show an equal interest and respect 
for the norms and values of the different categories of native Dutch 
people and persons from other minority groups. This mutual acceptation 
will lead to a continuing interaction between different norms, which leads 
to a mutual enrichment. (TK 1993/1994, 23684, nr. 2, 25) 

To sum up, the 1990s saw the government defining citizenship as a combination 
of several rights and duties. The government also emphasised the freedom of all 
citizens to keep their own values, as long as these stay within the limits of the 
constitution and the laws. All citizens were allowed to develop their religious 
identity and to express their religious convictions within a broad, legal 
framework. While we have seen in political philosophy that a liberal approach 
to citizenship has led several scholars to frown upon religion, integration 
policies do not seem to follow this trend. On the contrary, these documents 
arguably resemble the neo-republican approach towards the role of religion in 
the public domain, whereby religious citizens are encouraged to bring their 
religious norms and opinions into the public arena. 

5.3 The Ideal of Dutch Citizenship in the Twenty-first Century 
After the turn of the millennium, the government ’s definition of citizenship 
started to change. In the minorities policy of the 1980s and in the two 
integration policies of the 1990s, there had always been a focus on social-
economic participation. It was either the main goal of ‘integration’ (as it was in 
the minorities policy), or it was expected to be an important condition for socio-
cultural involvement (as in the integration policies). Several events have led to 
fundamental changes in the rhetoric on integration. Among these were the 
terrorist attacks in New York, Washington, London and Madrid. It was even 
suggested that of all the countries in Europe, it was the Netherlands that had 
experienced the greatest increase of public suspicion towards Islam as a 
consequence of the terrorist attacks of 9/11 (Prins 2002, 241). There are, 
however, not only international events that have influenced the public debate. 
Tensions have risen on a national level also. The national debate on integration 
that Bolkestein asked for at the beginning of the 1990s, erupted in 2000 after 
Paul Scheffer wrote a notorious article, called The Multicultural Tragedy, 
published in one of the leading national newspapers (Scheffer 2000). In this 
article he argued that ‘the poor integration of ethnic minorities is the result of a 
detached and permissive Dutch policy in respect of minorities, which does not 
confront ethnic minorities sufficiently with the Dutch language, culture and 
history’ (as quoted in Vasta 2007, 725). 
 Although this article has evoked many reactions and the public debate on 
integration had shown signs of change in the approach towards migrants, the 
WRR advised the government in 2001 to maintain a multicultural strategy and 
to aim for integration of migrants:  
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An immigration society with an ever increasing cultural diversity should, 
now and in the future, be mainly directed towards the strengthening of 
the individual empowerment of every individual and not so much on a 
complete cultural adaptation and inclusion of newcomers. The latter is 
unnecessary and perhaps not even desirable, provided that there are 
enough guarantees and instruments for social participation, and provided 
that there is enough space for encounters and exchange. Diversity leading 
to segregation and/or marginalisation of certain groups must be 
prevented. (WRR 2001, 10–11) 

This quotation clearly shows the continuity of the WRR’s perspective. 
Additionally, the WRR was not the only advisory council of the government 
that took this position. The Raad voor het Openbaar Bestuur (ROB, a council 
that advises government and parliament about the functioning of public 
administration) also concluded in 2001: 

If the emphasis of the concept of citizenship is going to be on common 
history, shared values and shared manners, there is above all, the danger 
that the call for a common identity will function as a barrier and as a 
demarcation mechanism, which will preclude people from full 
citizenship. That is why it is necessary, while holding the citizenship ideal 
as being constitutive of identity, not to take the Netherlands as a cultural 
community, but to take it as a political society … What is asked for is 
commitment to the way in which this society shapes itself, structures the 
living together and maintains decisions that have been made … The 
requested identification of citizens with this political community should 
by no means be interpreted as a choice for a national or cultural identity. 
It is not nationalism, patriotism or assimilation that is being asked for, but 
merely a sense of democratic, public responsibility and commitment. 
(ROB 2001, 18–19) 

It thus becomes clear that the research councils that evaluated government 
policy and advised the government on future policies, strongly positioned 
themselves within a multiculturalist and neo-republican strand (also cf. RMO 
2002). Typical neo-republican aspects such as interaction and exchange between 
citizens and the importance of commitment to the political community were 
highlighted. In this respect, they still aimed for integration for citizens of 
minority groups.   
 However, in society and in politics, cracks in the ideal of multiculturalism 
and integration as preferred acculturation strategies started to appear. In the 
same year that the two advisory reports were published, Pim Fortuyn became 
leader of the new political party Leefbaar Nederland (LN, a centrist populist 
movement). After a newspaper interview in which he explicitly called Islam a 
foolish and backward culture (Volkskrant, February 2, 2002), he was forced to 
leave the party. He consequently started his own party, LPF, which participated 
in the campaign leading up to the general elections of May 2002. Fortuyn 
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expressed a new opinion on integration and citizenship in the Dutch political 
debate (Pels 2003). In his analysis on the subject, Pels understood Fortuyn’s 
opinion as accepting only migrants who were willing to assimilate as ‘true’ 
citizens. Migrants who wanted to stick to their ‘backward culture’, should be 
treated as outsiders (Pels 2003). Although Fortuyn’s view of integration and 
citizenship also entailed the call for a broad public debate on Dutch values and 
deliberation on the essence of Dutch multicultural society,  he became best 27

known for his critical views on Islam and on the incompatibility of Islam with 
Dutch society.  His provocative style touched a dormant nerve in Dutch society 28

and ushered in a new phase in the integration debate. Although Fortuyn was 
assassinated just before the elections in May 2002, his party celebrated a major 
victory and became member of the governing coalition of the first cabinet 
Balkenende. Fortuyn’s ideas and rhetorical style deeply influenced the political 
and public debates in the Netherlands in the first decades of the 21st century 
(Prins 2002; Vink 2007).   29

 In response to the tumultuous spring of 2002 and the changing public 
attitude towards integration, Jan Marijnissen, the then parliamentary leader of 
the Socialistische Partij (SP, left-wing socialist party), tabled a motion in 
September 2002, in which he stated that integration policy had, to a great 
extent, failed. The motion was accepted and the temporary Parliamentary 
Investigation Committee on Integration Policy (known also after the name of 
the chair as the Blok Commission) was installed. Its task was to investigate the 
effects and coherence of integration policy over the preceding thirty years and 
to offer building blocks for future policy (TK 2003/2004, 28689, nr. 9, 9–10). 
The first cabinet Balkenende also transferred the coordination of integration 

 ‘That the formulation of a multicultural concept has to be a public matter, in which 27

the public and political debate should play an important catalysing role, is evident. Only 
in that way, we can make people aware again of their own identity and create broad 
public support for the definition of that what constitutes a multicultural society made in 
Holland … Obviously, opinions on the content of a multicultural society are normative. 
That does not mean that the debate is moralistic and determined by one normative 
concept thereof. In principle, all opinions are possible and welcome, after which one 
tries to reach a definition that carries as much public support as possible’. (Fortuyn 
1997, 40–41) 

 In his book Tegen de Islamisering van Onze Cultuur: Nederlandse Identiteit als 28

Fundament (Against the Islamisation of Our Culture: Dutch Identity as Foundation), 
Fortuyn points to three main differences between Islamic culture and the ‘Judeo-
Christian-Humanistic culture’ of the Netherlands: the separation of church and state, the 
position of women and homosexuals, and the relation between adults and children 
(Fortuyn 1997).

 Although Prins and Vink both argue that Fortuyn’s opinions were no fundamental 29

break with previous ideas on the problems of cultural diversity, but rather a 
radicalisation of the discourse that had already started a decade earlier, they both 
acknowledge the catalysing effect that he has had on the national debate on 
immigration. 
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policies from the Ministry of Home Affairs to the Ministry of Justice and 
installed a minister for Aliens’ Affairs and Integration. 
 Simultaneously, the political parties started to change their programmes 
concerning integration after the fall of the first cabinet Balkenende, in October 
2002 (Van Meeteren 2005, 72). A new discourse in integration policy became 
visible in the next policy document Integratiebeleid Nieuwe Stijl (Integration 
Policy New Style) (TK 2003/2004, 29203, nr. 1). In this document, the word 
‘citizenship’ was used eleven times. Strikingly, the preservation of one’s own 
(cultural or religious group) identity was no longer valued in this document: 

In integration policy there is traditionally much emphasis placed on the 
acceptation of differences between minorities and native Dutch people. 
There is nothing wrong with that, but it was often thought that the 
presence of foreign ethnic groups in society would be a value in itself, an 
enrichment tout court. One then loses sight of the fact that not everything 
that is different is therefore also valuable. By cultivating own cultural 
identities, distances will not be overcome. The unity of our society has to 
be found in what the members have in common, in what they share with 
each other. (TK 2003/2004, 29203, nr. 1, 8) 

This excerpt marked the end of the positive understanding of cultural diversity 
and led to a new approach to citizenship in integration policies. In the following 
pages of this document, the government replaced the emphasis on socio-
economic participation as a requirement for good citizenship with a focus on 
socio-cultural adaptation. Although participation was still required, it was no 
longer the main issue. With this change in focus, the umbrella term for the goal 
of integration policy had also changed. Where active citizenship was promoted 
in the 1990s, this new policy stressed shared citizenship, which is explained as 
follows: 

Shared citizenship entails that people speak the Dutch language and abide 
by basic Dutch norms. According to the government, these are norms that 
enable people to be free to shape an independent living according to their 
own perspectives and be able to participate in society. A whole series of 
basic norms is attached to this starting position. To give an exhaustive 
enumeration of these basic norms is not useful given the context of this 
document. It is about such basic things as making an effort to support 
your own life and abiding by valid laws and rules. In between are norms 
like caring for one’s own environment, respecting the physical integrity 
of others — also in marriage, accepting other people’s rights to express 
their own opinion, accepting the sexual preferences of others, and 
equality of women and men. Citizenship also entails the willingness to 
contribute to society: citizenship is participation. It means that inhabitants 
of the country possess the freedom and opportunity to participate in all 
facets of society. (TK 2003/2004, 29203, nr. 1, 8–9) 
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 The ideal of good citizenship is thus a combination of active, social 
participation in society and adaptation to certain norms. When comparing this 
policy document to the two documents of the 1990s, we see a clear shift in the 
interpretation of citizenship. The freedom to live one’s own life within a value 
system of one’s own choice has been replaced by a gesturing towards a moral 
value system which all citizens need to abide by. Although the document still 
speaks of ‘living according to their own perspectives’, and still stresses the 
element of participation, the tone of the document clearly differs from the 
policies of the 1990s. Since the precise content of this value system is not made 
explicit, it is hard to define the exact differences with the former policies. 
However, I argue that the enumeration of values prescribed here implies more 
than simply legal norms. The fact that the government presses the acceptance of 
sexual preferences of others, shows the importance of this topic as essential for 
Dutch citizenship. Embedded within this approach is the expectation that all 
Dutch citizens embrace certain progressive values.  
 With this policy document, the government dropped the ideal of 
multiculturalism. Although the policy is still referred to as an ‘integration’ 
policy, the acculturation ideal for migrants has shifted towards assimilation. 
One’s own cultural or religious identity is no longer to be cherished and society 
as a whole is not necessarily enriched by the presence of minority groups. 
Newcomers need to dissolve into the Dutch culture, which is a radical departure 
from previous multicultural approaches. Parallel to the development of this 
policy document, the government initiated a naturalisation policy,  which 30

demanded that certain newcomers who wanted to stay long-term in the 
Netherlands had to have a basic knowledge of the Dutch language and 
elementary knowledge of Dutch society, before they were admitted to the 
Netherlands (TK 2003/2004, 29203, nr. 1, 15).  In order to show that they were 31

qualified to become good Dutch citizens, these newcomers had to pass the 
‘Basic Civic Integration Examination’ at the Dutch embassy. Immigrants could 
prepare for the test by means of a self-study package, which included among 
other things, the integration film Coming to the Netherlands. Later in this 
chapter, I discuss the film as a pivotal channel of government communication 
from which we can deduce a certain picture of citizenship. For now, I argue that 
these new integration and naturalisation policies herald a new phase, reversing 
the order of formal and moral citizenship: 

First one must prove that as a matter of fact one sufficiently knows the 
language and society before one is allowed to have residence here. One 
must first prove to be a good citizen, to be worthy of the rights of 
citizenship, before one can formally require such rights. Initially, there 

 The Wet Inburgering in het Buitenland (Law on Integration Abroad) eventually came 30

into force on March 15, 2006.
 This policy concerns mainly people who want to marry somebody who lives in the 31

Netherlands and applies almost exclusively to people from non-Western countries. More 
details of the requirements can be found at: http://www.indklantdienstwijzer.nl.

http://www.indklantdienstwijzer.nl
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are obligations (civic duties), followed by substantive rights and 
ultimately one may then acquire a formal status like that of nationality. 
(Besselink 2006, 19) 

 A few months after the Integratiebeleid Nieuwe Stijl was presented, the Blok 
Commission presented its final report. The main conclusion of the report was 
summarised by stating that integration of immigrants had been ‘moderately 
successful, notwithstanding government policy’ (as quoted in Entzinger 2006, 
136). The Commission went further and formulated their own definition of 
integration that they believed should steer future policies: 

A person or group is integrated in Dutch society if there is an equal 
juridical position, equal participation on socio-economic areas, 
knowledge of the Dutch language and when common values, norms and 
conduct patterns are respected. Integration is a bilateral process: on the 
one hand, willingness to integrate is expected from newcomers, on the 
other hand, Dutch society has to enable that integration. (TK 2003/2004, 
28689, nr. 9, 105) 

It seems to me that the Commission’s definition is in line with the recent 
changes in integration policy, not only because both emphasise participation and 
equality, but also because they both demand a certain adaptation to Dutch 
culture. However, this excerpt from the Blok Commission also shows a 
remarkable similarity with what we have seen, both in liberal nationalist and in 
neo-republican thinking: all argue that integration is a two-sided process. 
Newcomers need to be willing to integrate in society, and the receiving society 
has to enable that integration and has to be open towards the newcomers. 
 Upon closer examination of the connection between the changes in 
government policies and the trends in political philosophies, we find an 
interesting parallel. Where the liberal interpretation seems the most intuitive and 
serves in both perspectives as a starting point, a ‘communitarian turn’ has taken 
place. The liberal approach is evaluated as being too thin and as 
underestimating the importance of the community. In both perspectives, we thus 
see a shift from liberal egalitarian approaches to more communally focused 
ones, which emphasise participation and adaptation. In government rhetoric, 
however, this communitarian turn is accompanied by a focus on national norms, 
which gestures towards a liberal nationalist interpretation of citizenship. We 
have seen that shared values are asserted, alongside social participation. 
According to Schinkel, the change in government rhetoric that the 
Integratiebeleid Nieuwe Stijl reflected, leads to a moralisation and a 
virtualisation of citizenship. Moralisation implies that citizenship is increasingly 
interpreted in a moral sense, in which it is normatively prescribed what a good 
citizen is. Virtualisation is when citizenship becomes ‘a virtuality (a possible 
but absent actuality in diffuse and shifting moral terms) instead of an actuality 
(a juridical status)’ (Schinkel 2010, 271). 
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 When the Dutch film maker Theo van Gogh was murdered in November 
2004, the question of Dutch national identity was firmly reinstated as part of the 
political and social agenda (Eyerman 2008, 140). The murderer appeared to be a 
Muslim fundamentalist who was born and raised in the Netherlands. After the 
murder, mosques and Islamic schools were attacked, and as counter-reactions, 
attempts were made to burn down churches in Amersfoort, Utrecht and 
Rotterdam. Carle observed in his article that ‘many Dutch are now concluding 
that their tradition of tolerance has suppressed an honest reckoning with the 
challenge of integrating conservative Muslims into their society’ (2006, 69). 
 The next integration document, Zorg Dat Je Erbij Hoort! Integratienota 
2007–2011 (Make Sure That You Belong! Integration Document 2007–2011) 
(TK 2007/2008: 31268, nr. 2), has been seen as a break with the then publicly 
existing ‘xenophobia and harshness’ (Schinkel 2010, 270). There are indeed 
signs that with this document, the government tried to return to the policies of 
the 1990s by focusing on active citizenship again, instead of responding to the 
call for a national identity. The fact that the notion of citizenship was used 
eighty-nine times in this documents might be indicative of a kind of revival of 
the ideal of citizenship after a decline in the preceding document. One example 
that hints at this revival and return to earlier policies, is the interpretation of 
active citizenship in the document, which indeed resembles the discourse of the 
1990s: 

Active citizenship comes in many different shapes: participation in 
politics, thinking about improvement of the neighbourhood, participating 
in neighbourhood activities for children, being part of the board of the 
school, being member of a parent-committee, helping with the 
organisation of sports activities or an excursion for children. Active 
citizenship diminishes barriers between groups because it is based on 
shared interests. (TK 2007/2008: 31268, nr. 2, 18) 

This quote suggests that the government has moved from a liberal nationalist 
approach to a neo-republican approach of citizenship. The document 
encourages interaction between citizens and sees political participation as a 
possible element of citizenship. However, the document has many faces. On the 
same page, the government outlines a different interpretation of citizenship: 

Another kind of citizenship consists of the identification with what is 
typically Dutch in our society. The language and history, the constitution 
of the state, the legal order, legislation, the physical structure and the 
position of our country in the world enable this identification. There 
might be disagreement about the question whether the Dutch citizen 
exists; however, Dutch society does have recognisable elements for many 
people … To encourage this type of citizenship also is part of the 
integration program of this government. (TK, 2007/2008, 31268, nr. 2, 
18) 
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The document refers here to a speech that Princess Máxima gave at the 
presentation of the WRR report, entitled Identification with the Netherlands, 
where she said that the Dutch person does not exist. Her statement met with 
fierce criticism in both the public and the political debate, although it was just 
one of the main conclusions of the report. In the report, the WRR argued that 
the government should not draw up a blueprint for Dutch identity, but should 
instead nourish and encourage several routes for identification with the 
Netherlands.  
 The WRR distinguished three processes of identification: functional, 
normative and emotional identification. Functional identification occurs when 
people are functionally connected to each other; in their school, job or daily 
urban life. Normative identification refers to identification with norms and 
values in society. The research council explicitly states that this domain refers to 
the opportunities that people have to keep and put forward their own values in 
the public and political domain. According to the council, ‘it is important that 
minority groups and individuals can also bring their norms into the public 
arena, because the unilateral focus in policy and in the public debate on 
adjusting to the norm can have counterproductive effects’ (WRR 2007, 15). 
Emotional identification as a third process, refers to senses of belonging. 
According to the WRR, emotional identification has been placed too much in 
the foreground. The research council made the suggestion of opening up the 
possibilities for functional and normative identification, instead of solely 
focusing on shared identity or emotional identification.  
 The above excerpt from the Zorg Dat Je Erbij Hoort policy document shows 
that the government demanded that its citizens adapt to national characteristics, 
thereby rejecting the advice of the council. Scholten (2011) remarked that, 
during the early integration policies, social research had a direct role in the 
depoliticised process of policy-making. Nowadays, there is political primacy in 
this process and policy-makers apply a highly selective approach with regard to 
research. While several research councils suggest that integration should not be 
replaced by assimilation, integration policies expect citizens to identify with so-
called ‘typically Dutch elements’. This entails a normative interpretation of 
citizenship with a focus on a certain prescribed normative and emotional 
identification. The ideal of the preservation of one’s own (cultural or religious 
group) identity, which the Integratiebeleid Nieuwe Stijl of 2003 seemed to have 
left behind, has indeed disappeared. From the early 21st century onwards, 
migrants are expected to follow an assimilation strategy, and it seems to me that 
the multicultural idea has been permanently replaced by the idea of a melting 
pot, in which the Dutch culture is the binding factor. The liberal nationalist label 
of the Integratiebeleid Nieuwe Stijl document is thus also applicable here. 
 The disagreement between the integration documents on the one hand, and 
advisory reports on the other, occurs again during the time when the most recent 
integration document was presented, in spring 2011. In May of that year, the 
Raad voor Maatschappelijke Ontwikkeling (RMO, a council that advises 
government and parliament concerning participation and social relations in the 
Netherlands) published a report on migration politics, where they repeatedly 
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stressed that the government should not demand cultural adaptation of its 
citizens: 

For the sake of freedom and variation in society, the government should 
— other than is now the case — abstain from putting cultural demands on 
newcomers … The neutrality of the state towards its citizens is under 
scrutiny if the state demands cultural adaptation of new migrants. 
Recognition of the freedom and self-determination of individuals means, 
after all, acceptance of the socio-cultural and religious diversity of the 
society they are a part of. This asks of the state a large amount of 
diffidence towards cultural habits and community building. The state 
should not prescribe how people live their lives and what values they 
pursue, as long as these stay within the limits of the democratic legal 
order. The government should thus refrain from a cultural interpretation 
of civic values. (RMO 2011, 35/43) 

One month after the publication of this advisory report, the government 
presented the new integration policy document, Integratie, Binding, 
Burgerschap (Integration, Association, Citizenship) (TK 2010/2011, 32824, nr. 
1). Contrary to the advice of the RMO, the document particularly stressed the 
continuity of Dutch values, institutions and habits, articulating that immigrants 
were expected to ‘learn to live in, adapt to, and comply with’ Dutch society (TK 
2010/2011, 32824, nr. 1, 5). While Scholten’s analysis only covered the frame 
shifts until 2004, we now see that the trend has set in: the government continues 
to neglect the advice of research councils when it comes to integration policy.  
 In the Integratie, Binding, Burgerschap policy document, the term 
‘citizenship’ is only used twenty-three times, which might be indicative of a 
smaller focus on the ideal of the good citizen, compared to the Zorg Dat Je 
Erbij Hoort document. Nonetheless, this document stresses that all citizens 
should ‘be’ Dutch in a cultural sense. The following quotation shows the 
interpretation of the government concerning the keynotes of Dutch society: 

The keynotes that determine social life in the Netherlands are historically 
based and form landmarks that are shared by many of the Dutch and 
cannot be sacrificed. This is not only about achievements and key values 
that form the Dutch constitutional state, but also about more historically 
or culturally determined landmarks, such as the Dutch language, 
monuments or architectural features or unwritten manners and codes of 
conduct that have developed over time and that are more or less 
prominent depending on the situation. (TK 2010/2011, 32824, nr. 1, 5) 

This policy again abandons the idea that citizens are free to maintain their own 
cultural or religious identity. Citizens are expected to accept Dutch values and 
habits. It is clear that this policy fits within a liberal nationalist framework, with 
its emphasis on national identification.  
 In sum, the government rhetoric on the notion of citizenship in integration 
policies changed after the turn of the millennium. According to Prior and Barnes 
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(2009), the government has recently started to act as a gatekeeper, determining 
which forms of behaviour count as good citizenship and which do not match the 
criteria. A dialogue with and between citizens about important values, and about 
conditions for living together — as certain political philosophical positions 
advocate — is made redundant.  
 Verhoeven and Ham 
(2010) point to the danger 
of moral blindness and 
instrumental suppression by 
the government’s gate-
keeper role. By acting this 
way, the government is 
blind to other possible 
forms of good citizenship 
and demands uniformity of 
its citizens. A good Dutch 
citizen is expected to be 
law-abiding, to participate 
actively in society, and to 
adapt and assimilate to 
Dutch culture. (See Figure 
5.3) 

5.3.1 ‘Coming to the Netherlands’ 
I now turn to a different type of government rhetoric in order to show how the 
government communicates its view on citizenship and integration to 
newcomers. This rhetoric comes in the form of the integration film Coming to 
the Netherlands, part of the self-study package immigrants use to prepare 
themselves for the integration examination. According to the website of this 
education programme, the film shows ‘how people in the Netherlands live, how 
they interact with each other and what customs they have. The film also covers 
a number of practical matters which will be useful to know when you are living 
in the Netherlands’ (http://www.naarnederland.nl). The film is divided in seven 
substantive parts, which I will analyse in order to ascertain what the government 
expects from her citizens and which values are implicitly or explicitly put 
forward.  

Geography and Housing  
In the first section of the film, the government shows the geographical situation 
and housing possibilities in the Netherlands. Even though these topics are 
‘facts’ about the Netherlands, the selection of images and people shows that the 
film is not objective in presenting these facts. Even more surprising, the film 
seems to be aimed at discouraging immigration. In the six-minute section about 
housing, for example, the first four minutes are devoted entirely to housing for 
poor people, and shows the mainly negative aspects of these housing 

Integration policies 
2000s

Social Engagement
Political Engagement
Law-Abdidingness
Tolerance
Shared Identity

Figure 5.3 Focal points of Dutch integration 
policies concerning citizenship after the turn of the 
millennium
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possibilities. It summarises the problems in multicultural areas and features a 
migrant family living in a small apartment, which is about to be demolished. 
The father of the family elucidates upon his situation: ‘If people from abroad 
are planning to come here, I would say, “think hard about what you are doing. 
What you are letting yourself in for.” If I was thirty or twenty-five now, I 
wouldn’t leave my country and come here. I would stay in my own country. 
Really.’Although the last two minutes of the housing section feature two 
families who are happy to be in the Netherlands, this first interview reflects a 
negative attitude towards immigration in general.  

History 
In the section about Dutch history, a selection of historical facts and events is 
presented. This obviously reflects normative choices made by the filmmakers 
and it is important to look at the selections that the filmmakers made regarding 
recent history. The section which deals with the twentieth century is mainly 
devoted to the Second World War, although other events, such as the 
‘schoolstrijd’,  the emergence of social laws, and the increase of democratic 32

power (both for men and women) are briefly mentioned. The filmmakers also 
mention post war prosperity and the emergence of the welfare state as factors 
that sparked the desire for more freedom in the Netherlands. The younger 
generation wanted to live a more liberated life and become more independent 
from both their parents and the church. Secularisation and the sexual revolution 
are presented as expressions of the increasing demand for individual freedom in 
the 1960s and 1970s. At the same time, many foreigners came to the 
Netherlands, due to the growth of prosperity, the changing of industries and the 
independency of the Dutch colonies. Most of them were either guest workers or 
colonial migrants. This part of the film ends with the current situation. The film 
states that there are 16 million inhabitants, many of whom are born abroad. It is 
also mentioned in the film that protests against the number of foreigners have 
started to grow, and that the relation between the various communities in society 
has become more strained. Due to terrorist attacks, tensions in society and in 
politics have increased. Yet, the film concludes on a positive note, discerning 
that, ‘the Netherlands is still developing into a prosperous small country within 
a constantly growing European Union’. 

The Dutch Language and How to Learn It 
The section about the Dutch language begins with emphasising the importance 
of learning the Dutch language (as soon as possible). Several people in the film 
relate why it is so important to learn Dutch when arriving in the Netherlands: 

 The ‘schoolstrijd’ (school struggle) was a conflict over the equalisation of public 32

financing for religious schools, which ran from the second half of the nineteenth century 
until 1917. In 1917, financial equalisation was laid down in Article 23 of the 
Constitution. This article states that both religious and public schools receive equal 
public financing.  
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At home, you can speak whatever language you like. But as soon as you 
step outside the door, you have to take into account that you have to 
communicate with other people. Because otherwise, there is a real danger 
that you’ll prefer living with people of your own community. But that 
doesn’t help you to integrate … You don’t learn the language only by 
taking classes. You learn it by talking to other people, so you need to be 
actively involved with other people. You need to make contact … In 
Holland you are not going to be successful if you don’t learn the 
language. 

Here again, we see that learning the language is not only important, but takes 
priority over all other integration tasks. The link between language and good 
citizenship becomes even more emphatic when the film shows the example of 
an immigrant who does voluntary service work in order to learn the language. 
Implicitly, there is the value of being a good citizen when doing voluntary 
service work. The picture of a good citizen as an active person, participating in 
society, is given added weight when it is explained what kind of work the 
volunteer does. In this case, he works in a project with school children, keeping 
the neighbourhood clean. The image of the good, active citizen who takes care 
of himself, others and the environment, is clearly present. 
 The picture of the good citizen is again accentuated when the Dutch customs 
are explained. The choices that are made in this section give some idea about 
what the filmmakers thought important to know and accept when you come to 
the Netherlands as a foreigner. The voice over narrates the following about 
these Dutch customs: 

A good example of the Dutch culture is the tradition of keeping the 
curtains open. This is to let everyone know that you have nothing to hide 
… People usually make appointments before visiting one another. You 
also don’t normally go to a birthday party unless you are invited. 
Birthdays are very important to the Dutch. As are birthday presents. 
Don’t just congratulate the person whose birthday it is, congratulate 
everyone. Don’t be surprised if you see a man standing at the cooker with 
an apron on, because in many families the men and women fulfil the 
same roles. Dutch people are often very direct. Household pets are part of 
the family too. People don’t make a fuss about nudity. Dutch people like 
to discuss things in such a way that everyone eventually gets his or her 
way. So that in the end everyone goes home contented. It is also a Dutch 
tradition to be as noisy as possible, and to take as long as possible about 
saying goodbye. 

The film follows a migrant in all these situations, who performs the acts that the 
voice over mentions. The man performs all the ‘customs’ with either a neutral 
face or with a (sometimes ironic) smile after shortly acting surprised. However, 
when it is stated that Dutch people do not make a fuss about nudity, the film 
shows a scene in which the man is shown holiday pictures of the family he is 
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visiting. They show him a picture of a woman in bikini. In that scene, the man 
does not react neutral or with a smile; he explicitly sighs in resignation. 

Education and Parenting 
In the section on education and parenting, the viewer is told how parents treat 
their children in the Netherlands and also what is expected from them in the 
upbringing of their children. The most important element the film underlines is 
that parents should positively stimulate their children. One of the actors in the 
film reiterates this idea, ‘when you are showing your children that learning is 
fun and important, you are giving them a good example’. According to the film, 
parents are primarily responsible for the upbringing of their children, not the 
school. Parents are expected to be actively involved in what their children do at 
school. 
 The film once more stresses the importance of learning the Dutch language. 
It is suggested that parents and children watch Dutch television together, that 
daycare can be a good way to learn the language, and that it would be good if 
children with immigrant parents play with Dutch children. Furthermore, 
interacting and playing between parents and children is valued. However, the 
film also states that rules are important for children too. Another quote from this 
section comes from a Dutch mother, who points out that she ‘would never hit 
the children, but they do need to stick to the rules of the house’. 
 The Dutch school system is explained in this section. The most important 
element for my research is when the film explains that there is freedom of 
education, which means that there is no state education. In addition, there are 
schools providing education with a religious foundation, and schools providing 
education without that religious foundation and parents may choose which 
school to send their children to. According to the film, whatever school the 
parents choose, children are always taught to take an active role and to form 
their own opinion. The film states that children, although they are not obliged to 
attend school after the age of 16, are advised to stay in school until they have a 
diploma. Here the image of the good citizen resurfaces. Furthermore, 
immediately after offering this advice, the film shows what can happen when 
children do not go to school. The film explains that some children drop out of 
school, because: 

They are not coping well with the differences between their upbringings 
at home, the way lessons are given at school and how they interact with 
friends on the street. If they don’t have a diploma, they are usually unable 
to get work. But to get their hands on some money, they may steal or deal 
in drugs. 

After this doomsday scenario, the film again emphasises that (as parents) you 
can guide your child so that, in cooperation with the school, you give your child 
a happy future. These scenes clearly show a picture of the good citizen as 
someone who participates actively in society, who is law-abiding and socially 
engaged. What is alarming, is that the film makes a leap from integration 
problems to criminality, without a great deal in between. 
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Health Care & Work and Income 
In the section about health care, there is no implicit or explicit reference to the 
good citizen. The filmmakers only intended to educate the audience about the 
rules and regulations of the health care system. In the section about work and 
income, however, a clear interpretation of good citizenship is presented. Having 
a job in the Netherlands is very important. As advice for newcomers, the film 
advocates finding a job as soon as possible. This will not only provide them 
with an income, but will also enable them to learn the language faster and to get 
to know other people: ‘If you work, you are part of it all, people will take you 
seriously.’ The film points out that this counts not only for men, but also for 
women. It is equally important that women are mobile, speak the language and 
are emancipated: ‘when a woman is emancipated, everyone will gain by that: 
her family, her husband, and society’. 
 According to the film, it is more difficult for migrants to find work than for 
Dutch people, because there are often non-written rules at work, which are 
unknown to migrants. In the film, a couple of examples about non-written rules 
at a job interview are given: 

It is important to turn up exactly on time for a job interview. And it is 
important that you look smart. And you should introduce yourself as soon 
as you come in. You should look people in the eye. If you don’t do that, 
people think you are not interested. Making phone calls during a job 
interview is just asking for trouble. 

The conclusion is that ‘migrants have to perform better if they want to break 
through prejudices and win an employer’s trust’. Even though this may not 
seem encouraging, the film shows an example of a successful female migrant. 

Politics and the Constitution 
The section about politics and the constitution is the most relevant in regard to 
the relation between religion and citizenship and has evoked many reactions. 
After introducing the political system as a parliamentary democracy and 
explaining the three powers of government,  the relation between the 33

government, parliament and queen is explained further. After that, the makers 
elaborate on article one of the constitution. The text of the constitution is the 
following: 

All persons in the Netherlands shall be treated equally in equal 
circumstances. Discrimination on the grounds of religion, belief, political 
opinion, race or sex or on any other grounds whatsoever shall not be 
permitted. (http://www.denederlandsegrondwet.nl) 

 The three powers of the government are legislative power, executive power and 33

judicial power.
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The film goes into detail about what this text means. It is explained that 
everyone in the Netherlands has equal rights. The film also states that this 
equality means that people have a great deal of freedom, but that there are also 
limits to this freedom. It is said that: 

Women have the same rights as men, women and men are equal … 
Women and men have the right to live with, or marry the partner of their 
own choice. Homosexual couples can also get married. The constitution 
states that the church and the state are separate. So there is no state 
religion. There is freedom of religion. This means that everyone in 
Holland has the right to practice his or her own religion, which means 
everyone needs to have respect for all the other religions … The 
constitution states that men and women are equal. So it is against the law 
and punishable to discriminate against women. It is against the law to 
discriminate against either men of women because they are homosexual. 
And if you discriminate against a man of woman because they have 
another religion, that too is punishable according to the Dutch 
constitution.  

 From the legal framework of the constitution, the filmmakers derive the need 
for a moral stance of showing respect towards other creeds. The filmmakers not 
only mention that discrimination against other religions is forbidden, but also 
that everyone should respect other religions. Aside from these examples, they 
name certain other instances in which clashes of ‘virtues’ are punishable on the 
basis of article one of the constitution. These include honour killing, possession 
of weapons, female circumcision, and domestic abuse. This section of the film 
ends with an explicit call for good citizenship, claiming that, ‘the law cannot 
prevent punishable offences from being committed in the Netherlands. But as a 
citizen you have the duty and the right to do something about it’. The film thus 
aligns itself with the recent trends in integration policies and portrays the good 
citizen as an actively engaging, Dutch speaking, and culturally adapted person. 

Two Versions of the Film 
For the scope of my research, it is interesting to know that there are two 
versions of the film: an abridged and an unabridged version.  In the abridged 34

version, three scenes are removed: a scene in which a gay couple is kissing, a 
scene with a topless woman on the beach, and a fragment showing a pop 
concert. The website of the film explains the reasons why there are two 
versions:  

 Interestingly, the website titles these versions ‘edited’ and ‘unedited’ in English, and 34

‘gekuist’ and ‘ongekuist’ in Dutch. This reflects a difference, as the Dutch word 
‘gekuist’ can be translated as ‘cleaned’ or ‘expurgated’, which is rather different from 
‘edited’. Most interestingly, the Dutch word ‘gekuist’ also has a sexual connotation.
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In the Netherlands, some things are allowed which may not be permitted 
in other countries. For example, women can walk around on the beach 
without very much clothing. People are allowed to express themselves 
freely: they may declare themselves to be homosexual, for example. The 
film includes scenes of these very typical aspects of Dutch life. In some 
countries, however, it is illegal to possess a film showing this type of 
image. A special edited version has therefore been made with the 
forbidden scenes removed. This version nevertheless includes a full 
description of Dutch customs and attitudes. (http://www.naar 
nederland.nl) 

There has been quite a stir about the minister authorising an abridged version 
for some countries. Reactions on several internet fora  and also from gay 35

interest communities and the political lobby group Buitenlandse Partner 
(Foreign Partner) have mainly focused on the question of whether the minister 
diminished the value of these Dutch traditions or values. Van Wanrooij, the 
president of the Dutch LGBT–federation, writes: 

People who want to move to the Netherlands need to be fully informed 
about the valid norms and values in the Netherlands. To obscure 
homosexuals and their rights is to deny publicly the tolerant Dutch 
identity towards homosexuals. (http://www.hlbf.nl) 

It seems to me that Van Wanrooij saw the acceptance of homosexuality as an 
essential part of Dutch identity and interpreted the abridged version as a denial 
of that part of Dutch identity. Another reaction, quoted on several websites and 
online fora, interpreted precisely the depiction of these specific scenes as 
provocation towards immigrants:   

With this film, the Netherlands want to test whether the would-be 
immigrants are ready for the liberal Dutch culture. If they don’t like the 
film, they’d better quit their request for naturalisation. (http://
www.buitenlandsepartner.nl, http://www.maroc.nl, http://www.hln.be) 

Both types of reactions reinforce the argument that these removed parts reflect 
essential values of Dutch society.  
 A similar argument can be found in the questions that are asked in 
parliament. The spokesperson of the Partij voor de Arbeid (PvdA, the social 
democratic labour party) has argued that the authorisation of this abridged 
version undermines the goal of integration policy. He stated that the project of 
naturalisation is meant to enable immigrants to learn the typical Dutch customs 
and that this abridged version especially denied the images that are so typical 
for Dutch or Western society: 

 e.g. http://www.maroc.nl, http://www.forum.fok.nl. 35
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The whole project of civic integration abroad is supposed to educate 
people who choose for a future in the Netherlands on what I will call, the 
odd Dutch society, which I personally like so much. But now we make a 
film in which a couple of those oddities that I so much like are removed. 
What is left then of our identity? Especially when it comes to these kinds 
of issues, which are alien to people from very different cultures. One has 
to come to terms with the fact that they could be confronted with a nudist 
beach. Yet, we remove that from the film. These are precisely some of the 
more typical elements of the Netherlands or of Western society that 
people need to have knowledge of. (Dijsselbloem in TK 2004/2005, 
Handelingen, nr. 62)  

The spokesperson of GroenLinks (GL, the green left-wing party) also asked 
questions about the abridged version and wondered whether minister Verdonk 
had considered solutions other than censorship in order to show newcomers the 
Dutch liberal approach towards sexuality (Azough, in TK 2004/2005, 
Handelingen, nr. 62). According to the minister, however, authorising this 
abridged version was necessary to ensure safety for the newcomers in their 
country of origin. Furthermore, she argued that immigrants could always watch 
the unabridged version at the embassy. According to her, the immigrants can 
choose for themselves whether they only want to see the abridged version (at 
the risk of not knowing the answers to one or two questions in the exam) or to 
go to the embassy and see the unabridged version. 
 In addition to these reactions on the internet and in parliament, we must 
include the reactions from Christian perspectives. For example, the Dutch 
theologian Karel Steenbrink expected the film to cause trouble with Muslims, 
saying: ‘It is not a careful way to welcome people to the Netherlands. Minister 
Verdonk has very radical ideas’ (http://www.buitenlandsepartner.nl). The leader 
of the SGP also thought that newcomers should not be forced to take notice of 
the removed images of the abridged version:  
  

No one is less Dutch if he does not want to go to a nudist beach or does 
not want to be confronted with topless tanning. It is normal that people 
are not forced to take notice of these kinds of images. (Van der Staaij in 
TK 2004/2005, Handelingen, nr. 62) 

So here we see that a religiously inspired evaluation of the removed scenes is 
different from the other reactions we have seen. Their reaction questions the 
‘Dutchness’ that is presented in the film, which leads to the topic of the relation 
between religion and citizenship. I will now turn to government opinions on the 
public role of religion in order to answer the question: to what extent have the 
changes in interpretations of citizenship led to changing attitudes towards the 
public role of religion? 
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5.3.2 The Public Role of Religion 
In the policy documents of the last decade, the role of religion has been treated 
differently than in the earlier documents of the 1990. First of all, in all three 
aforementioned policy documents (Integratiebeleid Nieuwe Stijl, Zorg Dat Je 
Erbij Hoort and Integratie, Binding, Burgerschap), the idea of different cultures 
and religions as an enrichment for society has disappeared. The question then 
arises as to how these documents have treated the differences in religions and 
their variety of values. Different answers to this question can be deduced from 
the (evaluation of the) film and the policy documents. In examining the 
reactions to the film, we have seen that several prominent Christians have 
argued that the removed elements are not widely accepted within religious 
communities. In contrast, spokespersons from several progressive parties and 
interest communities have emphasised that newcomers must know about and 
accept the ‘typical Dutch elements’ that have been removed in the abridged 
version. It seems to me that the reactions from the latter imply that more 
orthodox religious views — whether Islamic or Christian — are regarded as 
unacceptable in Dutch society.  
 When we come to the policy documents of the last decade, one of the most 
striking elements is the emphasis on Islam. In the 1990s, Islam hardly played a 
role of interest in policy documents, whereas nowadays it is a major topic (Van 
Meeteren 2005, 18). The words Islam and Muslim were used only once in the 
two documents of the 1990s, but in the last three documents , they were used 36

one hundred and forty-eight times. Interesting in this respect is the fact that 
during the creation of the last integration document, Integratie, Binding, 
Burgerschap, the Netherlands was governed by a minority government 
supported by the Partij voor de Vrijheid (PVV, a nationalist party well-known 
for its anti-Islam and anti-immigration position), led by Geert Wilders. The 
opening sentence of the declaration at the presentation of the government 
agreement describes the different opinions on Islam by the three parties. The 
Liberals and Christian democrats characterised Islam as being a religion, 
whereas the PVV considered Islam to be a (political) ideology. The three parties 
declared that they would accept this disagreement and act according to their 
own opinion on this matter (Gedoogakkoord 2010, 20).  
 Another interesting element with regard to this focus on Islam, is the fact 
that the terms ‘Muslim’ and ‘Islam’ are often used in a negative or suggestive 
way in the policy documents: 

It has to be acknowledged that there are foreign Dutch people who 
withdraw into their own ethnic circle and belief, more or less with their 
back to society. This group affirms native Dutch people in the idea that 
Islam is incompatible with modern society. (TK 2007/2008, 31268, nr. 2, 
4, emphasis added) 

 Integratiebeleid Nieuwe Stijl, Zorg Dat Je Erbij Hoort and Integratie, Binding, 36

Burgerschap
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The equation of Islam with foreign Dutch people who withdraw from society is 
remarkable. It is exemplary for the negative attitude towards Islam in 
contemporary Dutch society. Van Bruinessen, a Dutch scholar of Islam, 
observed that Dutch people ‘insist that Muslims have to distance themselves 
from Islam in order to be admitted’ to society (Van Bruinessen 2006, 21). This 
negative approach towards Islam might also have implications for the 
acceptance of other religious groups in society. It is interesting to see that 
whenever the recent integration policies discuss religion in general, they almost 
always refer to Islam: 

The cabinet absolutely does not want to meddle with the content of 
religions, but does want to stay in contact with all branches within the 
Muslim community that abide by the law. It is important in that respect 
that these organisations are representative, both regarding the 
representation of women and young people, as regarding the diversity of 
different movements.  (TK 2007/2008, 31268, nr. 2, 16, emphasis 37

added) 

What this quotation reveals is that the government puts limits on the public role 
of all religions and expects them to be representative. Being representative, 
however, goes beyond the borders of the constitution and the democratic legal 
order. These conditions reflect a more concrete normative stance of the 
government. In the reactions to the abridged version of the integration film, we 
have also seen that both constitutional rights and very specific Dutch values or 
customs are put forward as essential for Dutch society. Everyone in the 
Netherlands should accept these values, although this seems to exclude more 
orthodox religious views. So here we see that the view of the good citizen who 
adopts Dutch values, also has implications for religions in the public or political 
domain. In the 1990s, religious convictions could be publicly expressed, as long 
as these expressions stayed within the boundaries of a broad legal framework. 
In contemporary policies however, there are more criteria that religions need to 
satisfy in order to be accepted. They have to comply with liberal, progressive 
values, which are deemed crucial for the Dutch identity. 

 It is interesting to note that this policy excerpt, in which Muslim organisations are 37

addressed, has also had implications for the SGP, who excluded women from their party 
ballot list. The critical approach towards Islam has thus impact on other religious groups 
as well.




