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SOCIETY

Huving discussed the problems of liberal democracy, we turn now to
the sphere of society. While political theories on Western democracy
can be ascribed very clearly to subjects such as political science, consti-
tutional law, and political philosophy, social theory is not confined
merely to sociology, but exists in a large number of disciplines, in phi-
losophy and cultural studies, anthropology, linguistics. communication
science, education, history, and the study of religion. In fact it is impos-
sible to find a discipline in the humanities or social sciences that has no
involvement in social theorv. As the book proceeds. T shall be tackling
separately three fields of social theory in the chapters on media, educa-
tion, and religion, fields largely omitted [rom the following chapter. The
concepts on which the spotlight now falls, such as “tolerance.” “recogni-
tion.” “racism,” “integration,” and “identity” come mainly from the dis-
cipline of sociology and the interdisciplinary ficld of cultural studies,
which spends a good deal of time grappling with philosophical con-
cepts. Socio]ogy and cultural studies have also entered into numerous
symbioses. as in the cultural sociology of Georg Simmel. Pierre Bour-
dien, and Norbert Elias or in the cultural studies of Stuart Hall: all
authors operating on the interface of base-superstructure phenomena
within society, who deal, in other words, with the interactions between
cultural symbolism and the evervday conduct of individuals, commu-
nities and groups.

This chapter is concerned with delining what the term “liberal soci-
ety” might mean. I am in search of connections between the potential
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CHAPTER2

for both individual freedom and a collective orientation, a potential
built into the foundations of “liberal democeracy” that might influence
the coexistence of majority and minorities in society far beyond the idea
of a constitutional consensus. The chapter is divided into sections that
deal first with the attitudes, values, and belavior of majorities in Euro-
pean countries. then those of Muslim minorities, before concluding
with an excursus on an a]temu‘tive—structm‘ulist-i\dzu',\'ist'———interpretzl—
tion of the relations between majority and minority that goes well be-
yond cultural sociology or cultural studies.

If we seek a definition of what we might refer to as desirable or
deviant behavior by majorities towards religious minorities in liberal
society, we find ourselves confronted with numerous problems. Recall-
ing the “five faces of exploitation™ of minorities and immigrants out-
lined by Iris Marion Young (see the introduction), in addition to politi-
cal powerlessness and economic exploitation we must also mention cul-
tural imperialism and racism or racist violence. While we have already
discussed the first point and will look at the next two issues in later parts
of the book. it is the issue of “racism” that we turn to now. The delini-
tion of racism, xenophobia. and similar concepts has often been subject
to dispute and still is. This is becanse we must distinguish not only
between more or less self-contained racist worldviews and discourses
but also between images of the other. attitudes, and behavior. Further,
an approach such as that of Young is automatically open to the criticism
that it is blind to its own failings, because an approach that grapples
with majorities” behavior solely from the perspective of negative atti-
tudes such as racism may tend to become a kind of “sclf-fulfilling
prophecy.” As we find racist models ahnost inevitably in every society,
there is a great temptation to mgard societies per se as racist. In the
analysis that follows. therefore, I consciously open up a theoretical field
that extends from racism on one end of the spectrum to various forms
of recognition. tolerance, and cultural membership on the other. We
can understand the wayvs of thinking and behaving of both the main-

stream and smaller subsystems of European societies only through such
theoretical dialectics. The same applies to the minority. It is all too
often evalnated on the basis o a minimalist conception of “integration.”
Just as observers often make the knee-jerk assumption that the majority
is “racist,” they tend to lament a lack of desire for integration on the
part of religious minorities such as Muslims. “Parallel societies” and
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DRAFT SOCIETY

“infiltration” are just two terms used in this context. All of them point to
the fear of losing social control. The suspicion is that a group within a
society wishes to make its own rules that are beyond the knowledge of
the majority or that exclude the majority entirely because it is not part
of the group. For the researcher, the striking thing here is that concep-
tually, two contrary types of societal border-drawing set the tone: ra-
cism and disintegration. Sections of majorities and minorities apparent-
Iy wish to exclnde the other party culturally and socially. Is there per-
haps an interplay between the two tendencies? Is racisin a {ear-based
response to disintegration or is disintegration a flight from discrimina-
tion? As we shall see, there is some empirical evidence of such process-
es. First. though, it is important to resolve whether this is really a case
of a symmetry of perception and behavior, which is more than doubtful.
Racism can be a legal attitude protected by the constitutional freedom
of opinion, but as we have seen, it clashes at least indirectly with the
civic consensus, as it represents a failure to tolerate other groups and
ways of life. We can by no means view processes of social and cultural
disintegration straightforwardly as running counter to the liberal model
of society—quite the reverse. Liberal democracy and society were
created to facilitate social disintegration. In the liberal worldview, soci-
ety is held together by common values, traditions. and cultures only to a
very limited degree: its need for integration is markedly lower than
earlier community-based ways of living together such as villages or

tribes. The exceptions are civic values and, as some authors such as
Werner Schitfaner argue, a culture of mutual recognition that injects
with social life, formulates and cclebrates the liberal legal metanorm
that we can be both different and equal (Schiffauer 2008, p. 13). But
how far does the obligation to integrate in a lifeworldly sense extend?
What we need to do is discuss the behavior of Muslims in Europe
against the background of the various approaches to social and cultural
integration and disintegration in a quite new and unprejudiced way.

In the concluding section of this chapter, I will be homing in on the
guestion of which structural conditions, above all which socioeconomic
driving forces, help us understand problems such as racism, recogni-
tion, and integration. It is true that theories of racism and integration
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have always taken account of aspects of cconomic marginalization and
deprivation. Modern recognition theory, however, is directed towards
ideas, concerning itsell with “discourse,” “habitus,” and cultural “sym-




CHAPTER2

bolism™ rather than the socioeconomic logic of social analysis, which
seems to be out of fashion in the post-Marxist age. The gull hetween
theories of recognition and critical Marxian theories of “neoliberalism”
is striking: But it is impossible to deal with issues of recognition if we
leave economics out of our study of culture. It is not just that it is easier
to provide evidence of people’s economic interests than their desire for
recoguition: over the course of history. such desires have been far from
clearly apparent, let alone expressed in a clear political program. Like
racistn and (‘]isint(‘gmt‘i(m.‘ recognition has cconomic parameters. The
guestion that arises here is whether “Islamophobia” is an inevitable
concomitant of a ln‘e\\’ing structural crisis in Western economies within
a global economic order or whether tolerance can be reinvented in
European society during economic downturns.

THE BOURGEOIS MAJORITY: FROM RESPECTABLE
ISLAMOPHOBIA TO SYSTEM-SOCIETY RUPTURE

Rainer Forst has argued that “tolerance” may be a legal-political prac-
tice, but is first and foremost a social attitude and culture (Forst 2006,
p. 79 £, see also Forst 2003). From this perspective it is not just legal
equality that matters. Tolerance and recognition of cultural and relig-
ious pluralism are also needed. and they must be core values of society
it the comnumity and political order are to be stable. Just as liberal
democracy cannot exist without internalized values privileging the con-
stitution and democracy, this civic consensus is sustainable only if it is
based on a hierarchy of social tolerance. Or is this notion wrong?

The classical liberalism of the nineteenth century and the first hall of
the twenticth contury paid little attention to questions of tolerance. As
late as 1981, Lothar Gall and Rainer Koch could publish their four-
volume Der ewropdische Liberalismus im 19. Jahriundert (“European
liberalism in the nineteenth century”) while making almost no refer-
ence to the place of religious or other minorities in society (Gall/Koch
1981). For the European pioneers of liberalism, the key issues were
those of constitutional law, economic order. and nationalism. More or
less as a countenweight to the assertion of individual liberties. in coun-
tries such as Italy and Germany liberal thought developed in close asso-
ciation with the formation of the nation and state. Following the disso-
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Intion of the various empires—such as the German empire, Austria-
Hungary, and later, in states such as Yugoslavia—other parts of Europe
cultivated the nationalism of the small state, which was only gradually
augmented by a European component within the framew ork of the
European Union and Council of Europe. This was pdrhculm ly proble-
matic because at least until the Second World War “nation” and “race”
were often conflated, so that inmigrant minorities could be “natural-
ized” only throngh marriage and assimilation. The status ol a permanent
minority such as the Jews was always precarious vis-2-vis the nation.
Even established nation states such as the Netherlands, often claimed
to possess an exceptional tradition of tolerance, seem far less nnusual on
closer inspection. Even there tolerance did not mean equality for relig-
ious minorities. It is true that religious pluralism prevailed in the United
Netherlands during and after the Reformation era. But it took centuries
of struggle for whgous minorities such as Catholics to gain many effec-
tive rights of religious freedom, political participation, ]ct alone broad
of hcml recoguition (Lademacher et al. 2004). Even the much-praised
Dutch tradition of tolerance, then, was “liberal” at inost in the sense
that the state tolerated minorities, but not in terms of equality and
official recognition.

Liberal theory, of course, did not explain its disregard and even
hostility for “multiculturalism” with reference to the need of the major-
ity to impose its will on society. Instead liberal theorists underlined
liberalisin’s own natural blindness to difference. Culture, religion, but
also gender were long considered irrelevant (utogmes to incorporate
them into theory would weaken the status and freedom of the individu-
al (Ieywood 2007, p. 322). Classical liberalism thus fed wmainly off the
contrast between state and individual; “society” was a theoretical resi-
due, whi]e a category such as “public” gradually received more attention
{ch. 3). In deliberate contrast to group- and community-oriented ideol-
ogies such as conservatism, socialism, and recently (American) commu-
nitarianism, liberalism remained individual-centered. There are still
people who vigorously espouse this view. such as Harvard economist
Amartya Sen (Sen 2006). For these classical liberals, multiculturalism is
no more than another form of collectivism, not very different from its
supposed pendant of racism.

Tellingly, however, classical liberalism has not even begun to resolve
the problem of racism in society. Quite the opposite. Expressions and
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attitudes of intolerance increasingly provoked responses from the anti-

fascist left, leftist social scientists, and religiously informed theorists of

tolerance such as Catholic theologian Hans Kiing with his “Weltethos”

{("World ethos”) foundation, to name but a few. But these were and are

marginal intellectual currents compared with the broad constitutional

consensus on the “fundamental liberal order.” from which perspective

it is not ethnic or religious tolerance that is obligatory but rather, us

paradoxical as it may seem, tolerance for racism, as long as this neither

claims legal status nor preaches violence. Racist insults aimed at indi-

vichals are prohibited because the right to express one’s views is valued

less than other personal rights. But neither insulting groups. such as

“Muslims,” let alone religions such as “Islam.” is subject to punishment.

Again and again in the last few decades, the Federal Constitutional

Court in Germany has overturned sentences passed by lower courts on

individuals who have repeated the quote from Carl von Ossietzky that

“soldiers are murderers.” In this sense it seems only consistent if state-

ments such as “Muslims are terrorists™ are also allowed due to reedom

ol opinion. Whether all Musliins are described as terrorists is of no

interest to courts as long as Muslims are not denied their constitutional _ !
rights or pcrsecuted in violent ways. In European countries, the exten-
sive right to [reedom of opinion is occasionally qualified. In Germany it
is against the law to deny the Holocaust. A “blasphemy law” provides
opportunities to prohibit anti-religious slander disruptive of public or-
der (ch. 1.1). In practice, however, such laws are rarely applied these

days in Europe. Prohibitions such as that on Holocaust denial are thus
exceptions within what is otherwise a consistently liberal interpretation
of the law. Both lcgal theory and legal practice are overwhel niingly
informed by classical liberal thought. Following the mass killings in
Norway in 2011, authors of right-wing Internet blogs in particular have
made a fine distinction between Islamophobia and a “civic critique of
Islam,” which they justify not in terms of content but by underlining
that the civic critique of religion goes hand-in-hand with acceptance of
the constitution.! This ennobles the stoking of public sentiment
through tirades that are not just sweeping but also highly emotional and
pu]mmcal by presenting them as evidence of liberal \valm s

This setting of prioritics, according to which, in case of doubt, toler-
ance for racists is more important than tolerance of minorities, has
made it possible for racist discourses to maintain a perceptible presence
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SOCIETY

in every Western democracy, decades after the Second World War. Up
to 20 percent of the German public, for example, show a relatively
stable tendency to hold racist views, such as the idea that it is quite right
for “whites” to be the leaders of the world and so on. Not only this, but
more than a third of Germans, and at certain times more than half, are
“xenophobic™ in that they believe that there are too many foreigners in
Germany (Heitineyer 200220103, Sentiments redolent of pogroms—of
the kind scen at the time of the attacks on asy]mn centers in (,2(*1‘11]2\11}f
in the 1990s—always interface with such attitudes, and the public re-
sponse is ambivalent. The number of those who openly endorse vio-
lence is small, which suggests that support for the constitution is firmly
entrenched in soc:iety. but the idea that there exists a civic racism that
stirs up anti-Muslim sentiment is one that must be taken seriously (F.
Esser et al. 2002). For liberal society, then, it remains unclear how we
might get from the “negative tolerance” characterized by essentially
formal support for constitutional freedoms to a more participatory de-

mocracy and, even more important, to the cultural and social recogni-
tion of minorities. It is unlikely that the primordial liberal credo of
liberal rights is sufficient to function as a cultural break on attacks
against minorities. As the book proceeds, we will see that while Mus-
lims certainly want to enjoy equality of religious freedom. they must
also be recognized as part of Europe. When then German president
Christian Wulff stated in 2010 that “Islam is part of Germany.” howev-
er. it kicked off a heated debate—but a social consensus is something
else. This shows that while Muslims may nolens volens be granted con-
stitutional rights, they are not equally respected as a social group.
Research on racism has identified a number of reasons for its emer-
gence, among them relative social deprivation. In addition to poverty,
this includes declining prosperity among higher income groups. Ideo-
logical influences also play a decisive role. In the case of racist ideolo-
gies it is important to keep in mind not just their content but also their
social genesis and the process of socialization. Worldviews are imparted
via primary reference groups such as the family and through peer
groups, schools, and media. It seems plausible that in the case of “re-
mote topics” such as Islam, an interplay between primary and secon-
dary agencies ol socialization is hugely important in the development of
a racist ideology. (Vertical) core values are inculcated via families and
friends and they develop in an increasingly conscious way into (horizon-
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tal) worldviews or ideologies. whose development is stimulated in sig-
nificant part by the media. It is also clear from opinion polls that racism
is greatest when the media generators of the Zeitgeist focus their atten-
tion on certain groups within a society (ch. 3.1). Media cannot shape
people’s views completely; their impact is limited. Particularly when it
comes to issues located within the Familiar sphere of everyday life,
media are relatively weak, because recipients have their own experi-
ences and are not dependent on secondary information. But the impor-
tance of the media grows as events and individuals are perceived as
distant. Here the media take on a so-called agenda-setting function (K.
Hafez 2002a). The greater recipients’ distance [rom an object, then, the
greater the media’s influence on their ideologies tends to be.

The question, however, is whether religious minorities are in fact a
distant reality.” We might assume that living together in society auto-
mzltic:ully brings about a certain experiential and interactional intensity,

such that minorities cannot be sweepingly described as an nnknown
guantity for majority society. That this is not in fact the case. however, is
something that rescarch on the social “contact hypothesis™ of social
psychology has long since established. On this view, not every form of
encounter between individuals is “contact” well-suited to dismantling
prejudices. For Thomas Pettigrew, we can refer to contact of this qual-
ity only if common goals are developed and enduring cooperation or

even friendships begin to form—even if this is on the very everyday
level of neighborly relations (Pettigrew 1998). Even in a nominally

multicultural society, however, it is no rarity for many members of

majorities to have no conversational or other meaningful kinds of con-
tact with mewnbers of religious or ethnic minorities. So immigrants are
often “present” only in a very limited way, namely as a fleeting presence
in urhan spaces.

A core problem for liberal social theorists is how to avoid the liberal
order they would like to preserve by protecting freedom of opinion
being infiltrated by a racism that endangers the social order, and ulti-
mately liberal democracy itself. Modern theorists of liberal multicultu-
ralisin have been tackling this question at least since the 1970s and time
and again they return to the old, wnresolved issie of “tolerance.” Here,
in contrast to ideologies such as conservatisin, liberal thinkers arc not
interested in religion and culture as sources of social value production,
as the “cement” of society. It is the “multi” part that interests the new

[2.11]
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liberals, in other words the question of how freedom for different
groups can be guaranteed over the long term. Like its classical prede-
cessor, multicultural liberalism advocates liberties within a constitution-
al order, but beyond this also the greatest possible degree of liberal and
peaceful coexistence of religious-cultural majorities and minorities. It is

not religion and culture as social values that count, but the ‘meta-value”
of religious and cultural tolerance: the older notion of tolerance as a by-
product of civic values (ch. 1.4) seems to have come to griel. For this
school of thought, it is only through the development of new forms of
tolerant values and social recognition that we can permanently ensure
the survival of the political order of liberal democracy.

{2.13] To open up the possibility of augmentation by a theory of tolerance,
multicultural liberalism first had to clarify how it relates to the relation-
ship between individual and society: against the background of racism,
“individualism™ is no longer enough, despite the fact that liberalism
must always protect individual rights. Thomas Bedorf:

[2.14] Ifwe wish to understand sociality neither holistically, that is, solely as X
an outcome of social structures. nor individualistically, in other
words solely as the aggregate of separate, individual “atoms’, the al-

ternative that suggests itself is a paradoxical structuring of social
being. . .. The singular being understood in a plural sense can be . . .
dissolved neither by envisaging a plurality. as with the ‘melting pot’
or a cheerful multienlturalism, nor by positing the kind of singularity
espoused by advocates of the “leading culture’. ethnicisms and na-
tionalisin. On this view. the truth of culture and the social dimension
consists in the indissoluble tension between unity and multiplicity.
identity and non-identity (Bedorf 2010, p. 204},

[2.15

B

At the same time, Bedorf highlights the problem of “misjudged recogni-
tion.” This comes about when people absolutize aspects of social life
such as religion or culture, declaring them necessary human reference
points. New liberal theory recognizes group foci of this kind as a pos-
sible forin of sociality more readily than in the case of classical liberal-
ism, which considered these processes virtually as private matters
sealed off from everything else. At the same time, however, Bedorf
refers to “provisional identities” (Bedorl 2010, p. 194). This makes
sense when we look at how cultural studies within sociology have illumi-
nated the fact that people’s identities often change, that they are con-
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structed. deconstructed, and reconstructed, that identities have many
other points of reference, and that in any case the members of large
social gronps, even if they use the same terms to refer to themselves,
often have little in common in reality. Liberal Muslims have expressed
concerns about the potential for an artificial identity politics on the part
of the state, for example in connection with the German Islam Confer-
ence (ch 1.2). Liberal multiculturalism, however, has remained “liberal”
in the sense that it does not impose any kind of identity on either
wajoritics or minorities or wmake identities the ontological basis ol its
theory building. Strictly speaking, then. for multiculturalism what mat-
ters is not Muslims as a social group that wishes to achieve recognition,
but rather the social recognition of the state of being a Muslim.

The interplay between individuality and provisional group member-
ship deternmined by individuals themselves is a useful supplement to
our thinking: research in cultural studies has shown that people (alimost)
always create cultural meaning through a process of coming to terms
with groups. Even a postmodern cultural approach such as that of Stu-
art Hall by no means {orgoes these elements. Certainly, Hall views

“culture” as a construct that is changeable and negotiable, and subject
to numerous s’rmcmring influences from institutions such as mass me-

dia, but above all it consists of individual processes of interpretation

which—and here Hall is very much the theorist of action—ultimately
show any notion of a uniform social structure to be a fiction. But people
have a need to endow the categories of their worldview with a certain
degree of social consensus through interaction with others, in other
words there are “preferred readings™ within groups (Hall 1980). u-
mans generate linguistic and figurative symbols that suggest commonal-
ities. even if a close interpretation of their meaning shows that these
symbols arc often very different and sometimes even contradictory. In
this view. culture as a cementing element is largely a fiction—bnt a
necessary and powerful fiction.

So contrary to what we so often hear, postmodernists are by no
means necessarily radical individualists. But they have consistently ex-
pressed their rejection of cultural readings that construct cultures as
ontologically opposed, as with Samuel P. TIuntington’s popular concept
of the “clash of civilizations” (IIuntington 1993, 1996). In reality, the
subsystems of different cultures are more similar than those of national

cultures—a left-wing Muslim often has more in common with a left-
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wing non-Muslim than with a right-wing Muslim (K. Hafez 1997b). The
postmodern concept of sociality recognizes people’s tendency towards a
collective interpretation of cultme but—ver ry much in line with the
work of authors like Bedorf and Hall and in opposition to Huntington—
views these interpretations as heterogeneous and improvised. There is
no ultimate reason to deny struggles for religious and culture recogni-
tion within society or to view them negatively. A laicist form of secular-
ism that would like to drive such conflicts ont of socie ty and into the
private sphere is often counterproductive. But there is a need for a
fundamental understanding of the provisional character of every major
group identity and a resulting consensus that embraces diversity and
mutual recognition.

\longqxdo the forms of recognition of love and law, Axel Honneth
identifies that of social respect. Accor(hng to him, a lack of social recog-
nition inevitably leads to a “struggle for recognition.” If recognition
does occur, however, a solidarist society dey 'clops {Honneth 1994 p-
207 (1), We can trace intellectual perspectives of this kind back to the
ideas of Georg Willieln Friedrich Hegel, Max Weber, as well as lesser-
known authors such as Thorstein Veblen, and George Herbert Mead.
Axel Honneth:

In contrast to legal recognition in its modeniforn . . . social respect
relates to the particular attributes that characterize individuals in
terms of personal differences: while modern law represents a me-
ditun of recognition that expresses general attributes of human sub-
jects in a differentiated way, this second form of recoguition thus
requires a social medium that must be able to express the difterent
attributes of human subjects generally, in other words in an intersub-
jectively binding fashion. . . . Under the conditions of modern soci-
eties, solidarity . . . is tied to the prerequisite of social conditions of
synmnetrical respect between individualized (and autonomous) sub-
jects:in this sense, S}fnnn(&stri(:ﬂ! respect means r(:‘gzuding one another
reciprocally in light of valucs that present the abilitics and attributes
of the other as meaningful to shared practice. Relations of this kind
are ‘solidarist” because they not only generate passive tolerance for,
but affective participation in. that which is particular about other
individuals {Honneth 1994, p. 197, 209 £.).

Rainer Forst has shown that cultural recognition consists of at least
three dialogical components: 1) Refusal, these days often concealed

USRS,
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behind a mere “negative tolerance” of what is actually being rejected, 2;
Acceptance, in other words a form of political tolerance and respect
involving the identification of a common denominator, and 3) Rejection,
meaning active and sometimes even legal refusal and prohibition, es-
sentially comparable to Thomas Meyer's basic civie values (Forst 2006,
see also ¢h. 1.4). The concept of cosmopolitanism put forward by Ulrich
Beck and Edgar Grande also involves au interplay between different

interactional forms, which most closely resemble Forst’s ‘aceeptance”

and “relusal™

o
fa?
e
s

e

Rather than threatening, disintegrative and fragmenting, the other is
experienced and valued as enviching. Those who integrate the per-
spective of the other into their own lives learn more about them-
selves and the other. But it is crucial that while cosmopolitanism
accepts otherness it does not absolutize it (as postmodern particular-
ism does); it also seeks means of making otherness fully compatible
with society, So cosmopolitanism also requires a certain corpus of
universal norms that make it possible to regulate interaction with

| otherness in such a way that it does not endanger the integration of a |

| polity. Cosmopolitanism combines the tolerance of otherness with

indispensable universal norms; it combines diversity and uuity. . . .

The hypothesis we want to put forward here is that Europe can
certainly be organized in a democratic fashion but that the model of
majoritarian parliamentary democracy is insufficient to this end. The
democratization of Ewrope must be achieved with the help of a new
model of cosmopolitan democracy (Beck/Grande 20086, p- 340. 346).

The problem with such concepts is that while they develop visions of a [2.22]
dialogic form of social recognition, generally conceived in light of issues

central to multicultural societies, they do little to elaborate the interac-

tional elements. So they often leave us with more questions than an-

swers. But we must keep all of these questions in mind. because they

provide useful theoretical criteria when we turn to the question of the

social recognition of Muslims in Europe. We may distingnish between
questions relating to the forms of dialogue and recognition (1) and those
concerning the conditions for successful dialogue (2).
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2.

Forms of dialogue and recognition

Is negative tolerance no longer significant at all? Concepts such as
that of Beck and Grande view “tolerance” as nnimportant. With ref-
erence to conscions acceptance and respect, they mark modern rec-
ognition ofl [rom classical tolerance, which, as we have seen, makes
racism possible within a civie framework. But what we need to ask is
whether it befits the liberal idea, which has always differed from
other ideologies by avoiding ideological homogeneity, to try to ex-
clude negative tolerance entirely as one possible attitude within a
context of pluralistic diversity.

In the sphere of recognition, dialogue and respect, which must cer-
tainly be expanded, we would have to think about how to describe
the relationship between knowledge/Enlightenment, emotion and ac-
tion. As far as knowledge is concerned, people generally know less
about “unfamiliar” religions than about their “own.” When does this
lack of knowledge become problematic, and to what extent is it suffi-
cient to establish a culture of ignorance in which people do not know
evervthing about the other. but are well aware of the limits of their
own knowledge {Scheunpflug 2000)? With regard to emotions: is
there a space of the symbolic in the modern politics of recognition
and if so what should it look like? With regard to action: How are we
to put dialogue and recognition into practice in the form of social
action? Is it the task of cach individual to take action or, as in the case
of politics, is there representation in society through institutions, and
so on. which should be the real agents of social recognition?

Conditions for successful dialogue

What are the discursive structures that thwart recognition and di-
alogue and which are often passed {rom one generation to the next?
Etienne Balibar has described how, following the Second World
War, a new social racism was constructed in Europe. This was a
“racism without races” based not on genetics but cultural affiliation
and theories of difference, very much in line with the likes of Samuel
P. Huntington (Balibar 1989, p. 373). Which key reconfigurations of
racist discourse should we be foensing on? In the specilic case of
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Muslims, where do the boundaries lie between legitimate criticisms
of Islam and Islamophobia?

e Can socioeconomic fensions impede or even prevent social recogni-
tion. and if so which forms-of depll\ ation are involved? With respect
to Jews, even before the Nazis seized power there was a “respectable
anti-Semitism™ in Germany and othe Luropean countries that
reached deep into all strata of society (Lenk 1994). At the same time,

however, there is evidence that not just poverty but any form of

actual or [cared deprivation way reinforce xe nophobia, including
among the middle and upper classes.

¢ What nmm().s()(,z()lugtc al structures Qf interaction in a society promote
or hinder recognitional dialogues? If it is true, as the “contact
hypothesis”™ claims. that certain forms of an enduring dialogue in-
tended to achieve cooperation are well-suited to dismantling preju-
dices between social groups, we must be alert to the parameters of
contact. It makes a difference for example whether people live con-
centrated in urban spaces or scattered across large territorial states,
but also whether they niove in “mixed” or socially separate urban
milicus.

e What are the social-cultural power-based conditions of hegemony,
and who are the elites opposed to recognition and social movements
campaigning for it? Discourse and social action by the individual are
often influenced by social opinion formers, who groom their public
persona through cultural struggles over recognition, benelit from
them, and thus have no interest in seeing problems resolved in a
solidarist way. Alongside the political partics of the parliamentary
sphere discussed carlier, these include neo-populist movements, but
their antifascist opponents and networks also exercise an influence.

The problem of the parameters of dialogue demonstrates with particu-
lar clarity that an action theoretical perspective on the conduct of social
majorities is not (.\m)ugh. We cannot get at social attitudes. opinions,
discourses, and actions—I{rom tolerant and willing to engage in dialogue
to racist—solely through an approach based on the premise that think-
ing, feeling, and action form in a specific situation and are “negotiated”
anew within it. Instead, alongside a conceptual openness to actor per-
spectives, we must also be aware of social structures and the system
theoretical interpretive framework of societal liberality or illiberality. So
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a recognition theory informed by the sociology of culture should not be
recluced to a mere cultural theory of action. It must be paradigmatically
open. elaborating interactions between autonomous actors and their
social environments—elites, individuals, groups. organizations. and
movements.
»an

The following chapter examines the image of Islam in European
socicties. Il public discourse influences the actions ol individuals,
groups, and socictics and may in extreme cases lead to racist rejection-
ism, then this discourse requires in-depth examination. We turn now,
therefore, to the history and present-day reality of the image of Islam in
societies” middle-class “mainstream.” Our concern is with c»émpir,ica]]y
measurable attitudes in majority societies. By getting to grips with em-
piricz\l studies, we can investigate public opinion in Western democra-
cies and the state of the social recognition of Muslims. The chapter
discusses solidarist social networks and Islamophobic violence and at-
tempts to get at the roots of xenophobic attitudes in “liberal society.”

It makes little sense to try to produce a comprehensive definition of

e

the terms “image.” “stereotype.” “enemy.” and “discourse,” an unques-
tionably difficult task, especially since serious attempts to do so have
already been made elsewhere (K. Hafez 20022, vol. 1). Nonetheless, a
few preliminary remarks are necessary before we examine the bour-
geois image of Islam. In what follows, I use the terms “image of Islam”
or “discourse on Islam™ for overarching structural features of majority
perceptions of Muslims and Islam within European public opinion.
These structures may initially be viewed as “stercotypes™ in a value-free
sense: in social psychology, image structures are not generally consid-
ered pathological, but rather an inevitable means of reducing environ-
mental complexity. I do not mean to suggest that individuals, as bearers
of images, act in exclusively stereotypical ways—individual images may
prove dynamic and changeable. In this chapter, however, our initial
concern is with the extent to which people endorse certain forms of
highly negative or—now and then—highly positive images of Islam.
The degree of this endorsement delines. as it were, the remaining space
that societies make available for individual images—mno more and no
less. By now there is a long tradition of such approaches to investigating
concepts of the enemy, and they can be traced back to the Cold War,
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when studies were made of American and Soviet images of the enemy
(Frei 1985, MceGavire 1987, see also Frei 1984, 1989).

When academics today refer to “Islamophobia,” the term is largely
coextensive with the limited classical view of enemy concepts found in
social psychology and political psychology. Following the example of
studies on “group-related misanthropy” at the University of Bielefeld. I
regard Islamophobia as any form of sweeping disparagement and con-
demmation of Muslims as a group, their culture, and/or religion (Heit-
meyer 2005, 2006). In contrast, the “eritique of Islam” wonld be lmited
to specific aspects and make fine distinctions (Schneiders 2010b). Is-
lamophobia may entail fears about Islam, underscoring the “phobia”
element. Every image of the enemy has an affective level on which
rage, hatred, and fear find expression. In the research, however, the
term nearly always refers to the cognitive patterns of the enemy image,
which sweepingly ascribe to Muslims negative qualities and hostile in-
tentions because of their group affiliation.

The term “Islamophobia™ has often been eriticized (sce Bicleleldt
2010, p. 190 IT., Cesari 2006, p. 6, 101, 143). Critics generally underline
that not every form of criticism of Muslims and Islam can be regarded
straightforwardly as an expression of Islamophobia, only the endorse-
ment of negative views that fundamentally reject Islam or Muslims or
cescribe them in disparaging terms. Not every critique of Islam or
discourse on Islam is Islamophobic. The hard core of what social scien-
tists concerned with attitudes have studied in depth for many years
consists chiefly of generalized rejections of Islam and the tendency to
establish distance from Islam. Certainly, discourses on Islam in the
mass media are often onc-sided; we shall sce later how Islamophobia
can be constructed in a politically correct way without classically racist
statements along the lines of “All Muslims are .. . (ch. 3.1). Interpreta-
tions based on textual criticism, however, are problematic and theory-
dependent and therefore not the object of my analysis here. The theo-
retical constructs found in attitudes research, on the other hand, such as
stereotypes, images of the enemy, and prejudices, tend to be simpler,
but this makes its methods all the more representative and reliable—
allowing us to present scientifically secure findings on certain basic,
group-hostile constants in the inage of Islam among Europeans.

Linage structures are not coextensive with people’s “attitudes” or
“opinions™ and by no means do they automatically lead to actions. Atti-
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tudes and opinions are complex constructs in which, alongside images,
key values also play a role. Because of this, some rescarchers work on
the assumption that, despite a high degree of Islamophobia in a given
country, the core liberal value of religious freedom may help ensure
that debates on mosque-building and headscarves are less vehement
than in other places. Highly developed liberal values, then, may have a
dampening influence on the social virulence of Islamophobia; the lack
or inderdevelopment of such values, however, may have a radicalizing
influence. In this context, we must be alert to an alarnnisin according to
which prejudices automatically lead to social discrimination or even
violence against minorities. This reductionist error is a common dzmg@r
of research on stereotypes and images of the enemy. Such research
does identify prejudices. but is rarely able to explain their social conse-
quences. At the same time, however, the transitions between “images,”
“attitudes,” and “actions”™ are cruciul, because hegcn‘umic in‘xz\ges may
well lead to intolerant attitudes, everyday discrimination, and racist vio-
lence within a partienlar social system of values. In this way, the images
and attitudes characteristic of a societal majority may be partly respon-
sible for the actions of extremist groups and individuals.

If we turn to the history of perceptions of Islam and the Orient in
Ewrope. we find at least three major traditions. First, a Christian-dog-
matic perspective that lacked theological categories applicable to post-
Christian religions, a perspective that concerned itself primarily with
Judaism and was characterized by value judgements about Islam of an
overwhelmingly negative kind. After the Crusades, which began in the
cleventh century, Islam was viewed as one of many Christian heresies,
and the Prophet Muhammad was regarded as the Antichrist by many
Christian scholars, though his teachings only became accessible after
1143 through the Latin translation by Robertus Retinensis (Southern
1978, Watt 1972, Daniels 1975). Because it spread through conquest,
Islam was regarded as a violent religion. with no account being taken of
the Islamic tradition of respecting monotheistic religions (dhimini stat-
us) or its capacity for synthesis with other cultures, which it by no
means sought to annihilate. Because the era of the Crusades unot ouly
led to wars but also facilitated an improved information flow between
Orient and Occident, the science, art, and culture of the Islamnic-Arab
world exercised an enduring influence on Europe, including, among
other things, the notion of the honorable enemy through reception of
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the Crusaders” counterpart, Sultan Saladin. At least in Central and
Western Europe, however, the religion of Islam was widely regarded as
the negative side of Oriental culture, particularly because, as critics
often argued. Islam was hostile to the rational traditions of its own
culture. As French Orientalist Maxime Rodinson states, this is a largely

inappropriate imputation to Islam of the Catholic churcl’s repression of

European science (Rodinson 1985, p. 34).

The second tradition of images of the Orient is to be found in the
secular perspective of European wodemity, which increasingly began
to oust Christian structures of thought. From now on, under the influ-
ence of a basically secular-liberal mindset, a non-European religion
such as Islam existed within a “no man’s land.” Islam was opposed by
Christian traditions while at the same time being rejected as a seeming-
ly restrictive cultural system by an antireligious secular liberalism that
had to assert itself against Christianity. There was more to the secular
image of the Orient, however, than anti-Islamic attitudes. In peripheral
liclds of European culture, which sometimes even managed to attract
the attention of mainstrean culture—as in the case of Goethe's West-
Eastern Divan—there was a respect for the rational legacy of the Orient
and, as Islamic and Oriental studies began to develop, even for Islam
itself as a religious-cultural system of order. As the physical danger
represented by the Ottoman empire fell away, the Central European
world in particular was gripped by a craze for the Orient in the late
Classical and Romantic periods. Here the notion of a pious, morally
strict, and tradition-conscious Orient was welcomed in part as a
counterbalance to the pressure to embrace a modem mindset exercised
by the French Enlightenment. But neither gushing Orientalism nor the
rational tradition of Oriental and Islamic studies could enduringly influ-
ence the image prevalent within the European mainstream. The core
Western criticisms, centered on Islamic fanaticism and Oriental despot-
ism. never disappeared from the encyclopedia, having long attained the
status of ethnic and religious myths. The anti-Islamic apologetics of a
Voltaire, who achieved more nuanced insights only in his late writings,
reigned supreme over the cultural relativism of a Lessing, who saw no
alternative to the coexistence of Christianity, Judaisin, and Islam,
prompting historian of religion Karl-Josel Kuschel to conclude: “It is a
cultural scandal.
porary Europe as Islam

o religion in the world is as *demonized” in contem-
a significant difference from all other major
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world religions such as Hinduism or Buddhism”™ (Kuschel 1998, p. 16).
To this day. however, we can see how the “major” and “minor” traci-
tions of European images of the Orient and Islam may collide, especial-
lv when debates reach their peak of intensity—as in the case of the
caricature dispute of 2006. Here exponents of the minor traditions of-
ten attempt, and are briefly enlisted by the media, to correct a one-
sidedly negative image of 1slam.

A third, pragmatic tradition developed against the background off
European (and later American) policies towards the Orient. Centuries
of conflict in Moorish Spain, prevention of free access to the trade
centers of Asia, and Ottoman military expansion into Southeastern and
Central Europe contributed to the development of a negative image of
the Orient and Islam—as exemplified in German “Turkish songs.” As
the German empire pursued its late colonial ambitions in the nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries. this image served as a pretest for a
paternalistic foreign policy. The Orient was considered weak and in
need of control. Contemporaries hailed the famous “Baghdad railway,”
built with German assistance, not just as an economic boon, but also as
a means of educating the natives. Statements such as the following by
nineteenth-century Scottish Orientalist William Muir, were developed
into a racist view of colonial subjects by colonial politicians such as the
British governor of Egypt, Lord Cromer: “The sword of Muhammad
and the Qur'an {Koran) are the most fatal enemies of civilization. truth,
and liberty which the world has vet known."? Identical statements are
still to be found today, on anti-Islamic Websites for example (ch. 3.2).

The image ol the Orient and Islan in contemporary Europe, that is,
since the Second World War, is to a large degree a microcosm ol the
perceptual traditions outlined above. While the two traditions of per-
ceptinn continue to exist, the maj()r traclition, the pcrcepﬁon of Islam
by the bourgeois mainstream, has become progressively unhinged from
the dichotomy of distancing and affection that was once part and parcel
of the European cultural legacy, hitting one low after another (K. Hafez,
2000a. b, 2002a). In place of the partly positive-exotic image of the
Orient still evident in the postwar era (reports from the court of the
Shah ol Persia and so on in major Enropean media) a new focus on
conflict has taken hold, traceable throngh several stages: Arab national-

ism, Middle East conflict, Palestinian terrorism, oil erisis, and finally re-

Islamization, exemplified by a number of striking events such as the
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Iranian revolution of 1978/1979, the Rushdie affair, the terrorist attacks
of 11 September 2001, subsequent attacks in London and Madrid, and
the caricature dispute. These events were certainly based on real con-
flicts, but triggered a revival of old tendencies to sweepingly equate
Islam with violence, repression, and fanaticism, as evident in the media
image of Islam (ch.3.1).

[n terms of content  the Iranian revolution of 1978/1979 was the key
turning-point with respect to the image of Islam. Other cacsuras fol-
lowed, such as the end of the Fast-West conflict in 1989 (Rul 2006), the
Rushdie affair, and the attacks of 11 September 2001. These did not
change the image of Islam in any substantive way, but helped emotion-
alize Western publics and expanded the domestic and foreign policy
dimensions informed by the notion of “Islam as the enemy” that had
been undergoing a revival since the Iranian revolution. As a result of
the Rushdie affair of 1989, Islam then entered into Europeans’ internal
lifeworld and imagination. While Muslims became an increasingly vis-
ible minority in Europe, triggering resentment on the part of many
through such things as mosque-building (Vertovee/Peach 1997, p. 24
£), the threats made by Iranian leaders on the life of England-based
writer Salman Rushdie seemed to symbolize a growing internal danger.
Several authors have pointed out that in the course of the Rushdie
affair, racist diatribes against Islam made a return to the public sphere
of bourgeois Europe. A racist worldview was expressed under the “pre-
text of criticism of Islam”™ (Vertovec/Peach 1997, p. 4, see also K. Hafez
2002a. vol. 2, p. 261-265). The terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001
are often wrongly interpreted as the key turning-point in a worsening
image of Islam. With regard to content, little has changed in the popu-
lar European image of Islam since 2001. All the typical features of the
negative image of Islam—[anaticism, repression, misogyny—were not
just latently present in a cultural sense, but had alveady been sufficient-
ly activated by the Iranian revolution and the Rushdie affair.

So "9/11” did little to change the substance of the prevailing dis-
course. but it was surely of crucial importance to the West's social
approach to Islam. It not only served to legitimize foreign wars in Al-
ghanistan and Traq (K. Hafez 2010a, p. 170-189), it also triggered an
clectoral breakthrough by right-wing populist parties in Europe and
sounded the alarm with respect to increasingly violent discrimination
against Muslims living in Europe (see below). Those who had harbored
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hopes that the slow learning processes of the liberal-democratic Euro-
pean political system with respect to the equality of religious minorities
would spill over into society were increasingly disappointed after 2001.
The terrorist attacks sparked off anti-Islamic social networks of all
kinds. now such a common presence on the Internet (ch. 3.2). “9/117
finally Taid bare the breach between system and society when it comes
to the topic of Islamn. Islam was now a major rather than peripheral
theme in the Turopean public sphere. For now it is unclear whether, as
with the Iranian revolution of 1978/1979. an event distant {rom the lives
of Ewropeans can alter the image of the Orient—in this case, stop it
from worsening. The Arab revolutions, uprisings, and processes of de-
mocratization that have occurred since 2010 have the potential to func-
tion as a kind of “paradoxical intervention™ an event so unexpectedly
positive and of such magnitude that it can alter images of the other and
perceptions of distance {ch. 3.1). Franz W. Droge rightly distinguishes
between three historical periodicities governing images of mnations,
which may be applied to the image ol Islam: a) enduring enltural
stereotypes (such as religious ideas), ) epochal cultural stercotypes
(such as ideas about the “Turks at the gates of Vienna™), and ¢) sterco-
types determined by a given historical period (such as German ideas
about “the French” during the Nazi period) (Droge 1967, p. 151). The
upheavals in the Arab world might well have a positive impact as con-
temporary historical events. At the same time, there is a high probabil-
ity that the image of the Orient will imnprove over the short term, but
not the enduring cultural negative image of Islam, prevalent in the
West for more than a thousand years. In other words, the cvents in the
Orient may be welcomed, but only so long as they can be viewed as a
kind of “Western” process of democratization, without the involvement
of Islamic forces.

Opinion polls and major social scientific studies of the 1990s and
2000s confinm that problems relating to the image of Islam had already
appeared before 2001, but the terrorist attacks of 11 September caused
a kind of social dam to break. Alongside social networks, this involved
aspects of established party politics and put the Islamophobic ideology
of neo-civie right-wing populisin on the European agenda. The best-
known study on Islamophobia in the 1990s was probably the 1997 re-
port Islamophobia: A Challenge for Us All by the British Runnymede
Trust, produced in collaboration with the British interior ministry or
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Home Office (Runnymede Trust 1997). This made a first attempt to
define Islamophobia. The Trust identified as Islamophobic statements
referring to Islam—or to Muslims as a social or religious group—as
religiously orideologically monolithic. alien to the West, violent. gener-
ally irrational, and misogynistic. All these elements were already clearly
evident in the image of Islam found in European media during the
[ranian revolution of 1978/1979 and in the media reports on the Rush-
cie affair (K. Hafez 2000b, 2002q, vol. 2, p. 207 (1), During the Iranfan
revolution, major European media often equated Islam with politics.
Islamic politics with fundamentalisin, and Islamic fundamentalisin with
violent extremism. Many other psycho-logics inherent in the image of
Islam were in evidence, generally based on selective perception and
worst-case generalizations. Often, the image of Islam in Europe was
characterized by a tendency to construct “Islami” as a mirror image of
“the West” with different and antagonistic values and behavior pat-
terns—religious, fanatical, repressive, and collectivist Islam versus the
enlightened. rational, liberal, and peace-loving West. What this appar-
ent construction of a mirror image entailed was in fact a forn of “antip-
odal thinking,” which evaluated fundamental anthropological categories
differently in the case of Muslims than with respect to the Western
world. For example. there was a widespread assumption that religion
and politics ave inseparable in the Islamic world. This, of course, is not
the case: as a country like Turkey shows, secularization can and does
oceur in the Islamic world (K. Hafez 20104, p. 76 If.). So this mentality
was characterized not only by an imuage of the difference and antago-
nism of another culture

a “new racism” according to Balibar—Dbut also
by a specific image of humanity recalling older forms of genetic racism,
a point we shall be returning to later.

The studies of the 1990s. however, were incapable of clarifying how
representative and formative of Europeans™ image of Islam Islamo-
phobic image constructs were. Generalizing statements of this kind cer-
tainly cropped up again and again, but then as now the image of Islam
also contained neutral elements that are less generalizing, negative, and
boundary-marking. The research was largely limited to media content,
as representative social scientific surveys were infeasible at the time due
to the high costs. And in theoretical terms 1 have already highlighted
the problematic fact that we cannot look at Islamophobic i mages in
isolation from social values and attitudes. let alone as inevitably guiding
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how people behave. But some of these issnes were resolved in subse-
quent years. The attacks of 11 September 2001 not only gave a tremen-
dous boost to Islamophobia but also to related research. It became
apparent that even a comparatively lv)rogressive pc)liticul system such as
that of the United Kingdom did not stop citizens from cultivating Islam-
ophobic attitudes (Vertovec 2002) and even in states like the Nether-
lands, formerly considered models of tolerance, a huge shift in attitudes
ocenrred. There was serious public diseussion of absurdities like a ban
on Islam, the deportation of Muslims, and the abolition of the gender
division in mosques, though such ideas were not implemented (Cesari
2006, p. 32). It was not long before major opinion surveys were
launched to examine more precisely what people actually thought.

In 2005, for example. Pew, the famous American public opinion
research institute, published a study within the framework of the Pew
Global Attitudes Project that showed a slight preponderance of positive
attitudes towards Muslims in countries such as France and the United
Kingdom, while in Germany and the Netherlands negative views pre-
vailed (Pew Rescarch Center 20035 In these countries a majority
thought a ban on headscarves was a good idea or believed that Islam is
fundamentally more violent than Christianity or Judaism. The differ-
ences in respondents’ evaluations were extreme. with less than 5 per-
cent viewing Christianity as violent but more than 80 percent taking this
view of Islam. More than 70 percent of the population in countries such
as Germany, the Netherlands, Spain, France. and the United States
expressed fear of Islam. In France, Germany, and the Netherlands,
majoritics were against Muslim immigration; Britons, Spaniards, and
Poles had a rather more positive attitude. So it comes as no surprisc that
a study by the World Economic Forum on “Islam and the West: Annual
Report on the State of Dialogue” (2008) found that Europeans often
have no interest in an improved dialogue with Muslims. A study carried
out in a number of European countries, and with the participation of
the University of Miinster's “Religion and Politics” research group
headed by Detlef Pollack, found that while in most Western European
countries the image ol Islam is slightly more positive. around 60 to 80
percent ol Germans associate Islam with violence and fanaticism and a
majority rejects the idea that society could benefit from cultural and
religious pluralism (Pollack 2010). This figure is almost twice as high as
in France. Portugal, or the neighboring country of Denmark. In Ger-
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many only around 20 percent approve of the building of mosques, while
the figure is 50 percent in Denmark.

Despite certain grey areas with respect to the issues considered and
methods used, which dilfer to some extent, an unpalatable trend is
unmistakable here. Of all the countries studied, when it comes to Tslam-
ophobia, Germany is the reigning “European champion.” Central Euro-
pean states such as Germany and the Netherlands are now hotbeds of
Islamophobia. Throughout Europe. however, prejudices against Mus-
lims arc not just present among lower social strata, but firmly en-
trenched in bourgeois society. We are not dealing here with elite Islam-
ophobic ideas or peripheral social groups, but with hostility towards
Islam reaching deep into the heart of European societies.

This problem is also found in the United States, making it a “West-
ern” rather than European phenomenon. A supplementary Pew survey
from 2010 is interesting in this connection. As Barack Obamu’s smnding
declined duaring his presidency in the wake of numerous political con-
Mlicts and defeats, his popularity sulfered. In addition. ever more people
believed that he was a Muslim rather than a Christian. This notion was
especially widespread among his political opponents, in other words
supporters of the Republican Party, about a third of whom held this
beliel (Pew Research Center 2010). Political antagonism and the notion
of Islam as the “enemy” thus seem to be closely bound up with one
another. Many national studies essentially confirm the findings of these
major international comparative surveys. Up to hall of the American
population believes that Islam is a religion of violence and hate and that
Mushims are violent; a third believes that Muslims per se are anti-
American; and a growing number of citizens are prepared to curtail the
civil rights of American Muslims (Haddad/Ricks 2009, p. 23, Nisbet et
al. 2009, p. 164, 167, 172). It would no longer be correct, therefore, to
state that Americans are religiously tolerant in any general sense, at
least when issues of security come into play (see below). Increasing
numbers of people are willing to respond to fears about security
through discrimination, and to suspend the rules of liberal democracy.

Numerous surveys carried out in Germany in the 1990s indicated
that a majority were already afraid of and felt an aversion to Islam
(Allensbacher Jahrbuch 1997, p. 62).% A 2006 survey commissioned by
stern magazine confirms that around a third of Germans fear Islam,
while a majority regard Islam not as an enrichment but as a threat.* The
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Shell Youth Study of 2006 reveals a diffuse xenophobia and a relatively
large number of first-time voters opting for far-right parties among
German youth.? The 2007 study by the German interior ministry men-
tioned earlier shows that the incidence of Islamophobia among non-
Muslims is higher than that of Christophobia among Muslims (ch. 1.4).
In Germany, in the long-term study “German realities”™ (Deutsche
Zustinde). Bielefeld sociologists around Wilhelm Heitmever have
made similar findings. This study shows that a sometimes substantial
majority of Germans do not want Muslim ncighbors and believe that
Islam is not suited to the West (Heitmeyer 2005, see also Leibold 2010,
Zick et al. 2011). No less than 20 percent take the view that it would be
better if there were no Muslims in Germany and if there was a ban on
Muslim immigration; 84 percent think the Muslim religion and culture
is not suited to Western culture; around 60 percent believe that Mus-
lims strongly support terrorism (Heitmeyer 2006). Further, Jodie T.
Allen and Richard Wike work on the assumption that fear of parallel
socicties and terror is greater in Germany than in all other Western
countries, basing themsclves on data from Pew (Allen/Wike 2009, p.
138 {1.).

National studies in other European countries have largely corrobo-
rated these trends (European Monitoring Centre 2006a. p. 44 {1.). In
Denmark, for example, opinion polls show that many Danes believe
that Muslims will eventually form a majority of the Danish population.
In Spain, 80 percent believe that Muslims are essentially authoritarian.
while 57 percent of Spaniards regard Muslims as prone to violence. In
Ttaly, a majority believe that Muslims support international terrovism.
No less than a quarter of Austrians dislike the idea of having Muslims as
neighbors. In Finland, 50 percent of those surveyed take a negative
view of Islam, and in the United Kingdom 40 percent of young people
exhibit Islamophobic attitudes.

Overall. we find plenty of evidence of growing Islamophobia among
large sections of the European public, often among majorities. As this
chapter proceeds, we will be looking at the causes and effects of this
image of Islam, but at this point it seems helpful to assess the current
structure and extent of Tslamophobia in Europe. In 2006, the Swiss
Federal Commission against Racism attempted to identily the basic
characteristics of negative ideas about Islam. It came to the following
conclusions. Even before the attacks of 11 September 2001, the Euro-
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pean public opinion showed a clear tendency to exclude Muslims both
religiously and culturally and ascribe to them an incompatibility with
(Jhmstmmt,}. and the We
Up to the present, many people not only make sweepingly negative
judgements of Islam but also place far too much emphasis on religion,
despite the fact that the majority of Muslims do not strictly practice
theirs.® Muslims are associated with “images of traditional practices”

st \\Lxdgcnossls(h(f Kommission 2006, p. 14 ff.).

even il they have no connection with them. Muslims are becoming the
“new scapegoats” and are [requently subject to collective condenmation
as aresult of distant events (in Afghanistan for example).

In light of the empirical findings on Western public opinion, which
have appeared in ever-greater quantities over the last few vears, such
evaluations are quite correct. If we take the simplest definition of “Is-
lamophobia,” namely the expression of a sweepingly negative view of
the religion and uﬂh_m, of Islam and of Muslims as a religious and
social group. then there is plenty of evidence that most Westerners are
“Islamophobic.” Do most Westerners exhibit a hegemonice, anti-Islamic
racisin’? Modern sociologists often refer to the “construction of the oth-

er” when investigating images ol “foreigners” and other groups. One of
A ¢ groug

the construction paradigm’s key components is the assumption that
social psychological categories such as “the familiar,” “the other,” or
“foreign,” which are elements of the definition of “people,” “nation,”
“citizen,” and “foreigner” in public discourse and law, should be seen as
results of social definition processes. From an anthropological perspec-
tive “foreignness” is not a constant quality, but a social act of separating
in-groups and out-groups. based on the need to identi ly and a belief in
difference, an act of separating so findamental that it influences the
coexistence of states and societies politically and socially (through the
concept of the nation, for instance). Here, religion and culture become
\ntnall\ “natural” hallmarks of difference that make it difficult or im-
poss1ble for groups to live together

If images of Islam enter into th(' construction of the foreign, that is.

ideas about the Islamic world become criteria of difference shaping
thc definition of social groups, then this means that the characteristics
ol these images can move beyond the level of the transenltural imagi-
nary, l)ou)mmd [actors in everyday social life (inicrolevel), institutional
behavior (mcsolcx el), and domestic pohhcx {macrolevel). What are the
implications of these images of Islam for the construction of the other?
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Public images of Islam exhibit the unmistakable attributes of extreme
collective perception. Processes such as the reduction of complexity in
favor of a pars pro toto view of Islam in which a multiplicity of religious,
political, and social realities are reduced to a single phenomenon.
namely radical-fundamentalist and fanatical Islam, like the other princi-
ples of perception and construction evidently inherent in images of
Islam, are typical of the world views and concepts of the enemy found
among extremist political groups (I'mnke 1986, p. 132-136). What we
find here is an unexpected structural allinity between common demo-
cratic and extremist images of the other. The public view of Islam is
highly selective, stereotypical, sloganeering, and disparaging, and shows
the same kind of uniformity typical of ideclogical schemata. There is a
strong tendency here towards a “radical style of thought,” as Aleida and
Jan Assmann describe the inclination for dualistic models of values,
inescapable logical alternatives, and absolute truths, which they regard
as essential features of the profane society of Western modernity amidst
the clash of cultures (Assmann/Assmann 1990, p. 25 11).

3

In addition, the embedding of Islam in a worldview privileging cul-
tural difference seems to be linked to the development of modern ra-
cism. As discussed earlier, this “racism without races™ (Balibar) tends to
highlight affiliation to a particular culture as the supreme criterion of
difference rather than physical characteristics (see also A. Bithl 2010, p.
293 {.). Many Europeans think in terms of a fundamental cultural or
even anthropological difference between Muslims and non-Muslims of
the kind conmmon among supporters of the “new right” (Hoéhne 1995, p.
74-79). Dichotomous images such as the “modern West” versus “back-
ward Islam”™ or “peacelul West” versus “violent Islain™ almost inevitably
lead to processes of social border-marking distinguished by a high de-
gree of latent violence, as “us and them” are constructed as opposites.

Since the tum of the new millennium, there has been a lot of evi-
dence to suggest that Islam can inspire a regression from cultural to
genetic racism. Geneticists such as Charles Watson have begun to dis-
cuss questions long believed resolved such as those relating to the in-
nate intelligence of “blacks” and “whites.” What is more, popular critics
of Islam such as Oriana Fallaci in Ttaly or Thilo Sarrazin in Germany
have repeatedly used biologistic metaphors and referred to genes in
their writing, which has not stopped their books from becoming best-
sellers. Thilo Sarrazin: “It is a fact that the incidence of congenital
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disabilities is nuch higher among Turkish and Kurdish migrants” (Sar-
razin 2010, p. 316).7 Or: “All Jews share a specific gene: Basques have
certain genes that distinguish them from others.” These ideas are often
linked with the revival of social Darwinism—and all this is happening as
Europe is gripped by financial and economic crisis. In this view, natural
characteristics lead to social segregation and selection. What counts is
the survival of the fittest rather than social recognition. The affinity
between biology and social Darwinism is merely superficial, however,
as the latter is a vulgar form of Darwinisn. ivolutionary theory has
never denied the influence of environmental factors on human learning
processes.

In light of the huge popularity of authors such as Fallaci and Sarra-
zin in Europe, Albrecht von Lucke rightly refers to a new “elite racism.”
to a shifting of the middle towards ideas of inequality and to both a
“relativization of the principle of equality and justice” and a new “bour-
geois coalition” (von Lucke 2009, p. 58). It is in fact fair to say that this
highly selective view of Islam and Muslims (and often Arabs, Turks, and
Iranians as well), which argues in terms of cultural or even genetic
inequality, is a new form of racist yet socially acceptable Islamophobia,
one that is widespread in bourgeois Europe and frequently incurs no
social taboo. This differentialist conception is expressed in a fundamen-
tal distinction between the messages of Islam and those of Christianity
or the West, and even more in the image of Muslims, Christians, or
Europeans in religious, human, and social terms. This conception tends
to present a sweeping view of Islam as an inferior. negatively charged,
problematic religion and culture and can certainly be deseribed in nuce
as racist. as it scems incapable of making any distinction between differ-
ent schools of thought, actors, and so on, and makes no attempt to back
up its critique with hard evidence. The exaggeration of supposed cultu-
ral differences has already been referred to in the research as “con-
cealed prejudice” (Zick et al. 2011, p. 35). There are formal differences
between stereotypical images of Islam, as these are not always explicitly
disparaging and do not always present Islam as the enemy but may
merely essentialize and culturalize. That Islam is regarded as “different”
does not necessarily mean it is seen as “worse” than one's own religion
or culture. But differentialisi, culturalisin, and racism often go togeth-
er. It is surely not the same if an individual experiences Islam “merely”

as other—more religiously devout for instance—or as incompatible
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with her own culture. But at least when we look at this latter variant, we
have to ask whether “incompatibility” means that one “cannot stand”
Muslims, in other words one holds them in very low regard. When all is
said and done, citizens of a liberal society do not have to adopt a
“foreign” lifestyle. But they must be able to put up with this lifestvle
within their social environment, and occasionally engage with it. In

everyday life, differentialism and culturalism may function as a kind of

crypto-Islamophobia, as they foster an extreme perception of Muslims
as the stercotypical other with whon a relationship is undesirable. Most
public opinion surveys or social scientific studies point beyond this,
showing that in present-day Europe majorities often embrace clearly
disparaging images of Islam—in other words explicit Islamophobia.
Variants of Islamophobia come into play not just in anti-Islamic
statements, but also in those supposedly intended to recognize Islam.
Such discourse calls for acceptance and tolerance of Islam because, for
example, these things are legally enshrined in a liberal, democratic or-
der. But mention of this imperative ol tolerance is not followed by any
reference to anything the addressees might have in connnon with Mus-
lims and Islam—by recalling, for example, Islam’s history of tolerance,
particularly with respect to Judaism. Instead the emphasis is on the
persecution of Christians in the Islamic world and its supposed justifica-
tion in the Koran. Few would suspect that Cairo alone is home to
hundreds of churches. Christianity, meanwhile, is portrayed as essen-

tially reformed, peaceful, and tolerant.9 A philosophy of tolerance of

this kind does not provide a way forward. Beneath the patina of civic
tolerance lurks latent essentialism and Islamophobia. From the stand-

point of the theory of multicultural liberalism, these are cases of

“pseudo—recogl iition.”

The concept of “respectable Islamophobia™ evokes a comparison
with “respectable anti-Semitism” (see below). A number of authors
have now pointed to the affinity between these phenomena (see for
example Heitmeyer 2003, p. 20, Benz 2009, K. Halez 1999a, Schiffer
2009). The comparison that suggests itsell here is not so much with the
image of the Jews held by the Nazis, but with the anti-Semitism of the
nineteenth century, which was more subtle in nature. Micha Brumlik:
“No, the Turks of today are not the Jews of yesterday, but their situation
may in fact resemble that of an earlier generation of Jews.”10
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In both images of the other, theological clichés (Jews as Jesus-killers,
Muslims as a threat to Christianity) are combined with the fear of the
infiltration or conquest of Europe or its states through a religion-based
conspiracy. There are surely many differences in the images of Jews and
Muslims, probably anchored chiefly in the very different global position
of Jews and Muslims—Jews form the majority only in Israel, while
Muslims do so in many different countries. But the historical-diachron-
ic overlap of the images prevalent within nincteenth-century anti-Semi-
tism and present-day Islamophobia are sometimes so striking that in
1999 Ignatz Bubis. long-time chair of the Central Council of Jews in
Germany, concluded that anti-Semitism and Islamophobia are essen-
tially similar and that the negative image of Islam is now underpinned
by the same false information that once led to contemptuous attitudes
towards Judaism (Bubis 1999, K. Hafe/Steinbach 1999). In 2004, a
study by the University of Zurich on behalf of the Anti-Defamation
League (ADL), B'nai Brith Ziirich, and the Swiss Federal Commission
against Racisn found that regardless of the historical affinity, the image
of Jews and Muslins in preseni-day Switzerland is notably dilferent:
Jews are perceived in an overwhelmingly positive way, Muslims nega-
tively: Jews are generally viewed as victims of anti-Semitism, Muslims
as perpetrators of terrorism, with the sole exception of the Middle East
conflict, where perpetrators and victims are acknowledged on both
sides (Meier et al. 2004). So parallels between anti-Semitism and Islam-

ophobia do not exist in all historical periods; contemporary images of

1‘(~;>Iig]'()us groups vary., Structural affinities exist 1'nuinly in a diachronic
sense, between the current i mage of Islam and the historical image of
Jews. Nowadays, Islamophobia is at home in the mainstream of bour-
geois society, while anti-Semitism has been largely, although not com-
pletely, banished to its extreme fringes.

All of this throws up the question of whether there is a close connec-
tion between the image of Islam as the enemy in the mainstream Euro-
pean public sphere and the aggressive hostility to foreigners in extre-
mist circles. It is particularly important here to distinguish between the
construction of the Islamic other, characterized by the “perceptual ex-
tremism” of sweeping denigration and culturalism—what we might call
and the anti-Islamic racisin found within

mainstreamn Islamophobia

far right circles in Europe. What we find here is that the concept of

racism is only of limited value in studying the relations between major-
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ity opinion, extremism. and discrimination (Ulrich Bielefeld 1991, p.
IS) Islamophobia is not identical with the racism of the far right, even
if it is often “quite apparent” that those espousing them “see things in a
quite similar way” (Uli Bielefeld 1993, p. 37). What mainstream Islamo-
phobia and far-right Islamophobia have in common is that due to a
warped view of reality, both tend to construct an essential difference
between the Islamic and Western worlds and, as a concomitant, to
sweepingly condemm Islam. European majorities and their far right
minoritics define “the other” in similar ways. but differ greatly in th(‘n
approach to the other. We may assume that the majority differs from
the minority in that it is not prone to violence. In other words, the
majority may cultivate an Islamophobic racism, but the vast majority of
the majority uphold the civic value consensus, which includes an ab-
sence of violence (ch. 1.4). We may even assume that the majority’s
Islamophobia is unintentional. Tt does not necessarily involve pursuit of
a political goal in the narrower sense and does not have to be political-
ideological in character. It may sirply be a prejudice structure inherent
in the European Iinaginary, onc endowed with cnduring contemporary
relevance by many media after the Iranian revolution, an Islamophobia
now being handed down through the interplay of media, opinion lead-
ers, and the institutions of primary, secondary. and tertiary socialization.
The majority are Islamophobic and racist, but they do not adhere to a
uniforim racist worldview that privileges violence. The majority prob-
ably do not even think their Islamophobia is racist.

Nonetheless. Andreas Zick is right when he states that “concepts of
xenophobia, prejudices and racism [are partly] generated throngh pub-
lic debates” (Zick 1994, p. 119). The Islamophobic massacre and bownb
attack in Norway in 2011 prompted a new kind of debate, which asked:
Was mass killer Anders Breivik a “lone wolf” or does majority society
bear some of the responsibility in light of its socially acceptable [slamo—
phobia (see below)? It is not just a \\qdel\ shared worldview that is it at
issue here, but the fact that European culture still lacks a binding taboo
on Islamophobia. As Edward W. Said already noted: "For no other
ethnic or religious group is it true that virtually anvthing can be written
or said about it, without challenge or demurral™ (Said 1995, p. 287).
And this is just where a new politics and culture of recognition in liberal
society would have to come in, a culture of the kind we have already
considered on a theoretical level. While the Islamophobia of the bour-
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geois majority may have originally developed as a social prejudice of an
unintentional, quite unconscious kind, since 2001 at the latest is has
become very apparent that neo-populists, I'ivght—wing extremists, and
many other social actors have successfully pursued a kind of secondary
ideologization. Right-wing neo-populists in particular have increasingly
endowed bourgeois Islamophobia with a political direction that it
lacked in the 19905 (see below),

Il Europe has a sometimes hegemouic proclivity for a culturally
racist view of Islam and intolerance towards Muslims as a social group,
then we must acknowledge that there is a chasm between the political
system of liberal democracy and Europe’s social and cultural mindset,
But what of the long-term survival of a political system that not only
guarantees rights of private religious freedom but also demands equal
treatment of religions by the state and which is making a reality of this,
albeit slowly and inconsistently? A majority of European publics essen-
tially want the exact opposite: unequal treatment, discrimination, exclu-
sion of Islaun from the state and public sphere, even bans on immigra-
tion and physical displacement. For now liberal democracy persists,
since even a majority of those who feel antagonistic towards Islam sup-
port the constitution and basic rules of the system. In the United States,
however, opinion surveys have clearly shown that the tightrope walk
characteristic of such a “tolerant society” will be hard to sustain over the
long term and may rapidly come to a sorry end. Antagonism towards a
religious and social minority is generating calls for restrictions on basic
rights. The tendency towards improved rights of representation within
the state or poliﬁcal sphcro is coming up against pownrfhl opposition
[rom political parties and the legislative branch. It is doubtful that the
judicial and exceutive branches of European states will remain steadfast
in such a situation.

There are two conceivable future scenarios: a collapse of political
systems with unforeseeable consequences or a form of cultural and
social development that prompts at least sections of bourgeois Europe
to move awvay from negative tolerance and embrace positive recognition
of the Muslim minority, generating a new consensus on the multicultu-
ral, liberal socicty. Conservative approaches centered on a “leading cul-
ture” (Leithultur) and “integration” are an attempt to reach a social
compromise. But they ultimately go too far in pandering to majority
resentments, and are usually limited to granting basic rights within the

1

[2.82]

[2.63]




DRAET SOCIETY

private sphere. The exponents of such approaches are also keen to go
further in imposing the will of the majority on the state and public
spheres. From a theoretical perspective, conservative ideologies are a

precise reflection and expression of Europe’s current schizophrenia
caught between the liberalism of much of its political system and the
intolerance of much of society.
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Before we begin a closer analysis of neo-populist parties that would
like to see a dictatorship of the majority, are opposed to the liberal
order, and wish to upsct the fragile balance between system and socicty,
it is interesting to note that since 2001 at the latest a number of West-
ern politicians have recognized the danger of a rupture between the
political and social order with respect to Islam. In 2004, then secretary-
general of the United Nations, Kofi Annan, warned against Islamopho-
bia. calling it one of the worst forms of religious intolerance. Muslims in
the West, he claimed, are far too often subject to suspicion, intimida-
tion, and discrimination.!! The German Islamn Conference was opened
in 2006 with a statement underlining the need to combat “racism, anti-
Semitism and extremism” (Deutsche Islam Konferenz 2009, p. 71 ;
Though there was still an attempt to avoid the term “Istamophobia”
here, in a later specch then interior minister Wolfgang Schiuble eriti-

cized distorted views of Islam and referred to an “emotional rift be-
tween people” that worried him greatly (Deutsche Islam Konferenz,
2009, p. 23)—conservative code for a critique of the general public’s
racism. Differing sensibilities among Germans were also evident during
the debate on Thilo Sarrazin’s senophobic polemic Deutschland schafft
sich ab ("Germany is abolishing itsell™; 2010). While most citizens of
Germany agreed with his ideas, Chancellor Angela Merkel and other
leading politicians were highly critical and drove him from office.

[2.65] The system-society rupture with respect to Islam has now even
come to the attention of those conservative commentators who tend to
be more representative of society’s Islamophobia than of multicultural
recognition. Alexander Gauland:

[2.66] [What we see] is the aloofness of a political and media elite who are
unwilling to accept a reality, even to discuss it, because it clashes
with the official concept of a multicultural society. . . . But no society
has ever survived over the long term if it has tried to banish reality,
while preferring to lock up those who call it what it is. The GDR was
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not the first but is certainly the most recent example of the self-
inflicted nemesis that will result. 12

Gauland agrees that there is a chasm between the political system and [2.87]
much of society, but believes the system must fall into line with society.
abandoning all attempts to pursue a multicultural policy of recognition.
What the conservative Gauland fails to see is that we can, and in light of
the liberal social imaginary must, turn this evaluation on its head. When
it comes to Islam, many members of European societies have clearly
not internalized the values of positive tolerance necessary to maintain-
ing the system, and wish to isolate Muslims as a supposedly dangerous
and disagrecable group. He is rightly worried about the stability of the
system. but his solution is to privilege the “will of the people™ he fails to
grasp that equality for Muslims in the justice system, state. and public
sphere cannot be achieved in this way. In his analysis. Muslims are
unassimilated intruders in a community of citizens whose willingness to

tolerate a disa\greeablc minority, in a “civic” sense. is b(-_eginning to run
out. Notably, Gauland assuines that multicalturalism is the guiding
principle of the conservative government of Angela Merkel. This is
surprising given how she and the CDU have railed against multicultu-
ralism. Again, though, this reinforces the point that in their role as party

of government, the CDU has de facto made considerable progress to-
wards the recognition of Muslims (ch. 1.2},

So what is interesting about Gauland’s analysis is his correct supposi- [2.68]
tion of a looming rupture between system and society on the question
of Islam. But he is essentially Islamophobic and quite wrong to rage
against the conservative elite. The dispute over Sarrazin showed that
the conservative assimilatory consensus with regard to Islani has begun
to break down. It is not just Merkel's Christian Democrat government
that took a critical view of Sarrazin and that to some extent rejects his
view of Islam as the enemy. but also conservative intellectuals such as
Frank Schirrmacher. editor of the influential Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung newspaper. We might refer to the development of a “modern
conservatism,” though this does not constitute a strategic grouping,.
Schirrmacher for example fails to grasp the risk of a system-society
mpture, which is clearly apparent in the way Islam is perceived. For
him there is no problem of racism in Germany; since 1945, the country
has developed a “great sensitivity to rvacism and totalitarianism of all
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kinds,” ™ a thesis contradicted by statistics on German Islamophobia. At
best, his analysis is more or less correct when applied to anti-Semitism
(see below). In Schirrmacher’s interpretation. the mvth of a society
purged of and liberated from racism has clearly caused him to suppress
awareness of new dangers. He ignores the fact that while German soci-
ety has indeed made a sustained effort to combat anti-Semitism over
the past few decades. it has failed to apply the same approach to other
ethuic and religious minorities.

Overall, then, the conservative camp now [eatures a number of quite
different views on Islam:

* a generally enlightened view that entails a willingness to improve
Muslims’ equality as citizens, but which either transligures
{Schirrmacher) or disensses with timidity (Schimble) the prob-
lewns arising [rom the looming rupture between system and soci-
ety. a tendency reinforced. of course, by the fact that their own
clientele is largely Islamophobic:

e an essentially Islamophobic perspective whose exponents accuse
their own elites of being too acconmodating and clearly want to
roll back the nascent conservative policy of dialogue and recogni-
tion (Gauland).

This distinction is interesting with respect to the neo-populist or right-
wing populist parties that have recently emerged in Europe. These
might be considered the new proponents of a conservative roll-back of
the policy of recognition, who threaten to unbalance the system of
“liberal democracy.” They want to give society the upper hand over the
political system. The hegemonic views of the majority society must
reconquer the state and public sphere. Schools and other institiutions
must be freed of symbols of the presence of Muslims; mosques, if they
are to be built at all, must be relegated to the periphery and remain
inconspicuous through the banning of minarets, while the Christian
character of institutions and the state must be privileged as the coun-
try's core tradition. Exponents of such views. professing their commit-
ment to liberal-democratic constitutions, dispute that their ideas run
counter both to the efforts made over the last few decades to achieve
legal equality and to individual rights of religious freedom. But the
tension between these imperatives is nnmistakable. Right-wing popu-
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lists are radical democrats who wish to make the majority completely
dominant—in this sense they do indeed deserve to be called “popu-
list"—and who have reservations about the “liberal” element of “liberal
democracy.” But since liberality is part and parcel of Europe’s political
systems, tensions between these systems and Eumpean 1i gl]t-\vin g pop-
ulists are inevitable.

Ultimately. then, the question we must face is whether this move-
ment, which allegedly supports the constitution, would not in fact over-
throw present clites and alter the system if'it gained power. So far, most
right-wing populists operate below the level of open confrontation with
the system, Their main function consists in stirring up social tensions
between majorities and the Muslims of Europe. But we should assume
that these parties have the potential electoral support of up to a quarter
or more of European publics in many European countries. This seg-
ment of society openly espouses xenophobic views such as “loreigners
just want to live off benelits.” Such attitudes have intensified over the
course of the 2000s and have moved [rom the margins to the “center” of
European societies (O. Decker/Brithler 2008, O. Decker et al. 2008,
2010). Though we should be careful of making comparisons with Na-
tional Socialism, we cannot rule out the possibility, should right-wing
populist parties take power in European nation states, rather than
merely being junior coalition partners as in Finland, Denmark, and
Austria, that the majority’s pent-up rage with regard to Islam may put
the political system in danger.

American theorist of liberalism Alan Wolfe has desceribed the cold,
harsh ideology of neo-populist parties as “reactionary™:

Onue finds in them no generosity of spirit toward people whose coudi-
tions of life have been difficult in the extreme: no heart-warming
accounts of their courage in leaving one land and trv and achieve
success in another; no sense that all cultures have something to val-
ue: no appreciation of the underlying mmiversality of all people what-
ever their national differences: no recognition of the fact that peace
among cultures is a worthier objective than war between them: and
no acknowledgement that the society being protected, far from being
flavless, could use an injection of new ideas and entreprencurial
energy (Wolle 2009, p. 204).
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Propaganda directed against foreigners and immigrants has always been
a signiﬁcant aspect of right—\\-‘ing popu!ist movements anc parties in
Europe. Since the attacks of 2001, however, xenophobia has become
specifically directed against Islam and Muslims (Cesari 2006, p. 31,
Hartleb 2011, p. 29 [, Ehrke 2002, p. 17). In these circles. 1 slamophiob-
ic polemics are nothing new. As early as 1990, Beat Christoph Biischlin,
a contributor to far-right magazine Junge Fretheit (“Young Freedom™)
wrote a pamphlet titled “Tslam Will Devour Us™ in which he described
France as the bridgehead of an Islamic invasion of Europe (Baschlin
1990). In the 1990s. far-right extremists across Europe frequently ac-
cused Muslims of “exploiting” and “oppressing” their hosts and of want-
ing to destroy Europe with its Christian heritage (Pinn 2000, p. 94). In
the 2000s and 2010s. however, Islamophobia grew exponentially among
Europe’s ever more mumerous 1‘igllt~\\fing populist parties:

o Austria: the Freedom Party (Freiheitliche Partei Osterreichs or
FPO) and Alliance for the Future of Austria (Biindnis Zukunft
Osterreich or BZO). Having long been led by Jérg Haider, these
parties are among the oldest far-right parties of Europe. The lead-
er of the FPO, Heinz Christian Strache, once described Islam as

the “fascism of the twentv-first century” and rejected the idea of

building mosques and minarets, which, he stated, are out of keep-
ing with the landscape of Europe. H These parties advocate a bun
on minarets and headscarves and refer to a “erecping Islamiza-
tion” of Burope (Bauer 2011, p. 58).

¢ France: National Front (Front National or TN). Together with
Haider's FPO, this party, built up over the years by Jean-Marie Le
Pen. is in a sense the forefather of modern far-right parties in
Europe. Le Pen was so successful that he made it into the second
round of the 2002 presidential election. His successor and daugh-
ter Marine Le Pen has stepped up her party’s Islamophobice rhet-
oric, referring to Muslims as oceupicrs of French territory and
accuses all Muslims ol being Islaniists. '8

e Denmark: the Danish People’s Party (Dansk Folkeparti or DF).
The party’s main theme is the need to put a stop to immigration
and warnings about “criminal foreigners and Islamists™ (Beer
2009, p. 95).
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e Finland: True Finns, Ordinary Finns or The Finns Party (Perus- [2.80]
suomalaiset or PS/PERUS). This party counts among its ranks
known haters of Islam such as Jussi Halla-aho, who has called the
Prophet Muhammad a paedophile and mused about the genetic
causes of theft. 17

¢ The Netherlands: Freedom Party (Partij voor de Vrijheid or PVV), [2.81]
In 2010, far-right populist Geert Wilders and his party took 21.6
percent ol the vote in local elections, making the PVV the second
biggest party in the conntry. While he only managed around 15
percent at the parliamentary elections of the same year. this still
made his party the country’s third biggest. Wilders is one of the
most vehement and clearly Islamophobic crities of Islam, who
calls the Koran fascist, refers to Muslim hooligans, and states that
Muslims should clean the pavements with their toothbrushes
(Langenbacher/Schellenberg 2010)—horrifvingly reminiscent of
the treatment of the Jews, who were forced to do just such things
under Nazi rule in Germany. Wilders won clections by advocating
a ban on the building of mosques and on allowing Muslims into
the country. His unnuanced message is that Islam is a threat to
the Western lifestyle. Despite his popularity and successes, his
open Islamophobia has made it difficult for him to work with the

established parties, which reject his sloganeering.

¢ Sweden: Sweden Democrats (Sverigedemokraterna or  SD). [2.82]
Though Sweden has long been regarded as a bastion of Northern
European liberalism, the far-right populist Sweden Democrats
made it into parliament for the fivst ime in 2010. Their greatest
PR coup was to disseminate a photograph of burqa-clad women
waiting in line for welfare benefits. 15

o [Italy: the Northern League (Lega Nord or LN). This is one of the [2.83]
oldest right-wing parties with populist tendencies. It not only agi-
tates agninst in'lmigmtion from Islamic countries but supports re-
gional initiatives against mosque-building and Islamic schools
(Bauer 2011, p. 75).

e Switzerland: Swiss People’s Party (Schweizerische Volkspartei or [2.84
SVP). Rose to international prominence in 2009 when it instigated
a relerendwn that resulted in a ban on the construction of mina-
rets (ch. 1.1). The party rejects everything that it views as special
religious rights, including special burial rules for Muslims, the
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introduction of which can only be seen as an act of equalization.
With the success of the Swiss People’s Party in 2009 and Wilders'
election victories in the Netherlands. in the late 2000s Europe
was gripped by an “increasingly Islamophobic mood™ ™ and Islam-
ophobia in Europe was widely politicized. The example of the
Swiss People’s Party, however. demonstrates that far-right popu-
lists sometimes package their antagonisin towards Islam with con-
siderable skill. At least in its official manifesto the party deliber-
ates without the nsual clichés. Its arguinents are not Islamophobic
in a narrow sense, instead focusing. in a highly selective way, on
phenomena that infringe human rights and should therefore find
favor even among those who are not Islamophobic. No references
here to Muslims or Islam as monolithic entities. Yet Muslims only
ever appear in the manifesto in association with negative prac-
tices. This is a kind of “enlightened Islamophobia” based on selec-
tive perception and agenda-setting, which we will be returning to
in connection with the media view of Islamn (ch. 3.1) and which,
along witl classical Islamophobia {essentialist racisin}, contributes
to the stigmatization of Muslims as a social group. An excerpt
from the 2011 manifesto:

No doubt just a small minority sympathize with Islanist ideas.
But Muslim immigrants often come from countries that lack a
democratic legal system. They bring with them ideas about law
and order that are not compatible with our democratic rules.
Under no circumstances must our liberal-democratic legal or-
der defer to sharia; our courts must never accept an Islamic
“cultural background” as grounds for leniency. The tolerance or
even promotion of practices such as forced marriage. “honour
killings’, vendettas, female genital mutilation and polygamy is
completely unacceptable in this country. The cowardly, brow-
beaten attitude of certain politicians, journalists and church
representatives is a!m*ming. I’J(:Iﬁt-\\-'ingors. feminists and even
gender equality olfices are mostly silent as well (SVP 2011).

» Norway: Progress Party (Fremskrittspartiet or FrP). This is one of

the strongest far-right parties in Europe. F ollowing the combined

bowml attacks and massacre in Oslo and Utpya in 2011, the party

rose to international pmminence hecanse the perpetrator men-
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tioned it and had long been a member. though of course it dis-
tanced itself from his crimes. The party’s image of Islam is at
times openly Islamophobic: one of its leaders stated that all ter-
rorists are Muslim. Further. the party helps create a climate of
fear by evoking terrifying scenarios. The party chair has expressed
fears that Islamic law (sharia) might be introduced in Norway at
any tme.?

Germany: here far-right partics have only been suceessful at the
local level, an example being the Constitutional Offensive Party
(Partei Rechtsstaatlicher Offensive or Schill-Partei), represented
in the Hamburg state government between 2001 and 2004. At-
tempts have been made to found an anti-Islamic party but have
come to nothing. Germany is home to certain “classical” right-
wing extremist parties such as the National Democratic qu'ty of
Germany (Nationaldemokratische Partei Deutschlands or NPD).
which have often made it into state legislatures. But their support
is generally limited to less than 5 percent of voters, and their
traditional eritique of the political system places them outside the
category of modern right-wing populism, which tends to eriticize
elites rather than systems. It is doubtful, however, that Germany’s
history makes it immune to a major far-right movement of the
kind that now exists almost evervwhere in Europe. When the
Sarrazin debate flared up in 2010, many voters of all parties ex-
pressed support for his ideas, and 18 percent of Germans ex-
pressed their willingness to vote for a party informed by his
views—in other words, a highly Islamocritical or Islamophobic
stance.?! Similar figures apply in other Turopean countries as
well, prompting Spiegel magazine to aver: “The support for Sarra-
zin makes you wonder whether there might not be a residuum of
xenophobia.”22

Eastern Em‘ope: there are mumerous fzu‘—right purties in Eastern
European countries that pull no punches in expressing their hos-
tility to Roma, homosexuals, or Jews. The "Movement for a Better
Hungary” (Jobbik Magyarorszdgérl Mozgalom oy Jobbik) for ex-
ample openly refers to the country’s infiltration by foreign infln-
ences. It often articulates a hostility to democracy as well, placing
it among the classical far-right parties (Mayer/Odehnal 2010).
Among Eastern European far-right radicals, Muslims and Islam

[2.87]
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are often less present as scapegoats than in other milieus, as rela-
tively fesw Muslims live in Eastern Europe. The National Party in
the Czech Republic, however, has repeatedly expressed antago-
nism towards Islam and tried to build momentum for a ban on

minarets in much the same way as the Swiss People’s Party,
though it failed to achieve its aim ( Maver/Odehnal 2010, p. 156).
Bulgarian far-right extremists in contact with Western parties
have also campaigned against Turkey's entry to the European Un-
ion, a message that has fallen on fertile soil in view of the wide-
spread hatred of Turks in the country (Mayer/Odehnal 2010, p.
266 f.).

The growing chasm between the Istamophobic att tude of much of the
Enropean population and the gradually increasing integration and par-
ticipation of Muslims in Buropean political and legal systems has
opened up a space for powerful protest parties, which are increasingly
making Muslims and Islam their central ideological whipping boy. They
link Europe’s financial and structural crisis, which is now affecting sec-
tions of the bourgeoisie (see below), with the question of Muslim inmni-
gration and suggest seemingly political solutions in the shape of their
xenophobic and ultranationalist ideologies. These parties are in no way
the inventors of Islanophobia, but they provide an indication of its high
degree ol social respectability at the heart of Enropean societies and
help further cement and spread it. They stoke social tensions and ac-
tively oppose any positive social recognition of Islam, something still
lacking in much of society. As far as the political system is concerned,
both modern liberal segments of the established political world and far-
right populists seek to chdngo the system, liberals in pursuit of effective
eq uaht\ and recognition, and far- nght populists in order to bring about
T d(h(d] democracy and racist or crypto-racist hegemony.

The dualism of liberal and naht-\wng actors within the party system,
however, is just one example of the activities that have grown up aronnd
the issue of Islamophobia in Europe. Far-right p()pnhsts and opponents
of Islam are now active not just within parties but also in self-pro-
claimed “anti-Islamic movements,” mainly organized through the Inter-
net (ch. 3.2), and in much the same way there are anti-Islamophobia
networks in almost every country in Europe. It is, however, difficult to
define the concept of network more precisely since we are not dealing
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with fixed alliances of organizations but with social movements that aim
to curb Islamophobia. Even the concept of “social movement” that has
become established in political science would be out of place here. In
contrast to the envirommental movement, it is unclear how many people
sympathize with anti-Islamophobia networks and to what extent they
might be mobilized; not only that, but the so-called social movement
organizations that tend to hold social movements together, such as
Greenpeace, are far smaller in this case. Anti-Islamophobia networks
receive impetus from nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) that con-
tain at most a few representatives of large social organizations here and
there. Only in the case of exceptional events do (largely spontaneous)
alliances spring up around these core structures, which can then incor-
porate the capacities of the traditionally well-organized antifascist
groups, along with trade unious, churches, and other associations. In
contrast to 1‘1‘);1}'01' topics such as “the environment” or “human rights" or
even the general topic of “xenophobia,” at present European civil soci-
eties have no clearly defined policy on tackling Islamophobia. Those
groupings that specialize in combating Islanophobia frequently cou-
plain that major European civil society organizations do too little to
address the topic of “Islamophobia”™ (Cesari 20086, p- 206). Nonetheless,
alongside widespread Islamophobia, the “little traditions™ informed by
an enlightened view of Islam have not gone away. These have always
existed in Europe and are firmly anchored in contemporary civil soci-
eties. Goethe's West-Eastern Divan has morphed into the “Islamophil-
ic” networks of today.

The oil erisis of 1973 led to massive political tensions between Eu-
rope and the Arab world, but also to an awareness among some Euro-
peans of the need to enhance cultural cooperation with the Arab-Islam-
ic world. Since then there have been many forms of cooperation, in
which questions of the perception of Islam and the Islamic world play
an important role (see for instance I-‘I.op\vood 1985, Kaiser/Steinbach
1981). Perhaps the largest NGO that specializes in combating Tslamo-
phobia and also one of the oldest is the Forum Aguainst Islumophobia
and Racism (FAIR) in the United Kingdom,® which engages in a wide
variety ol activitics. The organization works with human rights groups
such as Aumnesty International, the United Kingdom parliament, local
government, ministries, and the policcu It carries out campaigns, oper-
ates a discrimination hotline, and engages in political lobbying and me-
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dia watch activities. The French Collectif Contre I'lslamophobie en
France takes a similar approach.?* It was some time before a similar
local group was founded in Germany, in Leipzig: the Network Against
Islamophobia and Racism (Nefzwerk gegen Islamophobie wnd Rassis-
mus or NIR).% The Christian-Islamic Society (Christlich-Islamische
Gesellschaft or CIG). on the other hand, has been active in Germany
for a long time.? Islamic organizations also participate in the struggle
against Islamophobia, such as the Central Coundil of Muslims in Ger-
many (Zentralrat der Muslime in Deutschland),?™ which maintains a
good relationship with other NGOs, including the Central Council of
Jews in Germany (Zentralrat der Juden in Deutschland) (K. Hafer/
Steinbach 1999). The potential for networking is perhaps most evident
today in the case of the Intercultural Council (Inferkultureller Rat),?
which includes representatives of wellare associations, Turkish and
Muslim organizations, the Central Council of Jews in Germany, human
rights organizations, trade unions. Sinti and Roma groups, the Protes-
tant academies, and the regional branches of churches. Those involved
do not. however, represent their organizations in any full sense. They
are there as individuals, though presumably with the approval and sup-
port of their employers. A glance at the United States shows that there
are similar, often little-known but gradually growing networks there as
well, as became apparent in the context of protests against the Patriot
Act of 2001. As this act placed restrictions on people’s rights, especially
those of Muslims, organizations such as the American Bar Association.
the American Civil Liberties Union. and the American Library Associa-
tion joined the protests (Iaddad/Ricks 2009, p. 25).

Il we look for the social “recognition” of Islam in present-day Eu-
rope, then it is in anti-Islamophobic networks that we are most likely to
find it. Islam and Muslims are by no means idealized or dealt with
uncritically within these networks. Rainer Forst’s notion of the three

»

necessary steps involved in modern recognition—"refusal,” “accep-
tance,” and “reje(:tion”——is being put into practice in numerous contexts
and especially in the many informative events and debates on the topic
of Islam and its perception that social organizations of all kinds have
been organizing for decades. In this connection. it was interesting to
observe the dispute over cultural relativism and tolerance that took ofl
within the basically “Islamophilic” camp in 1995 in light of the contro-
versy in Germany over German Orientalist Annemarie Schimmel. The
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question at issue here was whether she had played down calls for Sal-
man Rushdie to be killed (Hoffmann 2004). So as a form of recognition
and acceptance, dialogue leaves ample room for the rejection of views
and practices that violate human rights.

Despite their organi’/.utional limitations, an'l'i—Islzm‘)ophobia nebworks’
capacity to achieve spontaneous mobilization was evident in 2008 when
the “Cologne resists” (Kdln stellt sich quer) alliance mobilized against
the Tslamophobic movement “Pro-Cologne” (Pro Kiln).2 Tt is above all
protests and demonstrations that have brought out the astonishing po-
tential for anti-Islamophobic mobilization in Germany, beyond mere
educational work. At a demonstration in Cologne, more than 15,000
citizens protested against the activities of the far-right “Pro Cologne”
movement. The tageszeitung, a left-wing, “alternative” newspaper, de-
seribed the protest as follows:

Last weekend in Cologne tens of thousands of locals made things
right again by confronting a handful of right-wing extremists. When
push comes to shove, Cologne’s civil society sticks together—and on
ascale that is probably without equal in all of Germany. Though they
may well continne to hold quite different views about the planned
construction of a large mosque, there is one thing they all agree on:
they do not want people of an openly far-right persuasion in their
city. Christian Democrats stood shoulder-to-shoulder with trade un-
jonists, Left Party members and school pupils, Christian churches
with Muslim associations, critics of Islam with mosque supporters,
carnival-goers with leftwing autonomists, Taxi drivers refused to let
members of the brown’ {raternity into their cabs, hoteliers asked
them to leave the premises, and publicans pulled no punches by
putting up notices declaring "No Kilsch beer for Nazis'. And striking-
ly, the pn]i(‘:o used all their room {or manoenvre under the constitu-
tion to avoid being manipulated by "Pro Kéln™ & Co.

The newspaper also noted. however, that this “weekend anti-racism”™
should not obscure the reality of resentment towards those of a differ-
ent religion, which often dominates everyday coexistence with Muslims
and made the rise of Pro-Cologne possible in the first place. The weak-
ness of networks against Islamophobia, which have not been able to
prevent the entrenchment of a high level of anti-Muslim sentiment in
Europe and which come to the fore, at most. in connection with excep-
tional events, is an indication of internally split European civil societies.
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As impressive as isolated activities may be, in connection, for e.\'amplm
with the murder of the Egyptian Marwa El-Sherbini (in Germany) or
the Utgya massacre (Norway), there is often little sign of resistance to
Ishmophubm in everyday scx,m] life. In contrast to the dramatic spread
of Islamophobic networks (a right-wing Website such as Germany's
Politically Incorrect alone registers an estimated 60,000 hits a day (ch.
3.2)), opposing forces remain weak. Auti-Islamophobic civil society may
be able to mobilize on this scale in exceptional cases, but in terms of the
sustainability and permanence ol its social impact, it is vastly inferior to
the fusion of everyday racism and far-right agitation found on the Inter-
net and among right-wing parties.

If we turn to the causes of societal Islamophobia, we find ourselves
confronted with a number of theories on the development of racism.
Before discussing their relevance to the topic of Islamophobia, howev-
er, we must tackle the question of whether Europeans™ image of Islam
is s0 loaded with prejudice simply because Islam deserves such a nega-
tive assessment. The problem of so-called “adequacy to reality” has
[requently been discussed in the rescarch on images of nations (Qster-
mann 1977, p. 100). The idea here is that images of the enemy are not
straightforwardly wrong; they may, though do not necessarily. portray
real enmity. Many sweeping statements, of course. entail partial
truths—the famous “kernel of truth.” Some Muslims. for example, are
fanatical, terroristic, or fascist. But it is simple to refute the idea that
Islamophobia is merely a depiction of reality. All the relevant social
scientific studies show that only small numbers of Muslims are pre-
pared to embrace extremism, in line with averages for European popu-
lations (ch. 1.4). And I will show later that often Muslims are not only
committed to upholding the law, constitution, and democracy, as we
have seen, but, despite existing problems. are better integrated legally,
socially, and culturally than then reputation would suggest {ch. 2.2).
Those who explain I%Lunophobm as a response to \Inshms failure to
adapt can adduce empirical evidence of slightly lower levels of mt(‘gm—
tion. But these figures are generally typical of “labor migrants” and

“refugees” and by no means b()(,ldu\, alar ming. Furthermore the reasons
for this are complex, and majority socicty oflm) bears some of the re-
sponsibility. To put Islamophobia down to Muslims’ failings, then, is to
be ideologically biased and to combine conservatism (an insistence on
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social and cultural assimilation) with notions of cultural, anthropologi-
cal, or genetic-racist difference.

Here the real causes of racism come into view. For heuristic reasons [2.871
we may distinguish between two major fields. namely cultural and so-
cial theories, though it soon becomes clear that it is near-i mpossible to
separate them since each field makes such extensive reference to the
other. Cultural factors are emphasized by those schools of racism re-
scarch that highlight the role of values. idcologics, and discourses with-
in a society, including the media. Those with right-wing political lean-
ings are as a rule more xenophobic than supporters of liberal or left-
wing parties. There are of course variations in every p()]itical current,
such as an enlightened and open-minded conservatism whose motto
might be “Each to his or her own fatherland.” But those members of
society with conservative leanings often tend to idealize the values of
their own community, and it is precisely here that the exponents of the
new “innocent nationalism” seek to make a crucial distinction. They
emphasize the differences between nations, religions, cultures, and so
on, but no longer in such a way as to denigrate “out-groups”—they
leave that to the far right. The litmus test for modern conservatives
arises when they have to tolerate and recognize these—supposedly
! equal—lifestyles in their own country. They are now faced with a di-

lemma: they wish to preserve their own lifestvle but they are also influ-
enced by an image of cosmopolitanism. Their solution is typically to call
for the assimilation and adaptation of the other. By this point if not
before we can discern a covert “ranking” of cultural respect. Those on
the “left” are not immune to these reflexes. They are often progressive

only when it comes to distributive justice, but not with regard to issues
of nation or religion. Even liberals have a long tradition of Orientalism
and racism. because nationalism was often the glue that held their oth-
erwise liberal ambitions together. This is also the reason why even now
only some of those who call themselves “liberal™ are truly antiracist: as a
political label, “liberalism” often includes “neoliberalism™ or even “right
liberalism,” political currents that have little or no time for the tolerance
and recognition of religious minorities. At present, only liberal and left-
wing multicultural ideologies have a positive commitment to religions
and cultural diversity.
With the exception of far-right populists and extremists, however, all {2.98]

established ideologies in Europe are programmatically opposed to any
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form of “racism.” Cultural recognition in the center-left spectrum and
antiracism in enlightened conservatism are reactions to the social os-
tracization of racism and anti-Semitism after the Second World War in
Europe. There are, however, ways for the supporters of all political

currents to avoid the social taboo on racism: 1) a nuanced picture of

Islam that forgoes direct condemnation is not considered racist by most
people; 2) specilic ethnic-religious enemy concepts can be regarded as
exceptions to the gm‘urrztl prc_)l'lﬂ,)ition on racism. Samuel P. Hunting-
ton’s paradigu of the “clash of civilizations” [it and still fits neatly into
this interface: Huntington views Islam and the West as mutually incom-

patible and alien—no more and no less. Huntington was no old-style
racist, but rather a culturalist who typecast Islam, leaving no room for
nuance. Those who support such ideas “officially” reject the kind of
racism that entails the denigration of the other. But as we have dis-
cussed, behind this idea of difference there often lurks a crypto-racist
inclination to do the other down. To quote Oliver Decker, Marliese
Weilimann, Johannes Kiess and Ehnar Brihler:

A biologically informed racism no longer . . . seems capable of com-
manding majority support. Instead it seems [acceptable to express] a
racism that centres on cultural differences without arousing suspi-
cion of hostility. which means this racism can be articulated without
reservation. Such modern racisin conceals equally undemocratic an-
tagonism. as seen for example in the ethnicization of social con-
flicts—and such antagonism is apparently more socially acceptable if
it takes the form of Islamophobia. This acceptance of Islanophobic
statements opens up the oppm‘hmity for (‘ar-right parties or right»
wing populists . . . to create space and acceptance for other ideologi-
:al elements of their extremism in the public realm, such as the
classical racism that asserts the inheritance of inferior characteristics

ey

among certain groups (O. Decker et al. 2010, p- 135).

After the Second World War, Islam in Europe entered a franght ideo-
logical space that led to the reworking of the image of Islam but not

necessarily to the dismantling of the European cultural tradition of

Islamophobia. On oue side stood conservative, right-wing but sublimi-
nally also left-wing and liberal antagonism tov ards the “other™ and es-
pecially towards “Islamn” as a supposedly auti-Western and antiprogres-
sive religion and culture. On the other stood widespread demands for a
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consensus on antiracism. To satisfy these divergent aspirations, Islamo-
phobia was welded into a “new racism.” In the shape of differentialism,
essentialism, and crypto-racism, this Islaimophobia no longer violates
taboos and can now conunand majority support. This allows sweeping
judgements of Islam that tend to express subtle condemnation: “Tt’s not
our way.” That this “trick” has worked in every social milien is evident in
surveys of public opinion that show, for example, that Jarge numbers in
all European countries agree that Islam and the West are incompatible
{sce above).

As early as the 1990s, cultural studies scholars David Morley and
Kevin Robins discerned a trend towards a new dissociation from the
“other”™; in addition to many national and local causes, this is due to
political changes after the fall of the Berlin Wall, the process of Euro-
pean unilication, and “globalization™:

The incorporation of ‘others’ into the German Volksgemeinschafi has
long been troublesome. as it has challenged the underpinnings of the
German notion of identity: Uberfremdung {overforeignisation) has
been perceived as a threat to national integrity and culture. Now it is
the 1.5 million Turks living in Germany who have become the salient
and disturbing ‘Other’. “We the people” are now defined, in Germa-
uy, against the Islamic Other’. The question is whether Germany
can come to terms with this ‘Islam within', or whether the new na-
tion will be imagined on the basis of an exclusive and excluding

racism. . . . [There is a] powerful appeal of Heimat throughout the
changing Europe. . .. The crucial issue that now confronts European

culture, we would argne. is whether it can be open to the condition
and experience of homelessness (Morley/Robins 1995, 8. 102 £.),

Modern Islamophobia and its variants are the product of traditional
images of Islam as well as contemporary social values and develop-
ments. Ideologies and core societal ideas are not discrete entities separ-
ate from the rest of the world. They relate to conditions at the heart of
society, which is where they are usually formulated. This is why ap-
proaches in mass and social psychology have always been part of the

4

arsenal of research on racism. The tigure of the “authoritarian persoual-
ity” identified by Theodor W. Adorno and his colleagues (Adorno et al.
1950), and the theory of dogmatism expounded by Milton Rokeach

{Rokeach 1960) are well known. From this perspective, people who

[2.102]
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think in rigid terms reject otherness, take their lead from the society’s
hegemonic value center, and condemn those who seem not to belong.
Studies based on these ideas have not vet been made of Islamophobia.
It remains unclear—despite the superficially apparent uniformity and
highly stereotypical character ol many Europeans™ image of Tslam, in
light of what. borrowing from Assmann, we have called a “radical style
of thought"—whether authoritarian and dogmatic personalities are tru-
Iy dominant. Andreas Zick, Beate Kiipper, and Andreas Hévermann
have concluded that while about half the population of most Furopean

wer

countries agrees with statements like “There are too many Muslims™ or
“Islam is a religion of intolerance,” in other words they have a negative
view or Islamophobic view of Muslims. the relation to authoritarian and
dogmatic values varies from country to country, showing high levels in
the United Kingdom. Germany, the Netherlands, and Italy (Zick et al.
2011, p. 70, 89).

What emerges here is a hugely interesting and largely untapped field
ol research that requires examination of the relationship between “im-
ages of the other,” “values,” and “attitudes.” To put it bluntly: Is the
image of Islam in Europe so negative because—regardless of all the
liberties that have been proclaimed and the fundamentally liberal-dem-
ocratic political systems—seventy years after the Second World War
Europeans still lack a fundamentally liberal conception of culture and
society? Is this a heretical question? For decades it was assumed that
Europe was gradually setting aside the racist values of the past, devel-

oping a less “authoritarian” or dogmutic p(-:.rsonality in the sense of

Adomo or Rokeach. We cannot, of course, lump together the 500 mil-
lion Buropeans who live in the European Union alone. And we should
always keep in mind that “culture” includes “cultural change,” so we
should not assume that social attitudes are static—a fact that we will be
returning to later in connection with Europe"s socioeconomic crisis.
Nonetheless, we may describe, with the tools of modern social science,
the social attitudes, (core) values, and ideologies capable of attracting
majority support during a given periud of time. Contemporary sociology
emphasizes action- and system-oriented or utility- and effect-oriented
aspects ol “public opinion.” People are not simply manipulated by
ideologies; to some degree they actively seck out thosc ideologies, opin-
ions, and media that match their thinking. For Michel Foucault, “pow-
er” does not just emanate from the state apparatus or a small number of
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“powerful” people. Instead such powerholders secure their power
through a system of social integration, with values such as those of the
authoritarian family forming the nucleus of power (Foucault 2005). In
the age of the Internet, this decentralism of power is more apparent
than ever. bevond the role of social institutions. Cultural power has
never been wholly the reserve of elites—of politicians, media, and oth-
er opinion leaders. Social dynamics of attitude and discourse formation
exist in every 3()(:i(-,t'y, and these are not convc}-’cd (:()1‘}'1{)](*(&1}:‘ by terms
such as “public opinion” or “silent majority.” In an age when culture is
understood in constructivist terms, as we saw in the case of Stuart Hall,
notions of “mentalities” and “cultures” are also of little use.

We can illuminate how long- or short-term social values and atti-
tudes may influence the image of Islam in the European context by
making a comparison with the United States. Prejudices towards Islam
are roughly as widespread in the United States as in Europe. The image
of Islam there is no more nuanced, and Islamophobic perceptions and
vahie judgements are common. Nonetheless, there is more acceptance
with respecet to religion, religious [reedom, and even radical religious
views of the kind that are quite normal among many Christians in the
United States. In the United States, then, the Islamophobia disseminat-
ed by media and other opinion leaders exists in a context that differs
from that of Europe. There is a long tradition in the United States of
immigration as a flight from religious persecution in Europe, and
America tends to see itself as the home of religious freedom. This may
explain why, despite the very negative image of Islam, it took a long
time for debates on the Muslim headscar! or moscue-building to get off
the ground in the United States (though there is evidence that this is
changing: Esposito 2011, p. XXIV [.). At the same time, as discussed
carlier, because of “9/11." US society has developed its own phobias
with regard to national security, which may be more extreme than in
Europe (ch. 1.2). Jocelyne Cesari:

The social legitimacy of organized religion in American society does
not, however, translate into an unequivocal acceptance of Islam. In
fact, Muslims in America are caught in a difficult paradox: the simul-
taneous demonization and acceptance of Iskan. Especially after 9/11,
Awerican acceptance of Tslun is at odds with the persistence of anti-
Muslim prejudice and discrimination (Cesari 2010b, p. 170 1)

[ . N S
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One would have thought that the complex interplay of cognitive con-
structions of the other and affective and conative values in Europe over
the last few decades would have made values of freedom more promi-
nent than authoritarian or dogmatic tendencies. At the very least it has
commonly been assumed that the formerly fascist states of Germany or
Italy had largely overcome their cultural obedience to authority since
the Second World War. Again and again, however, what the evidence
shows is that while this may be true of acceptance of the political system
of democracy, it does not apply to statistics on tolerance per se. The
notion of primordially liberal countries such as the Scandinavian states
or the Netherlands, which have always heen regarded as role models in
the European context, has taken a beating in the last few years. Conser-
vative and reactionary elements have returned to the political and pub-
lic spheres. and not just in the shape of organized far-right populisin.
Calls for religious “integration” and its elimination from the public
sphere are louder in most European countries than in the United
States.

Were theorists such as German constitutional lawyer Carl Schmitt
{Schmitt 2007) right after all to believe that each nation needs to be-
lieve in an external enemy? Are we compelled to argue, with Jean-
Christophe Rufin (Rufin 1994), that having an external enemy is the
price democratic societies pay for their domestic freedom, that it en-
sures community cohesion, and that at present the Muslim is the enemy
both externally and domestically? Is there ultimately no way of avoiding

racism, no ondumlg stable cultuml shift towards a liberal society, and is

the aversion to Muslims in the US merely glossed over by the historical-
ly great value placed on religious freedom in what started out as a
settler colony? Even in the United States, society is quite capable of
expressing its Islamophobia in acts of discrimination informed by other
values—such as national security. In 'Europe, the negative image of
Islam was adapted under pressure from a policy of antiracism, as we
have seen. It mutated from classical into cultural racism and from direct
to indirect, differentialist racism, but this changed nothing about its
wrongness. Only among a small section of the populatu)n do we find a
real shilt in social vahz( s towards recognition and a genuine, critical,
dialogical tolerance of Islam.

Alongside elite ideologies and social values, socioeconomic factors
also play a role in the emergence and development of racism. The anti-
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Semitism of the Bismarck era famously functioned as the ideology of

disacdvantaged members of industrial society, in line with the principle:
“The social question is the Jewish question” (Herzig 2006, p- 189 £). 1
shall be going into more detail about the relationship between racism
and the economy in a later excursus (ch. 2.3), but at this point I want to
underline that social values and attitudes are partly dependent on eco-
nomic conditions. Values centered on coexistence and conciliation be-
tween social gronps will (ind {avor at the “heart” of socicty as along as
social deterioration is a rare phenomenon explicable in individual terms
(0. Decker et al. 2010, p. 44). Modern researchers no longer assume
that poverty and unemployment are the primary reasons for racism;
what matters is relative deprivation. The important thing is not which
rung of the social ladder an individual is on, but whether she or he is at
risk of sliding downwards. So fears of declining prosperity matter, not
just the rage of long marginalized strata.

Are social problems in Europe concomitant with respectable Islamo-
phobia and increasing far-right agitation? As we will see, though Eu-
rope’s constant economic erises and the often shrinking middle class do
indeed contribute to growing xenophobia, it would be rash to explain
Islamophobia solely or primarily in light of these developments. It is by
no means certain that these crises are the crucial factor, even if they
reinforce such views. To understand Islamophobia as a result of soci-
oeconomic crises is to adopt a foreshortened perspective. Long-term,
conventional concepts of the enemy that are constantly being updated.
and social values that have merely been superficially reformed (at best)
play an equally large role. Is the normal condition of a well-to-do Euro-
pean bourgeoisic peacelul coexistence with Muslims? Hardly. During
periods of growth and upward social mobility in Europe in the first few
clecades after the Second World War the image of Islam was not much
better than it is today. Certain negative variants of Islamophobia were
avoided, while far-right populism and the kind of sensationalist portray-
al of Islam by the media that we have
come (ch. 3.1). But this highly negative media image of Islam, alond
with the odd survey of public opinion in the 1970s, show that while far-
right Islamophobic populism may be a symptom ol crisis, this is not true
ol Islamophobia itsell. This is inherent in the majority society’s cultural
legacy and has been revived in recent times, at least since the Iranian
revolution of 1978/1979. Present-day Islamophobia is not determined

seen in recent times were vet to
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by crisis. but at most infensified by crisis. It is not a short-term disrup-
tion of Europe’s normally multicultural condition—it is the normal
state of affairs.

We might ask ourselves why, as Muslim immigration to Europe has
increased, another factor has not had a positive impact on the image of
Islam, namely interpersonal contact. Scholars regard xenophobia and
racisim, as well as the modernized racism of Islamophobia, partly as a
result of Tack of contact between individuals and groups. The majority
scarcely know the minority, relying on media images and other hack-
neyed notions. Prejudices arise through selective perception, which is
much easier to maintain from a distance than in the case of direct social
coexistence, which enables people to get to know one another from
various angles. Through varied forms of interpersonal contact. the
internal differences within what tends to appear as a homogenous
group—Mauslims, in this case—become far more apparent. Gordon W.
Allport is the source of the classical “contact hypothesis.” In the 1950s,
he concluded that contact between majority and minority groups can
dismantle prejudices (Allport 1954). Today we [ind such suppositions
confirmed by the fact that xenophobia is often strongest in places where
the fewest incomers live. The “absent other” functions more effectively
as an enemy than the “present other,” though the latter can certai nly be
perceived in stereotypical ways, as further development of the contact
hypothesis has shown. Pettigrew has highlighted that the contact must
have a certain quality if it is to break down prejudices. People have to
develop common goals, cooperative ventures, or friendships (Pettigrew
1998). There is a further complicating factor, however. Even intensive
contact of this kind. though it may dissipate prejudice towards a partic-
ular individual, may not necessarily improve the image of the group to
which this indivicdual belongs or to which she may be categorized as
belonging to. So even under conditions of contact it is possible to main-
tain prejudices against almost all members of a group. The principle at
work here is captured in phrases such as “All Muslims are v, but not my
neighbor Mubammad.” It may be the case that interpersonal action is
not necessarily impaired by a negative view of Islam, in other words that
members ol the majority gronp do not transfer this negative image to
their personal. everyday lives (Halm et al. 2007). But it would be wrong
to assume that because Islamophobia may sometimes be qualified in
the interpersonal sphere it is socially harmless. The cultural exception
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hypothesis is a venerable one, but it in no way negates the negative
consequences of racism. Even the individual who holds his neighbor
Muhammad in high regard may very well be capable of allowing his
Islamophobia to mushroom into xenophobic action of all kinds, {rom
discrimination to violence, in other contexts (see below). To sumn up:
contact may be helptul, but it must be of a certain guality, and even
then there is no guarantee that it will eliminate racism {rom society.
Ilwe apply these ideas consistently to the prevailing image ol Islam,
what emerges is that large numbers of Europeans have very little con-
tact with Muslims. Two thirds of Dutch citizens, for example, report
that they reu‘ely or never come into contact with immigrants, at least not
in any intense and interactive way ((ﬁ)peu Society Institute 2007, p. 24).
Why should the figures for other countries be much better? Jorgen Bk
Simonsen criticizes the West's notion of integration because. he states,
it has 1'equired Muslims to adapt vet many of Europe’s citizens are
unwilling to engage in a dialogue with Muslims (Simonsen 2002, p.
125). The modern nation state characterized by immigration is only
apparently a site of encounters among people of different ethnic, cultu-
ral, or religions origins or identity. If we define “contact” as at least
involving a minimal degree of conversational exchange, then it is often
said that despite the small territory of Israel/Palestine a great number of
Israclis have never spoken to a Palestinian. Often, people are not even
aware that they are talking to a Muslim since most Muslims do not wear
any kind ol traditional dress. Major events such as the attacks of 11
September 2001 probably reached almost everyone in Europe. “9/117
was a kind of distant contact with the Islamic world with enduring

psychological cffects, as evident in the constant ritualized repetition of

footage of the destruction in the first few weeks following the attacks
and on subsequent anniversaries. Historically, catastrophic major at-
tacks have had a greater impact on people’s image of Islam than inter-
_personal “contact.” E\fidently for many European citizens things are
not much different than when the Turks stood at the gates of Vienna

<

though there are significantly more Muslims living in Europe now than

there were then.

As [ar as the quality of exchange is concerned, there are positive
reports of contact between Muslims and non-Muslims in the workplace.
On the basis of an empirical study, Rainer Dollase and Kai-Christian
Koch conclude that: “People with Muslim colleagues feel less distance
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from them” {Dollase/Koch 2006, Dollase 2006). Working together is a
form of enduring and, depending on the activity, intensive contact. It is
doubtful that this always involves friendship and cooperative relations
of the kind Pettigrew has in mind, as contact is often predetermined by
the structure of work process and rarely occurs on a voluntary basis.
Nonetheless, intensive work relations are likely to increase the pros-
pects of deeper interpersonal relations. Much of the contact between
majority and Muslim minority in Europe, however, is not like this. Tt is
often superficial. being limited, for example, to brief dialogues with the
proprietors of businesses and shops. European schools are an interest-
ing place to study both contact and the lack of it. But no general state-
ments are possib]e here. The nss&.ml_ption must be that contact with
Muslims is on the increase within the state school system. But such
contact is dependent on region, social stratum, and social milieu, and
even in cases where mixed classes exist, contact through friendship may
well have its own special features. Children may come into contact
while their parents do not, which is not unusual for [riendships among
the young generally. As yet no really serious study of these processes
has appeared.

Itven the most intensive 'i-l’zl(»zr/)m"son(z/ contact may not necessarily
have a positive impact on the group image held by those involved. And
why should it? If we assert that large social groups ultimately consist of
individuals, subcultures. and so on, in other words that they are hetero-
geneous. then it makes no sense to come to conclusions about Islan as a
whole or all Muslims just because we know a particular Muslim. Think-
ing in terms of (:xccptions must have been very common dm‘ing the
“Third Reich.” Non-Jewish Germans knew Jewish Germans and were
vet they could also be anti-Semites

sometimes friends with them—
under certain circumstances. It is not just “methodologically” justified
to eschew generalizations based on one’s personal impressions, but it
also makes sociological sense, because while contact with one’s neigh-
bor and work colleague may be intensive, it meets different needs and
plays a ditferent role than racism, which is a group ideology of domina-
tion intended to evoke the cohesion of the majority. Action theorists
1‘nig]'lt' contradict this argument because t‘hoy do not assume that p(:op]o
have social objectives or functions as such; instead they privilege social

motives that arise and are negotiated through contact itself—the tradi-

tion of synibolic interactionism being a case in point. Yet most action
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theorists would surely concede that people construct identities, world-
views, and images of the other to routine ends. that they by no means
reinvent their social reality from one day to the next, even if they some-
times make new discoveries as they interact with other individuals. Tt is
only when personal contacts are numerous, intensive, and sustainable
that general patterns of perception might come into contlict with per-
sonal “empirical” experience and a change in group images may oceur.
But since we have yet to see any really “intelligent” stadies on contact
with Muslims and on continuity and change in images of Islam, for now
all of this is theoretical speculation lacking an empirical foundation.

The research situation is rather better with respect to the final
source of xenophobia: education. Education is generally regarded as

moderating xenophobia and racism. People with a higher degree of

formal education are more likely to reject racism than those with a
lower level. The same applies with respect to Islamophobia. The highly
educated are less prone to it than the less educated (Zick at al. 2011, p.
95 [T.). What is striking, however, is the quantitative level. While very
few people with a ugh level of odncatmn in contemporary Europe
express generally racist views—particularly genetic racism—the num-
ber of those who agree with anti-Semitic views is significantly higher.
An even greater number of highly educated individuals support Islamo-
phobic ideas. It would seem, then, that education generally works to
moderate racism, but functions as a buffer against Islamoy shobia only to
a limited degree. It is not just that ldeolog,lu] tmns[ornmhon, unclear
social values, economic deprivation, and lack of interpersonal contact
foster Islamophobia. Education and knowledge also seem wmable to
banish it. A 2010 analysis by the departient of political science at the
University of Bern showed that the Swiss People’s Party’s anti-ininaret
initiative was less popular among those with a higher level of formal
education.® But this is not necessarily evidence of less Islamophobia,
because whether one supports the Swiss People’s Party is a loaded
issue. both politically and ideologically. As the symbol of a modernized
racism. many educated individuals find the party generally intolerable.
But this has little to do with Islam, let alone with any increased level of
support for Muslims. The reason why the sociodemographic (actor of
“cducation” has so little influence is linked with the way in which this
education is typically acquired in Europe. As a rule it does not provide
people with specific knowledge of Islam, and is mostly ethnocentric if
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not Eurocentric—an aspect we will be examining in depth later on (ch.
4).

Data on the causes of Islamophobia is in far shorter supply than that .

on Islamophobic attitudes ay such, which have been examined in nu-
merous surveys of public opinion. But there is a lot of evidence to
suggest that Islamophobia and hostility towards Muslims in Europe has
found a perfect social breeding ground in a way that applies to no other
minority. Islamophobia develops at the point where all the causal fac-
tors discussed above interseet. Simplilving somewhat, we might put it
like this. Islam is a supposedly old and new ideological enemy with a
long tradition, one that is easy to revive. This revival is hampered to a
degree by the tolerance and antiracism valorized after the Second
World War. But the fact that these values have never found universal

consent makes it all the easier to erode social taboos, at the heart of

society, by shifting the image of Islam in the direction of a “new ra-
cism™—Islam as a problem of culture rather than race and so on. This is
less simple with respect to other groups. “Blacks,” Alfricans, and
Alrican-Americans, for example, are not identified with a uniform (for
example. religious) ideology. Since many of the immigrants in Europe
at present are Muslims, they provide obvious social scapegoats, who are
supposedly stealing jobs. exploiting the welfare state, or lowering stan-
dards in schools, ruining the carcer prospects of the up-anc-coming
bourgeoisie. To cultivate personal contact with Muslims is undesirable
and unnecessary. You know other foreigners, most of whom you meet
on holiday, so you can develop an image of yourself as cosmopolitan and
Islamophobic af the same time. Education is no hindrance: in contrast
to anti-Semitisin or anti-Americanisin, you know esscntially nothing
about Islam, the Islamic world, and Muslims. This may not be much
different in the case of Jews. but the history of the Holocaust is well
known and still exercises an influence. And people acquire at least basic
knowledge about the United States in school, from the media, some-
times through visits and family ties, films, and many other channels
based on the English langnage; these suggest cultural proximity to Eu-
rope and help prevent overly sweeping judgements.

While the overall reality of racism and images of Islam is a depress-
ing one given their \\."id(éspread support in society, there is no reason for
resignation. If we take education alone. it is important to underline that
regardless of all its shortcomings, it is not inevitably bound to fail. As
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Western canons are usually unreliable or insufficiently reliable sources
of information when it comes to Islam, however, this conclusion seems
premature. How can we judge the deficiencies of an education that
does not yet exist? We need to be careful not to view Islamophobia. like
Rufin, as a primordial state of affairs. a constant of the European mind-
set thut merely goes through contemporary permutations from time to
time, a constant that is reinforced or mitigated by economic or other
lactors. Despite the long tradition of a one-sidedly negative image of
Islam in miuch of Kuropean society, the shift towards “global education”
has as yet occurred only to a limited extent. But if it did happen in a
comprehensive sense. the impact could be considerable. Educational
traditions would change. which would influence media and ideologies,
in other words, the cultural relations of power. The broad-based social
recoguition of Islam and Muslims as part of Europe, supported not just
by the political system but also by most citizens, might well be the
outcome.

At present, however, the empirical data provides little evidence of

such recognition. On the contrary, fear of and aversion to Islam are on
the increase and in evidence at the heart of the (educated) middle
classes. Rather than a recognized part of social systems. then, Islam
tends to be a generator of social conflicts, and these lead, among other
things, to discrimination and violence. Muslims’ attempts to achieve
recognition {ch. 2) come up against the majority society’s hegemonic
claims, which rest on an ideational, material, and communicative foun-
dation. Of course, we might think it a matter of perspective to what
extent social conflicts are par for the cowrse in “liberal society”; we
might view thew as unavoidable and perhaps even important to the

development of society. Sociologists such as Reinhard Bendix and Ralf

Dahrendorf rightly criticized Talcott Parsons’ system theory, still domi-
nant in the 1950s, for its harmonious assumptions; here conflicts appear
at most as disturbances within otherwise equilibrated social segments
{Bendix 1963, Dalirendorf 1959). While conflicts are disturbances with-
in the Durkheimian notion of system integration, in Weberian theory,
social conflict is an expression of dynamism and freedomn in human
societies. This positive view of social conflict seems to cnnoble Muslim
minorities” struggles for recognition vis-d-vis the majority. But we must

be careful here. What we are dealing with is an asymmetrical web of

conflict. This is not a matter of social strata or classes seeking to outdo
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one another with respect to their habitus, but of a majority acting
against a minority that makes up a small proportion of the overall popu-
lation.® As a consequence, we can now discern various instantiations of
both latent and manifest violence that may seriously threaten the peace
of society. Even conllict theorists would concede that social contlict can
renew the system only if it keeps to certain rules. The principles of
equality and religious freedom in the private, public, and state spheres
laid down by liberal democracy, the constitution, and the law must be
socially internalized and practicec d in society—otherwise, conflicts cor-
tainly  have the potential to wreck the system.

With the help of empirical findings and specific examples, we turn
now to the question of the ° produ(,tl\!lt_\j’ of the social conflict centered
on Muslims in Europe. A number of studies by the European Monitor-
ing Centre have identified an increase in discrimination towards Mus-
lims in the workplace, schools, and housing market (European Monitor-
ing Centre 20064, 2006b).3* Discrimination of this kind already existed
before 11 September 2001, as shown by a study covering the years
1999/2000 by Paul Weller, Alice Feldnan, and Kingsley Purdam (Well-
er et al. 2004). With respect to the European Union, the Open Society
Institute has found that about 50 percent of minorities in the Nether-
lands feel discriminated against. while 74 percent of Moroccans in the
same country believe that discrimination exists (Open Society Institute
2007, p. 30). The European Commission against Racism and Intoler-
ance (ECRI), established by the Council of Europe, has published two
general recommendations: Recom mendation 5 from 2000 on combat-
ing intolerance and diserimination against Muslims™ and Recommen-
dation 8 from 2004 on avoiding racial diserimination while fighting ter-
rorism,

The European Monitoring Centre distinguivshes between ,legitirrmte
criticism of Islam and discrimination. On this view, criticisms may be
justified but it is “crucial that actors respect the principle of t‘quaht\
(l(*spltc any critical views they may hold about the beliefs of other social
groups” (European Monitoring Centre 2006a, p. 17). Muslim hmd-
scarves and the building of mosques are two well-known fields of coun-
{lict. It is often these s\,mb()ls that ignite social conflicts and Europeans’
Islamophobia. Critics view the hoadso‘nl as violating human rights and
misogynistic as well as incompatible with Western culture. Wearers and
supporters, meanwhile, complain that wearing an Islamic headscarf
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leads to discrimination in society. Who is right? If we take Rainer

Forst's three-stage recognition process as our hd%l% we might develop a

variety of views on the llc-aclscmi. first, “refusal” as merel.\; superficial

toleration on the basis of inner rejection of the headscarf as an orthodox

symbol not in keeping with the times; second. acceptance, since wear-

ing a headscarf may entail very different attitudes, inc]nding emancipa-

tory ones, but in any case I(’tf}tmmte ones; third, “rejection” and active

prohibition of the h(,adsc.‘fuf as an expression of authoritarianism that

violates himan righ’t‘;

“Rejection,” which would inevitably culminate in a ban, is a fringe  {2.121]

position held by very few people, even those on the far right—il we

disregard the ban on headscarves in official bodies. which is a special

case (1.1). But if we base ourselves on survey findings showing that a

majority of Eur()peans‘ consider Islam to be misogynistic, then most

people are likely to express “refusal” and very few “acceptance.” Itis not

difficult to imagine that such latent rejection of the headscarf inay lead

to discrimination, in cases where people not ouly reject the headscar( in

their own minds or verbally, but view it as a reason to deny equal |

employment, housing, and other rights. Then inner “refusal” might he-

come active “re j(ﬂction ” However, attitudes that must be intcrpreted as

mere toleration (“refusal”) are undoubtedly more common than active
discrimination or r(*)octlon We must distinguish between views of
Islam as an attitude of supposed tolerance that does not, in reality,
constitute recognhon, and diseriminator Y acts. Espccm]ly in the field of

discrimination, actions arise (.mly in contexts of direct in(’erperscm;‘d con-
tact, which. as we have seen, does not happen often and allows for
exceptional conduct. Tven ifit is very connnon, Islamnophobia will never
be reflected in everyday diserimination in any complete way. Often, in
tact, it is likely that respondents in the European studies cited above
have expressed assumptions about others’ discriminatory intentions
based on the negative image of Islam that surrounds them in the media.
This may be something thev sense rather than having experienced it
themselves. Sometimes they make the mistake of confusing people’s
concepts and attitudes with their actual behavior. Despite this qualifica-
tion, however, discrimination undoubtedly oceurs. In fact it happens a
lot, and it is based on the commonly held stance of tolerance that is in
reality negative tolerance and inner refusal. What cannot be prohibited
politically and legally is stigmatized and socially ostracized by many.
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Beyond surveys, public discourse can also cast light on attitudes
towards the headscarl. While there have been relatively few debates on
the headscarf in the United Kingdom, there has been no end to such
debates in France over the last fe\\ decades (Amir-Moazami 2007).%
Much the same applies in Germany, Austrm, and Switzerland, rein-
forced by the fact that prominent feminists have expressed fundamental
opposition (Schiffauer 2006, p. 105, see also Berghahn/Rostock 2009).
In Belginm, debates on headscarves were still fairly relaxed in the
1990s. In the 2000, probably partly in response to the situation in the
Netherlands, the old pragmatism suddenly began to lose ground (Bou-
setta/Jacobs 2006, p. 30). The equation of the headscarf with the op-
pression ol women so common in the European public sphere over-
looks the shortcomings of the West with regard to the equality of wom-
en, who are only gradually beginning to catch up with men in terms of
pay and employment and their chances of occupying the highest offices
of state, as women in many Islamic countries have done for decades.
We need think only of female heads of state such as Khaleda Zia,
Benazir Bhutto, or Tansu Ciller. This equation often creates an artificial
opposition between the Western and Islamic worlds (Rommelspacher
2001, El -Layat 2001 ).

It also fails to take account of the highly complex motives, long

attested by empirical research, which play a role in the wearing of
headscarves and by no means express any fundamental mknont\ of

women. Significant here are religious b(—‘[i-plesenmtmn and transitions
from rural to urban life and from domesticity to the public sphere:
often, in contrast to most Westerners” perception, the headscar! fune-
tions as a kind of symbol of the transition [rown tradition to modernity
(Lutz 2001, Nokel 2002). In semiotic terms the headscarl may express
both ¢ xtmnal and internal control of the female body; women evade the
dictates of fashion without having to be “badly dressed” by affiliating
themselves to a tradition. Fashionable and ultra-fashionable head-
scarves, meanwhile, signal a different conception of aesthetics {Gian-
none 2003). Nigab and burga. in other words the veiling of most or all
of the face, is a special case in the sense that it has been banned from
public institutions even in many Islamic countries. Such a prohibition
exists in France, but in Eg}qv)t too there is opposiﬁon to Cmnpl(:tc Cover-
ing of the face at universities. It has been argued that here personal
freedom with respect to the headscarf is taken too far, as it is no longer
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possible to identify and communicate with another person in the public
sphere, threatening public order.” The main reason why women wear
the headscarf in Germany, as a study by the conservative Konrad Ade-
nauer Foundation (Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung) has shown, is by no
means family pressure. but rather religiosity, which often goes hand-in-
hand with a modern, emancipated conception of women's role, at least
among educated women (vou Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (2006). Many
such women leel a sense of religions and moral superiority, but this
generally has nothing to do with any fundamentalist aspirations. None
of these nuances, however, change anything about the fact that at
present, as evident in the public sphere and in published sources, the
widely held if not majority view in Europe reduces the headscar{ to
repressive. misogynistic motives in(:ompatil‘)le with the West (Pinn/
Wehner 1995, Youssef 2004. Roder 2007). The headscarf is tolerated
but regarded as a foreign body; it is not accepted and recognized as a
legitimate element of life in society.

Disputes over mosques in Europe (Sommerfeld 2008) also lay bare
the social virulence of respectable Islamophobia. It is clearly apparent
here that social conflicts associated with Islamophobia are not just elite
discourses but territorial conflicts interwoven with political power
structures. Conflicts over mosques mobilize the heart of bourgeois soci-
ety and Islamophobia marks the boundary of the local community.
Clearly, while many Europeans preach “integration” and would like to
prevent the development of Muslim “parallel societies™ they are resist-
ant to neighborly coexistence with Muslims and the recognition of Is-
lam. There are authors, however, who assert that even this kind of
conlflict may foster integration or recognition, on the principle that “[it]
is the social conflict that generates structures of conimunality in society
in the first place” (Hohmann 2007, p. 19). This seems dubious, howev-
er. Such conflicts are asymmetric, with Muslims having to defend what
ought to be self-evident rights. They have to do this only because they
are in the minority; in other words, it is a matter of societal power
relations. Though we cannot say precisely what proportion of the bour-
geoisie feel hostility towards Muslims in such conflicts, it is certainly the
casc that such conflicts have increased exponentially over the last two
decades in many Furopean countries, Mosque opponents arc not iden-
tical with the bourgeoisie (ch. 1.3) but they are largely drawn from its
ranks and make up the most articulate portion of what is otherwise an
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often “silent majority.” These conflicts are a matter of securing territo-
ries, group power, and processes of re-identification at the expense of a
religious minority. During the dispute over a mosque in Berlin-Hei-
nersdorf, t-shirts appeared bearing the slogan “You are Heinersdorf.”
signalling the return of a long missed sense of “we” and confirming
many theories of racism.? Conflict theorists should not idealize con-
flicts, as conflicts may be {ramed differently and therefore have differ-
ent clfects. Mosque-building conflicts may strengthen the majority’s
sense of commumity, but it is doubtful that they help minorities achicve
recognition. Richard N. Rosecrance distinguishes between different
types of conflict: those on the basis of positive-interdependent, nega-
tive-interdependent, and non-interdependent relations. in other words
conflicts in which the opposing parties maintain a basically positive or
negative relationship or no relationship at all (Rosecrance 1973). He
sees positive-interdependent relations as having the best prospects of
resolving conflicts, while all other conflicts seem to be “zero-sum
games,” in which every gain for one side means a loss for the other.
Mosque-bnilding conflicts are zero-sumn games of this kind, because the
citizens involved are firmly convinced that they have nothing to gain
from the building of mosques but much to lose. There is no under-
standing of the fact that rights of religious freedom are a highly valuable
good that ultimately benefits everyone. The benefits in terms of fortify-
ing civil society are not understood. In all likelihood. snch conflicts will
foster the looming rupture between system and society identified earli-
er. coutributing to the disintegration of the political system and under-
mining the gradual progress towards recognition evident within it.
Conlflict theorists, however, might argue that dialogue is often an
unintended by-product of social conflicts. People who previously had
no contact and no wish for any enter into a dialogue in the course of
conflicts over mosques. These constellations recall historical realities. It
was during the Crusades that the first translations of the Koran made it
to Europe. But these cultural interconnections were ultimately inca-
pable of preventing the European mainstream from developing a nega-
tive image of Islam. Information exchange and communication do not
automatically lead to greater mmtual understanding between the parties
to interaction. We need to be aware of the power relations that form the
background to every dialogue, and in the case of conflicts over mosques
we may characterize these as follows: top dogs against neweomenrs, pow-
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er versus powerlessness. These are poor conditions for meaningful di-
alogue, which is undermined by the power relations involved {(Watzlaw-
ick et al. 1967). Acceptance and recognition must be viewed as the
precondition for dialogue with respect to conflicts over mosques; they
must be prior to the dispute itself and are certainly not the necessary
consequence of such dialogue. Political systems have made a certain
amount of progress in including Muslims symbolically and emotionally
{ch. 1.2), but few such rituals are to be fonnd in the public sphere or
society. Il they do exist, it is through inter-religions exchange, though
the upper echelons of the German churches have rejected the perfor-
mance of shared rituals (ch. 3).

The topic of Islamophobic violence has as yet received little atten-
tion in Europe. Islamophobia does not necessarily entail the existence
of discrimination, let alone violence, since people with Islamophobic
leanings do not necessarily have to act in discriminatory or violent ways,
but Islamophobia may prompt such actions (Peucker 20104, p. 163). In
contrast to o\-'vr_\,’day discrimination or protests against mosgnes, Islamo-
phobic violence is a marginal form of extremism, though one that has
grown in scale and significance since 2001. This problem has been
investigated in a number of studies carried out by the European Moni-
toring Centre (European Monitoring Centre 2002a, 2006a; see also
Cesari 2006). These in-depth reports registered acts of violence against
Muslims and Islamic institutions in countries such as Germany. Greece,
Spain, France, Ireland, Italy. the Netherlands. and the United King-
dom, including: bomb and arson attacks on mosques, Islamic associa-
tions, and establishments such as cemeteries; vandalism; the daubing of
buildings, ete. with blood and swastikas; and the firing of shots at

mosques. A growing number of people have been attacked or inurdered
in recent years. What follows is a brief sample of the European panopti-
con of Islamophobic violence in the 2000s (European Monitoring Cen-
tre 2002a, p. 80 {l., Cesari 2006, p. 70 {L.):

e In Demmnark, far-right propaganda material was found in the en-
trance of a Muslim association; the entrance was also daubed with
phrases such as “fucking Islam.”

e In Germany, mosques have been daubed with swastikas;
mosques, a Muslim butcher’s, and so on have suffered arson at-
tacks.

[2.127]
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o In Greece, a mosque was set on fire, while graves and historical
buildings from the Ottoman era were destroyed.

e In Spain, far—right extremists carried out attacks on nmosques.

e In France, there have been arson attacks on mosques, and the
graves of Muslim soldiers from the Second W orld War were dese-
crated; extremists attempted to burn down a Muslim prayer room,
a Muslim undertaker’s was attacked, shots were fired at mosques,

mosques were danbed with racist slogans, a woman in a headsearl

was attacked, and an attempt was made on the life of an imam.

e In Ireland, a woman wearing a headscarf was attacked, while oth-

er women were called “fucking Arabs” and terrorists.
e In Italy, buildings belonging to the Muslim community were

daubed with slogans such as “death to Islam”™ and the entrance of

a cultural center was damaged by an explosion.

s The Netherlands has seen arson attacks and dozens of criminal
acts. Harvard professor Jocelyne Cesari refers to a “worrisome
increase in anti-Muslim violence” (Cesari 2006, p. 138).

e In the United Kingdom, mosques have been threatened by gangs
of vouths, their entrances smeared with blood and their windows
broken. A Muslim taxi driver was paralyzed as a result of an at-
tack; a nineteen-year-old was beaten with a baseball bat. A Mus-
lim family were called “terrorists™; a fourteen-year-old had his
head pushed into a toilet, “Islam” scrawled across his forehead,
and a sausage forced into his mouth to force him to eat pork and
break Ramadan. An Islamic school was temporarily closed due to
terrorist threats.

e There have been numerous attacks on mosques in the United
States, though they have received little attention (Nimer 2002, p.
176). A taxi driver was attacked in New York.

e In Australia, youths chased after immigrants shouting slogans
such as “Fuck off Lebanese!™

The entire Western world has seen events such as these. Terrorist at-
tacks are followed by waves of attacks on Muslims, which indicates that
the Muslim minority as a whole is held responsible for such crimes. The
worst incident so far was the Islamophobic murder of Egyptian Marwa
El-Sherbini in Dresden in 2009 and the massacre and bomb attack in
Norway in July 2011, which took the lives of seventy-seven people.
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Though in N(‘)r\vay the victims were not Muslims, this atrocity was
clearly inspired by Islamophobia. The perpetrator had earlier pro-
claimed his hatred for Islam on the Internet and was long a member of
the far-right populist Progress Party.* The perpetrators of such crimes
tend to be far-right extremists in a broad sense. They are not ahways
organized or politicized but are willing to give violent expression to
their Islaimophobic views, which they share with many other citizens. In
this sense lhmn is an at least indirect connection between the Islamo-
phobia of the majority and the propensity for violence of the often
young perpetrators, who generally believe that they are acting on behalf
of society and expressing the will of the nmj()rit\f Further, in a survey of
around 20,000 Muslims covering almost all of Western Europe, around

11 percent stated that they had suffered racist threats, harassment, or
attacks, of whom 72 percent stated that the perpetrators were by no
means ahways youths but sometimes adults as well (European Union
Agency for Fundamental Rights 2009, p. 3). Especially when it comes
to verbal violence, the number of unreported cases is likely to be lar
higher than this, making it all the more vital to investigate in greater
depth the transitions between bourgeois Islamophobia and extremist
violence.

It is doubtful that European publics are sufficiently aware of these
connections. The I*mopmn \Iomtmmg Centre criticizes the state for
the lack of official statistics and data on Islamophobic violence, though
it also states that the authorities exhibit a growing awareness in this
r(‘u(ud (European Monitoring Centre 20064, p. 18, 23). One example is
(1< rmany’s Federal Burean ol Criminal Tnve stlgahon {(Bundeskrimina-
lamit or BKA), which has heen registering, for example, politically moti-
vated attacks on mosques since 2001.%" Between 2001 and 2008, 153
criminal offenses were registered in the statistics under the rubric of
and “hate crime.”

»

“arson,” “dzunage to property,” "propaganda crime,
The level of violence remained about the same cluring this period. So it
would be wrong to assume that such acts are spontaneous outbreaks of
violence in the wake of attacks such as those in New York, Madrid, and
London. Islamophobic violence has become a significant, enduring fea-
tre of Evropean societies, and wreported cases ol violence are likely
to be far higher than the official statistics suggest. While the authorities
exhibit a growing awareness of Islamophobic violence, European pub-
lics have as vet scarcely addressed the issue. In Germany. for example,
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it was only after the murder of Marwa El-Sherbini in 2009 and follow-
ing a series of attacks on Berlin mosques in late 2010 that short-lived
debates began. The Central Council of Jews in Germany was one of the
contributors here, stating that “Islamophobia is no illusion.”* As a rule.
however, Islunophobic violence is merely registered in brief veports in
the newspapers.

Overall, Islam is an ideal-typical “enemy” in European societies. For
mmerous cultural, social-interactional, socioeconomic, and educational
reasons, this image of Islam is deeply rooted not just in the minds of far-

right extremists but also in those of the bourgeoisie—in the shape of

differentialism, essentialism, crypto-racism, and full-fledged traditional
and new racism. Attitudes towards Islam vary. Smaller networks in Eu-
ropean societies exhibit a fairly high degree of acceptance and general
support for multiculturalism, while larger groups if not majorities {eel
antagonistic towards Tslam and at most tolerate it, but deny it funda-
mental acceptance as an equal religion and culture. So this social con-
flict is ocenrring under asymmetrie power conditions, with the majority
striving [or inclusion in society’s hiegemonic power center while a mi-

nority is excluded
and is unwilling to be completely assimilated. In this way, European

at least as long as it remains “visible™ as a minority

societies reproduce images of the enemy—and even worse, the risk of

discrimination and xenophobic violence increases. When things go that
far, we are already seeing a rupture between political systems and soci-
eties. Liberal democracy. with its highly unstable balance between the
constitutional rights of freedom and equality on the one hand and the
hegemonice principle ol majoritarian demoeracy on the other, is inereas-
ingly called into question. To recall the slogan from the IFrench Revolu-
tion, this is liberty and equality devoid of the element of “fraternity.”

THE MUSLIM MINORITY: NECESSARY INTEGRATION AND
RECOGNITION-WORTHY SEGREGATION

We have reached a critical point in our reflections on liberal society. In
chapter 1 we established that liberal democracy might incorporate a
certain logic of legal neutrality and equality that influences the political
system but can demand no more (rom the individual citizen than recog-
nition of the legal and political framework. Everything clse comes
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under the rubric of freedom. The recognition of multicultural diversity
in the wider political culture is more or less a by-product of this concep-
tion of politics. In the course of chapter 2, however, we learned that the
problems of xenophobia and racism in liberal democracies are far from
being solved, and are in fact bei ng constantly reignited by the issue of
Islam and Islamophobia. Informed by the ideal of liberal democracy,
we may wish for multicultural recognition all we want, but a significant
number of Europeans refuse to comply. Across class and milieu they
react with a reflexive privileging of their own community that excludes
immigrant ethnic and religious minorities and declares Muslims and
Islam incompatible with European values.

So the question arises: what is going wrong? Why, to use Will Kym-
licka’s terminology. is citizenship granted whereas “cultural member-
ship” of the political culture as well as wider society is denied? And how
might we reconcile liberalism and cultural membership without lapsing
into old or new fundamentalisims?

To this end, some modern thinkers have formulated the scemingly

-

paradoxical concept of “multicultural nationalistn.” This entails the rec-
ognitional credo of greater acceptance, but coupled with the demand
that this value be declared central to entire nations, a value that must be
upheld. Multiculturalism and recognition are no longer left to the free
play of social forces but are instead declared “ground rules” (Aleinikoff
1998, see also Hussain/Miller 2006, Kernerman 2005). The idea is for
the classical “nation state™ to become a “state nation” that sees itself as a
new ideational community (Stepan et al. 2011). Multicultural national-
ism involves a difficult tightrope walk. What is expected here is not
cultural membership in the conventional sense of alfiliation to a partic-
ular ethnic group or religion. Instead this concept of culture is dynamic,
mutual, and permeable. The understanding of what is regarded as na-
tional culture is explicitly liberal. Nonetheless, this school. which is
particunlarly widespread in the United States and is consonant with the
American principle of e pluribus unum, is a new form of nationalism.
People profess “hyphenated” identities such as African-American, Ital-
fun-American, and so on. This is uot the cusn'lop(.)litan community of the
anti-communitizers, but merely a transformation of nationalism from a
stationary to a multicultural ideal of community. The worrying possibil-
ity here is that if this movement was to prevail across the world, these
“new nations” might create new tensions between the h}-’phenate(‘l

[2.143]
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members of individual nations. Furthermore, the pressure to advance
from cultural “refusal” and negative tolerance to cultural acceptance is
already a restriction of freedom and the liberal principle.

Such apparent means of resolving the dilemmas thrown up by liberal
democracy with respect to freedom and community cannot simply be
embraced in any unqualified way. From a liberal perspective, multicul-
tural societal recognition is certainly a vital means of securing the legal
and political order and thus personal freedom as well. The transforma-
tion of the refusal of the othier that entails at best mere “toleration” of
re]igious minorities into a positive tolerance that involves acceptance
and recognition would be a welcome development. We might certainly
celebrate this transition in part as a community-based value, but not as
a traditional value of the “nation,” as this would in turn mean excluding

others. To confront people, in the extreme case, with the dilemma of

having to choose between being a racist member of his own nation and
a liberal member of another nation, as does multicultural nationalism, is
a parlons strategy and no route to progress. At best, such an ;xpprozmh
might constitute a necessary step on the way to a cosmopolitan liberal-
ism. Ultimately, the aim of liberal society must be to persuade members
of society, if not all of them then at least most of them, uncoerced and
of their own free will, to rally round the value of recognition. The goal is
not cultural harmony and new identities but recognition of the possibil-
ity of difference among people and groups within the framework of a
shared polity. Differing forms of community within a society, as well as
differing relations to the realm of the national—multiple national iden-
tities, dnal citizenship—must be recognized as worth proteeting in or-
der to counteract racism. Such a polities is “post-collective™ as it pro-
tects the existing foundations of community such as religion, ethnic
group, and so on, but at the same time goes bevond them when accept-
ing internal diversities, nmking it “neo-collective” in a cosn‘nopolitan
sense as well. The only ones culturally excluded from this “recognition-
based community” are racists and fundamentalists.

As vet, such ideas have scarcely made it into social theory. And while
liberal theory demands too little of majorities (recognition), it often
demands too much of minorities. The key concept aronnd which most
current debates in Burope revolve is that of the “integration”™ of minor-
ities. Unfortunately, what horrifies integration theorists—the socially
umnetworked, unadapted. and unrecognized individual—is to some ex-
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tent the very individual envisaged in the liberal concept of society, who
is inmost respects frec. independent. and unadapted. Because of this, a
liberal critique of the concept of integration is indispensible. As we shall
see, a minimal consensus fusing the two schools of thought has gradual-
Iy taken shape in social theory in recent times. The assumption there is
that feats of integration should oceur less through adaptation to certain
values and the “leading cultures™ of the majority and more through
linguistic competence—as a prerequisite for (ree forms of dialogue in
society and social recognition. Thus, recognition of minorities by ma-
jorities and necessary integration by minorities could ideally be two
sides of the samne coin. The idea here is that multicultural communities
could prevent the rupture between political systems and societies in
Europe.

Most social theories today are less compromising. Integmtiouists
make demands of the individual extending beyond necessary accep-
tance of the constitutional state and the political values of democracy.
Hartmut Esser’s concept of integration for example consists of four
levels: “social integration™ as a form of identification with the key values
of a society; “culturation,” which centers on linguistic competence;
“placing,” which essentially means acquiring a place within society: and
“interaction,” in other words entering into social relations (H. Esser
2001). In Esser’s concept, all these processes are mutually dependent.
which is the crucial sense in which his concept differs from classical
liberal ones such as that of Thomas Meyer (ch. 1.4), who explicitly
postulates that these dimensions can be separated out as the essential
core ol liberal thought. For Meyer, reqnirements that go beyond what
Lisser defines as “social integration.” that demand ore than the accep-
tance of core constitutionally based values. must be described as con-
servative, radical, or fundamentalist, and in any case not as “liberal.”

Despite scholars’ attempts to clarify it. “integration” is still a vague
term, though the same might be said of other terms like “tolerance™ and
“recognition” as well. The following distinctions are crucial. First, “inte-
gration” emphasizes the formation of commonalities, whereas “recogni-

tion” underscores the possibility—and nof the primordial existence—of

differences between people and social groups. Sccond. “integration”
tends to be understood as “assimilation,” that is, the formation of com-
monalities should occur on the basis of hegemonic ways of thinking and
behaving within a society; the minority should cast aside its unique

[2.148]
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characteristics. at least in the public sphere. Attempts to distinguish
between an integration that changes actions and an assimilation that
changes personalities (Stichweh 2010, p. 202) remain hazy. The notion
of mutua] accommodation by majority and minority in the course of
integration is common among scholars (see for ¢ \amplo Modood 2009,
p- 104). But how likely is such accommodation given the kind of power
relations that exist between societal majorities aud minorities? lf inte-
gration theory is to avoid lapsing into a lorm ol sell-deception, it must
recognize that those who refer to “integration” not only imagine that it
is the formation of political, cultural, economic, and interactional ties
that makes societies crisis-proof and stable. but also assume that these
ties are defined hegemonically—in other words, they are associated
with a substantial loss of freedom, mainly on the part of the minority.
Despite this, we should not simply denounce integration theory as
“conservative,” as the motives m‘)Lh:rpinﬂing the various theoretical con-
cepts ditfer profoundly. While conservative politics still derives its focus
on iutegration, assimilation, and adaptation—as a debt to be paid by
inmigrants—{rom ultimately romantic notions of the homeland, tradi-
tion. and the eternally valid character of certain cultures and nations,
many contemporary integmtion theorists have a far more complex

worldview. The interface between integration theory and concepts of

liberal society consists in the fact that both are formulated with similar
goals in mmd namely a society that is based on public order but is as
hee as possible. But theorists of integration want to get there by a
different route. In other words, the two camps are pursuing the same
objectives but by different means. Of conrse, the very notion of cthnic
and religious minorities as unintegrated cconomically, as standing on
the margins of the affluent society, lends far-reaching demands for so-
cial integration apparent plausibility. It is very doubtful that the civic
consensus of liberal democracy will be enough to guarantee the stability
of European political systems over the long term.

Liberal democracy alone has not managed to eliminate the two

alarming visions of integration theory: racism on the part of the majority

and segregation or separatism on the part of the minority. While we
have said enough about racism already, the notion of the “scgregation”
ol minoritics requires explanation. The term “parallel society” has olten
been used to convey this idea over the last few decades. According to
Susanne Worbs, the criteria for the emergence of these parallel soci-
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eties are: a breakdown of commumication with the majority society;
linguistic. religious, and culture segregation; socioeconomic withdrawal
through the development of alternative economies and labor markets:
social distancing through the construction of parallel institutions (in the
fields of education and leisure for ex: ample); intensification of social
control over members of the collectivity up to and including physical
aud psychological coercion; a tendency to de fucto prevent members of
the group from mal\mg, use of the democratic legal system and the
development of a self-administered legal sphere ( %uch as Islamic law);
and wsulcntml separation and social-lifeworldly segregation (Worbs
2007, p. 11). Esser takes the view that “multiple integration,” in other
words integration into the ethnic or religious community and into the
new social context of the receiving country, is possible in principle but
nonetheless the exception:

Because multiple integration is only likely under verv specific (fa- [2.1581]
vourable} circumstances, and b(,,cal,lso the marginalization of mi-
grants cannot be a political goal. the only available means of socially
integrating migrants is segmentation or assimilation. . . It is theoret-

ically possible in principle to conceive of ethnically plural multicthnic
socictics as a combination of the suceesshul system integration of a

society even if the various groups have not been “assimilated’. Empir-
ically, however. what we almost exclusively find is a system of ethnic
stratification (Esser 2001, p. 73 {f.).

Do we inevitably have to turn to the instruments of integration and  [2.152]
assimilation in order to avoid a racist and segmented society? Despite

the fact that classical liberalism lias shown no way out of this, it is

doubtful that * ‘integration,” if this goes beyond the civie framework, is

an clfective means of reuedying these problems:

e Particularly in the case of religious minorities, but also other kinds [2.1531
of minority with enduringly “visible” characteristics, which do not
allow themselves to become assimilated through marriage over
the centuries until they are barely recognizable, it is highly unlike-
ly that integration and the lostering of social conmmonalitics and
networks will eliminate racism. An at least superficially discern-
able difference will alwavs remain between Muslims and Chris-
tians for example. All social ties, meanwhile, are mere snapshots,
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evident in history in a contrasting variety of ways. Social interac-
tions with Jews were intensive, but as a rule were quickly aban-
doned nnder Nazi rule. Jews benefited little from their elevated
economic position., and this applies even more to their successful
acculturation. On the contrary. the more integrated they were,
the more they were accused of causing the culture to “degener-
ate,” “robbing” the people’s wealth, and “worming their way” into
the fubric of society as the “[ilth colmmn™ of a worldwide conspira-
ey. Jews were long criticized lor living segregated lives. As early as
the nineteenth century, when they were gradually achieving legal
emancipation, engaging in the liberal constitutional movement.
and c:(mtril'mtiug to soc-ie’ty, there was a tc’udcm(:y to assail them
for wishing to infiltrate, control, and dominate society (Bronner
2000, p. 61 {). The present-day Je\vish community in Germany is
thus highly critical of policies of integration ( Eisenberg 2010/
2011). We have also seen the collapse of seemingly integrated
compmnities in the dissolution of integrative bonds in the former
Yugoslavia. We mnust conclude that denying minority cultures as a
means of reducing racism is a grave error. Historically, concepts
of liberalism, recognition, and conflict have the hetter arguments
here: only if the minority culture is not forced to assimilate, but
instead battles to achieve equal recognition by society (culture,
nation, and so on). only when we learn about it in universities and

schools as a matter of course, when it is popularized in the media,
is paid attention in the main political ideologies, and becomes part
of the tradition of a given comntry is there any chance of eliminat-
ing racisin.

[2.154] e Some fear segregation through the presence of minorities, but fail
to grasp that this is based on the generalization of extreme cases.
Esser’s notion that there is almost no evidence of “multiple inte-
gration” is highly dubious. In fact the opposite is the case. The
full-fledged parallel society as defined by Worbs is an exception.
For most people, who have more contact with majority society in
some fields and less in others, grey areas are the rule. A full-
Medged “parallel society™ wonld be a kind of malia-like state with-
in a state. This can be seen in emibryonic form in Burope, but we
cannot generalize on this basis. Furthermore, even members of
the majority are by no means always integrated in Esser’s sense.
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Not everyone has [riends, is well networked, has found an eco-
nomic placo in society, and even Iinguistic integration is some-
times no more than partial given the variety of sociolects and
widespread quasi-illiteracy in Europe. The dilemma thrown up by
assimilation and segregation is captured by the phrase: “Weber
tor the majority, Durkheim for the minority” and is thus an artifi-
cial construct. In reality, a combination of social adaptation and
particularity provides a far more acenrate description of the reality
ol most people’s lives—whether they belong to a minority or ma-

jority.

For similar reasons, Iris Marion Young criticizes the ideal of a com-
pletely integrated society. but also underlines other arguments against
“integration” as a guiding principle of socicty. According to Young, inte-
gration reinforces the hegemony of the majority, and denies the pos-
sibility of free association among individuals. The failure to integrate is
punished and is a heavy burden on society, and the majority, precisely
because they are in the majority, are quite unwilling to be integrated.
This is evident, for example, in the issue of residential segregation and,
we might add. is confirmed by studies cited earlier on many Europeans’
aversion to contact with Muslims:

I question [the ideal of integration] as an appropriate guide for action
to eliminate the harms of residential racial segregation. This idea
tends wrongly to focus on patterns of group clustering while ignoring
more central issues of privilege and disadvantage (Young 2000, p.
2161.).

Young argues that ethnic and religious segregation are not wrong in
themselves, particularly as they may be a strategy for dealing with dis-
crimination by obtaining a new sense of affirmation within one’s group.
She laments the fact that, in Europe especially, too much emphasis is
placed on the ideal of complete integration. She criticizes the tendency
to apply this ideology with particular force to im migrants from Asia and
Adrica {Young 2000, p. 219). As Young sees it, integration is not just an
overblown approach to achieving socictal peace that is inefficient over
the long terin, but also an expression of a claim to cultural power by the
majority society.

[2.157]




SOCIETY

Young qualifies this. however, by stating that there is a need for a
minimum of participation in democracy and involvement in a solidarist
sociogconomic community. Taking e\-’er}f(hing into account, she puts
forward a concept of “differentiated solidarity”; here, cultural, commu-
nicative, and social independence, and even social introversion, become
possible and meaningful on the basis of a fundamental commitment to
the political system and social system (Young 2000, p. 221 {f). We
might conceivably view Young's “differentiated solidarity™ as a connter-
part to Will Kymlicka's “multicultural citizenship™ (ch. 1.1).

Interestingly, within the context of the German Islam Conference.
integration theorist Hartmut Esser has advanced towards a similar con-
cept. This sets out minimal features of integration but is far more liberal
than earlier concepts of integration and leaves significantly more room
for segregation under the banner of diversity. Esser suggests declaring
political integration our foundation, along with social integration in the
sense of participation in education and the labor market, and also cultu-
ral integration, though this is restricted to the acqnisition of the lan-
guage spoken in the country of innmnigration. “But such ‘acculturation’
is . . . not an unreasonable imposition on migrants or ethnic groups,
since it lies in their own ‘objective’ interest, and within this broad
framework there is space for every conceivable form of ethnic, cultural
and religious diversity” (Deutsche Islam Konferenz 2009, p. 102). The
formula of system acceptance + educational and labor market integra-
tion + hnguistic competence does seem to constitute a viable compro-
mise between primordial liberal principles of total freedom within the
prevailing order and concepts of total integration. The liberal core is
retained and is merely supplemented by clements [acilitative of eco-
nowmic survival through the creation of crucial ties with majority society.
The demand for linguistic integration rather than comprehensive cultu-
ral integration—which is voluntary rather than required—not only fol-
lows necessarily from the first two requirements, but is also necessary to
all subsequent “struggles for recognition” and for the minority's di-
alogue with the majority. So in liberal society we achieve the maximum
of independence with respect to lifestyle neither through total integra-
tion nor total segregation. What is needed is a “clever politics of differ-
ence” (Schillaver 2008). rather than sweeping “polemics against assimi-
lation” (Stichweh 2010, p. 203). This politics would require a certain
minimal foundation of political and social values, but would be careful
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not to produce an artificial dilemma. There is no need for people to
choose between either integration or segregation. Such a politics would
instead allow for multiple identities and constitutes a viable multicultu-
ral concept of liberalism (Heywood 2007, p. 321).

Within this conception, stability and cohesion are generated not by
networks and commonalities. but through a recognition of difference
that is in tune with minimal political, social, and cultural standards of
society. It is not just individnals that have a right to difference, some-
thing radical liberal critics of multiculturalism such as Amartya Sen (ch.
2.1) need to comprehend. Social groups such as religions minorities also
have this right to difference. From a historical perspective, a form of
societal resistance produced by both individuals and groups that insists
on cultural recognition by the majority has fairly good prospects of
stabilizing society. The social conflict between majority and minority is
in fact necessary, though the example of conflicts over mosques has
shown that not every contlict is automatically beneficial. The contlicts
over headscarves and mosques staged by the European bourgeoisic
over the last [ew decades have often—not ahways—been “immature”
conflicts because they are based on an uneunlightened view of Tslam (ch.
2.1). Regardless of the unequal power relations in Europe, however,
cultural “struggles for recognition” must be fought in order to change
social attitudles, institutions, knowledge, and values in a way that facili-
tates genuine stability through the active integration of differential op-
tions. Neither total integration nor total segregation are required in
order to prevent the rupture between liberal democracy and European
socicties, but rather a dialogue on the basis of a liberal-democratic
order and maximum independence with respect to lifestyles. Cohesion
and a sense of community cannot be decreed in a liberal society, but
there is no reason to fear that such cultural conflicts will inevitably
undermine them or render them impossible (Ekardt 2009).

Though we may be beginning to discern a meaningful middle way
here in theoretical terms, these concepts are rather simplistic. The
models generated by theoretical sociology must surely come to grief
when confronted with the multiplicity of biographical variants neces-
sary to producing a realistic depiction ol society. Ultimately. constructs
such as “majority” and “minority” are far too crude and because of this
they will always be contested. They do. however, represent residual
categories for thinking, action, and social orientation that have proved

[2.161]
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extremely persistent. There is one factor we have not dealt with at all or
which we have subsumed under the umbrella term of “culture™ the
question of religion, religious freedom, religious individualism, and re-
ligious integration. Not up for discussion is “integration” as a categorical
demand for “conversion.” The times when minorities were forced by
majorities to adopt a specific religion are gone. But the issue of the
social conditions, consequences, and limits of religious expression in
public space remains nnresolved. When disenssing the concept of seen-
Jarization, we establishied that the core of seeularisin cannot be the
privatization of religion; the notions of privatization and laicization are
in fact subordinate to the key motif of equality of religion before state
and law (ch. 1.1}, But while the central sites of liberal democracy may
be the various branches of the state, the main site of society is the
public sphere. So what appears peripheral from a political perspec-
tive—the relationship between religion and the public sphere—may be
a priority from a societal perspective,

Neo-religiosity has taken different forms in the Islamic and Western
worlds over the last [ew decades. but alter centuries of declining signifi-
cance, observers such as José Casanova believe they can discern an
upsurge in religiosity in both worlds (ch. 1.1). The relationship between
neo-religiosity and the liberal idea of society is complex. The Islamic
world has seen the invigoration of fundamentalist movements, but also
of many forms of liberal or conservative reformist Islam (K. Hafe,
2010a). Social conservatisin and the search for a group identity go hand-
in-hand with (Western-influenced) cultural modernity, media. fashion,
and the Intermet. This also applies to American Protestantism, which. as
Casanova himsell states, is essentially an (often conservative) movement
for the renewal of religious values and community ideals within the
basic framework of the liberal order. Because of the quite different
political and social parameters. much of neo-Islam and a generally
smaller portion of neo-Christianity in the Western industrialized coun-
tries lean towards political fundamentalism by rejecting the principle of
a secular legal order—if their adherents are not in fact prone to acts of
violence. In the Islamic world this has led to demands for the introduc-
tion ol Islamic law (sharia). Tn the United States, the creationist move-
ment has managed to get the biblical ercation story enshrined in law as
an alternative to Darwinism in many states. But if we disregard these
developments, it is plain that at present both Islam and Christianity
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constantly generate attitudes that involve acceptance of the political
framework of liberal democracy. but which are guided by fundamental-
ist values and deny other religions “ecumenical” recognition—wvorld-
views that are also conunon within religions” central institutions (ch. 5).
So religious intolerance may well hamper mutual recognition of major-
ity and religious minorities in Europe.

55

As in the case of the majority society, to come to grips with the issue
of European Muslims’ attitudes to integration and recognition we nust
make a distinction between public sphere and public opinion, between
the “silent majorities™ (of the minority) and “elites.” The concept of
elites is generally difficult and easy to criticize, but one useful distine-
tion is that between power, functional. and value elites. Since we have
already examined power elites (ch. 1), we shall limit ourselves here to
functional and value elites and examine their discourses in more detail,
Intellectuals, scholars, and representatives of society, it goes without
saying, often have no legitimacy in the sense of democratic elections.
Since it is only relatively recently that large numbers ol immigrants
have come to Europe from the Islamic world, their elites may be cate-
gorized as latecomers (Vogt 2002, p. 99), having emerged since the
1980s and in many cases only in the 1990s in most countries. The
process of their establishment is well under way, and despite the fact
that there is still often a lack of Muslim voices in public debates (Zemni/
Parker 2002, p. 241), the development of Muslim elites is dynamic, as
evident in the rise of Mushim immigrants through the ranks of political
partics and parliaments (ch. 1.3). Increasing numbers ol Muslims are
also present within universities, liberal professions, and the media (Su-
nier/van Kuijeren 2002, p. 155).

A cursory look at the views of just a few European Muslim elites
shows that attitudes to issues such as liberalism. recognition, and inte-
gration are far from uniform and correspound to ideological currents
largely identical with the theoretical positions described earlier with
respect to these issues. Many Muslims are concerned with achieving
improved recognition of Islam by the majority society. Mona Sahlin for
example calls for respect and recognition of difference. She presents a
vision of a urope of diversity and concludes that we must “embrace”
other ways of being in order to eradicate racism completely. s Especial-
ly against the background of the Holocaust. Sabiha El-Zayat refers to
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the “necessity for mutual exchange™; mere toleration or “putting up
with” is not enough, and dialogical elements are a “key developmental
factor” (El-Zayat 2001, p. 29 £.).

Muslims in Europe are not all advocates of a recognition-oriented
multiculturalism, however. As in the case ol Amartya Sen, some mem-
bers of Muslim elites lean towards classical-liberal and often left-
wing—integrationist views. Saini Zubaida for example claims that the
concept of multiculturalism entails @ priori assumptions abonut the exis-
tenee of unity among “Muslims” or a unity of “Islami™ that prove highly
problematic when we look more closely.® In her book Afier Multicultu-
ralism, Yasmin Alibhai-Brown laments the fragmentation of society into
static groups divided along ethno-religious lines.* Jamal Malik and Le-
vent Tezcan have expressed similar views (ch. 1.1 and 1.2). The argu-
ments being put forward here are essentially classical liberal ones; these
intellectuals are individualist in orientation and assail what they regard
as the artificial construction of Muslims as a group or community—a
process they reject as a form of “ethnicization.”

These commentators show that Muslims hold a variety of views.
These views, however, are rarely clearly defined, such that the houndar-
ies between them are often porous. What is apparent is that representa-
tives of classical and multicultural liberalism often talk past each other.
While the multiculturalists chiefly emphasize the necessity for a public
sphere, social conflict, and cultural recognition, their critics are not
opposed to this tendency as such but to the collectivist tendency they
believe they can discern behind it. So 1 underline once again that from
the perspective of the liberal school, “recognition” may bear both indi-
vidual and group-based attributes and that neither collectivist incorpo-
ration nor physical and psvchological coercion can be seen as legitimate
means of creating a Muslim consensus. Individual choice, and the basic
and human rights of the individual remain a prerequisite for any politics
of recoguition. In this sense, it is not enough to claim the support of
Muslims for a particular policy simply because they are Muslims. Be-
cause of the lack of institutionalization through church membership and
tax Hability, it is often not even possible to determine the identity of
Muslims, which (rom a liberal perspective would have to be established
by a prolession of faith. Pcople born as Muslins may be atheists or
“cultural Muslims” who were socialized in a Muslim context but who
are not committed to the religion (Sakaranaho 2006, p. 208). At the
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same time, however, it must be admitted that religions are not purely
individual products. As a rule, they involve not just common texts and
symbols but also strong elements of community with regard to ritual
and theology. It would be reductive to regard individualization or pri-
vatization as the basic reality of religion. Freedom, after all, includes
freedom of association, and for many Muslims their individual or collec-
tive commitiment to religion is a component of their lived self-concep-
tion; sometimes, it is also a logical alternative to socictal diserimination
and Islamophobia (sce below).
Jytte Klausen considers Europe’s Muslims to be overwhelmingly lib-  [2.168]
eral in orientation and thus differs from intellectuals like Olivier Rov
and Gilles Kepel, who are doubtful of the sincerity of Islam’s rap-
prochement with liberalism (Klausen 2005, p. 204 {f.). Such differences
of opinion are no doubt partly due to the lack of clarity, mentioned
above, characteristic of multicultural liberalism among Muslims as a
middle way between classical privatized liberalism and communitarian-
ism or fundamentalism. Intellectual heterogeneity lies in the nature of
liberal thought, which foregrounds ideological openness, textual criti- ;
cism, and a plurality of styles of thinking and living. But this heteroge-
neity is partly determined by the fact that European parties’ liberal and
left-liberal programs with respect to multiculturalism and Islam are

often quite immature (ch. 1.3). The progressive scene among Muslim
elites in Europe is still considered “disparate” (Rohe 2008, Kandel
2007, p. 29).
The lack of programmatic clarity is evident in the case of German 2.
sreen Party Bundestag deputy Omid Nouripour (Nouripour 2007). He
expresses understanding for the striving for connnunity characteristic of
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many immigrants in Gerrnany, and sees ethnic or religious processes of
commumnitization as just as legitimate as other forms of legal association.
But at the same time he calls for a view of humanity that takes account
of all social relations, relations to the group as well as to the society in
which the human being is integrated. This he calls “radical republican-
ism within a multicultural reality” (Nouripour 2007, p. 87). This is con-
fusing, as it was radical republican views that allowed the Swiss to
prohibit the building of minarets. The term “multicultural liberalism™
captures Nouripour’s standpoint better than “multicultural republican-
ism,” because liberalism, unlike republicanism, makes positive refer-
ence to values and law that cannot be called into question by a radical-
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ized popular will or civie virtue movements. “Liberalism” may be an
awkward term for Nouripour because the Greens are in political com-
petition with Germany’s liberal party, the FDP. So it may be that intel-
lectual views are being concealed for political reasons.

It is in significant part because of this lack of clarity that crities
dismiss liberal multiculturalism among European Muslims as partly too
collectivist and partly too individualist. 1u addition to the classical liber-
al or left-liberal critigne, there are influential clites and organizations
that may be placed within the communitarian camp and whose views
are often held to be representative of Furope’s Muslims within the
European public sphere (Klausen 2005, p. 205). Apart {rom extremist
p()sitions, most represcnta(‘ivc;‘s of these currents are committed to the
laws and political system of Europe, but sometimes seek routes to legal
segregation from the majority society and clearly articulate the primacy
of the in-group in social and cultural terms. The communitarianism of
European Muslims, which I have referred to elsewhere as “conservative
reformist” (K. Halez 2010a, p.32 [1.). foregronuds the scarch for a new
conmunity consensus among Muslims. Pioneering thinkers such as Ta-
ricg Ramadan, however, refuse to come down clearly in favor of integra-
tion. recognition within multicultural socicty, or segregation, since for
them what matters above all is the process occurring within the Muslim
community:

So we could continue to refer to assimilation. integration and isola-
tion but these terms remain empty as long as we are unclear about
who the relevant ‘subject’ is both in a literal and philosophical
sense. . . . The path of the golden mean is a demanding one. It
requires us to begin by delining Muslim identity with respect to its
principles and its foundations. . . . Ultimately, this approach demands
that we undergo an intellectual revolution: for us. the guestion can
no longer be what our place is {'dissolved within® or ‘isolated outside
of’) but instead how to determine the nature of our active contribu-
tion. Contribution means presence, exclmnge\ partul\'ing and giving:
this is a great deal more than merely being infegrated (Ramadan
2001, 8. 232 f.).

Despite the valorization of the in-group and of the Muslim collectivity
and identity, social isolation is by no means inevitable among Muslim
communitarians—but it is central both to groups and viewpoints that
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we might call “fundamentalist.” Cultural and social anthropologist Wer-
ner Schiffaver has made an intensive study of the group Milli Gériis.
which is active in Germany. and other Turkish Islamists. According to
Schiffauer, though Islamisin cannot be explained solely as a result of
discrimination, in Islamist circles the rejection of a Western lifestyle
was often greater among immigrzmts to Europe than among those in
Turkey (Schiffauer 2004). The community ended up splitting, with po-
litical extremists breaking away to form a gronp around the preacher
Cemaleddin Kaplan. Yet Milli Goriig was in fact long characterized by
anti-democratic attitudes and fundamental criticisms of liberal democ-
racy. Thongh it is impossible to determine exactly what form of state
Milli Goriis would like to see and how it views Islamic law (sharia) and
secularism, it is clear that there has been a split over the last few
decades between extremist ideology and the rather more civil everyday
reality of the group (Schiffauer 2004). The second generation of mem-
bers, who were born in Germany, has gone through a further develop-
ment, which inchides a bigger role for women—women who are now
engaged in a dual struggle against discrimination, that of the German
majority society and that of men in their own community (Schiffauer
2004).

Schiffauer criticizes theories of fundamentalism as crude constrice-
tions of the “other” and as a threat to the political system, Western
modernity, the Enlightenment. and civil soci oty (Schiffauer 2000, p.
315). As he sees it, the Islamists’ worldview is “as justified or unjustified
as other worldviews™ (Schiffauer 2000, S. 319). In contrast to Schil-

fauer’s anthropological perspective, however, from the standpoint ol
liberal theory we cannot view these “findamentalist” moveinents in a
completely relativistic way. Islamists may have beliefs that clash with
human rights, the constitutional state, and the secularism of the politi-
cal system. Their relationship to the social compromise alluded to by
Iris Marion Young and others—the right to segregation on the condi-
tion of system acceptance, economic solidarity, and linguistic accultura-
tion—is unclear. It is true that these groupings’ relation to moder),lity is
ambivalent and not comprehensively rejectionist and that their pro-
nounced value conservatism clashes with the European “Zeitgeist,” but
with the exeeption of a small number of issues, this conservatisim must
be tolerable both legally and within society; in this respect, Islamists’

views are often not that different from the reactionary models of
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thought and action found among the conservative or right-wing camp in
Europe (K. Hafez 2010a, p. 40 1., 56 f1.). Tt is not clear that Islamists
are lacking in economic solidarity in the sense of paying taxes: social
engagement within the in-group of Muslims is often substantial and
they participate in working life in the normal way. Yet their self-image is
generally built on religious and cultural superiority, and in this respect
they show structural similarities with Islamophobia. Like many mem-
bers of majority society who do not recognize Islam and at most tolerate
it there are reasons to doubt that Islamic fundamentalists really accept
Surope’s liberal inodel of society, that they accept it as equal in Rainer
Forst’s sense. Their sometimes rigid views of Western society and cul-
ture, which may extend as far as anti-Semitism, bring up major ques-
tions.* The problem here is not the lack of societal “integration,” but
the lack, some of the time, of “reverse recoguition” of the majority by a
(fundamentalist) minority within the minority. From the perspective of
liberal political and social systems, Islamic fundamentalists must to
some extent be evaluated in a different way than from the discourse
theoretical and action theoretical standpoint ol Schiffauer’s social
anthropology or ethnomethodology, which intentionally refrains from
making structural statements about causal relations in society and fo-
cuses on the “discursive struggles” and rational motivations of certain
actors.

We might be tempted to regard social recognition as a product of

modern society, which immigrants, some of whom come from pre-
modern societies. are incapable of exercising. But this would be wrong
for a number of reasons. The pre-modern as well the modern gualities
of Islamic clite views are underestimated. Today, in states from Moroc-
co to Indonesia, a theology and ideology of Islam are being formed that
may be described as multisectoral. Traditional and highly modern social
and economic forms coexist here, and even traditional Islamic society
exhibits a certain degree of pluralism (Salewski 2006, p. 210). As with
Christianity, there were tolerant and less tolerant periods, currents, and
regions in Islamic history. Islam’s history of tolerance is venerable; it
facilitated the peaceful and productive coexistence of different religions
(in medieval Spain for example), pogroms against Jews were far raver
than in Europe, and even in the Second World War many Furopean
Jews fled to Turkey or Morocco. Angelika Hartmann:
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Tolerance as a process of understanding the suffering of others, as
emotional openness and as recognition of a divergence from the
prevailing doctrinal view or standard norm has de fucto always been
present in Islamic history. Regardless of the lack of significant, prog-
rammatic texts on this topic with a direct impact on society, the
concept of tolerance has entered into many fields of the impartation
ol knowledge, literature and mystical writing and, not least, into eve-
ryday practice (Hartmann 20006, p. 133}
The reference here to the social context, however. shows that the issue
of tolerance in Islan cannot be answered simply by quotes {from the
Koran such as “no compulsion in the religion™ (2:256). Practiced relig-
ion and the tradition of this practice were not always identical with the
sacred texts, and the texts have been interpreted in different ways.
Though it often proved possible in the past for Muslims, Christians, and
Jews to live together in the Tslamic world. there is clear evidence that
Islam was far less tolerant towards other religions (Friedmanmn 2003).
Why, then, in their critique of modernity and its “capitalist idols.”
should fundamentalists recall only the history of tolerance towards
Christians and Jews? The many people in the West who no longer refer
to themselves as Christian are “heathens”™ from an extremist perspec-
tive. I'rom a theological perspective, there is no reason wl 1y such people
should be tolerated indefinitely. What is more, present-day Islfamic fun-
damentalists should not be viewed as “traditionalists.” They are neo-
traditionalists who essentially wish to tighten up many social norms
under the prefext of moral restoration. For the fundamentalists, the
religious orthodoxy of Islam, which has had a long tradition of making
arrangements with the state. society, and practices of popular Islam
despite its dogmatism, is far too pragmatic, so they are radicalizing this
tradition.

IFundamentalist organizations, however, are just one of numerous
elites. How do the Muslims of Europe think and act as a whole? In what
follows I attempt to reconstruct the picture suggested hy contemporary
public opinion research and social research. In analogy to the examina-
tion of the European image of Islam (ch. 2.1). I scrutinize European
Muslims’ view of and attitudes to the West and the everyday strategies
and actions derived from them in the context of recognition, integra-
tion, or segregation. Overstating things slightly, we might ask: Is the
counterpart of European “respectable Tslamophobia™ and the common
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forns of anti-Muslim discrimination the introverted, intolerant Muslim
hiving himself off into a parallel society? Or are the great majority of the
9110nt majorities” of Muslims in Europe just as liberally minded as [\ tte
Klausen claims of most members of Muslim elites?

We have already discussed attitudes towards the political system and
established that, at least in Germany. Muslims are very supportive of it
(ch. 1.4). As far as more comprehensive legal integration is concerned,
one sty has recorded an increased propensity for violence among
Muslim vouths in Germany. The pereentage actively engaging i vio-
lence. however, is “only” about 10 to 13 percent higher than in the case
of Christian adolescents, and the rate is higher among ethnic German
Christian im migrants to Germany and other immigrants, narrowing the
gap with Muslims (Brettfeld/Wetzels 2003, p. 347, 350. 356 f.3. There
was no clear evidence of a connection between violence and a commit-
ment to religious values. The authors identify experiences of violence
within individuals™ socialization in countries such as Afghanistm1 the
Arab states, and Turkey. as well as effective norms related to “honor”
and masculinity, as the main reasons for this difference. Tt is not difli-
cult to explain this. While their countries of origin are often authoritar-
fan, their social reach makes them “weak states.” Social systems are held
together by the traditional norms of tribal and family honor. We should
keep in mind that within a given population attitudes towards violence
generally take just one generation to change completely, We need only
lnnl\ of the fact that corporal punishment was common in German
schools in the postwar period but was then vehemently rejected.

A stndy commissioned by the German families ministry fonnd evi-
dence of around 3,500 pot(\ntlal forced wmarriages, though onl\ 40 per-
cent of these actually occurred (T. Mirbach et al. 2011). Tt is unclear
how many of the remaining cases were reported more than once. The
study presumes that a large proportion of these cases involved Muslims.
In a public statement, h()\\e*\ er. the expert advisory board associated
with the study expressed doubts that the figures, w hich they felt tell us

nothing in any event, were collated clppl()Pl'].ultt.»l”. “The sexual abuse of

children and adolescents in church contexts, for example, should not be
put down to the perpetrators” Christian faith but to the opportunity
structures available to paedophiles . . .7* So while forced marriage
constitutes a significant criminal problem, it affects only a very small
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number of Muslims in Germany and there is no direct link to the
religion of Islam.
We turn now to the Musliim minority’s social and cultural attitndes.  {2.18¢]

Again, our focus will be on Germany. though with some caution we may
assume that the relevant findings apply to other European countries as
well. We can now draw on a number of comprehensive studies that
identify migrants’ social milieus (Sinus-Institut 2008, see also Weill/
Trebbe 2001). In sociology, the concept of “milien” is an attempt to go

beyond rigid social typologics of strata or classes and understand people
mainly in terms of their habitus and lifestyle, things that can vary greatly
even within the same income bracket. A representative study by the
Heidelberg Sinus Institute from 2008 commissioned by German minis-
tries and associations works with a model of eight immigrant milieus: 1)
religion-based, 2) traditional guest worker, 3) status-oriented upwardly
mobile, 4) uprooted, 5) intellectual-cosmopolitan, 6) multicultural per-
former (with a strong bicultural focus), 7) adaptive bourgeois (middle
stratum with an emphasis on security and social harmony), and 8) he-
donistic-subeultural (unadapted youth lifestyle). According to the study,
both the religious and nprooted milieus make up less than 10 percent of
immigrants, with all other milicus accounting for about 10 to 15 per-
i cent. Despite all the possible criticisms of the unclear distinction be-

tween the different categories,™ this study is interesting because it

shows that segregated milieus are in no way in the majority. The domi-

nant groups are those featuring a high degree of integrative and multi-
cultural capital. The influence ol religious traditions is somewhat higher
among Muslims than other immigrants, but more than half exhibit great
willingness to integrate coupled with independent bicultural or mwulti-
cultural lifestyles. The miliens often perceived by European publics,
namely those characterized by social disintegration or religious funda-
mentalists, do exist, but they are marginal groups among immigrants
and among Muslims.

A major 2009 study by Sonja Haug, Stephanie Miissig. and Anja
Stichs, “Muslim Life in Germany” ("Muslimisches Leben in Deutsch-
land”), commissioned by the German Islam Conference. conlirms this
trend (Haug et al. 2009). The study [inds the Muslim population in
Germany to be highly heterogencous in terms of sociogeography, mi-
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eastern Europe. and so on) and the associated different motives for
immigration {economic, political, ete.). Religion is gene cally important
to Muslim immigrants, though this varies depending on origins. Immi-
grants from Iran, Central Asia, and Southeastern Europe include a
greater proportion who describe themselves as non-religious (Haug et
al. 2009, p. 325). Though more than 90 percent describe themselves as
religious, more than hall’ do not pray on a daily basis and are therefore
not religiously orthodox. Religiosity is highly prevalent among Muslims,
and so is religious heteropraxy, though the vast majority of Muslims
comply with rules on the consumption of certain foods. Only around
half of Muslim fast, however (Haug et al. 2009, p. 326 £).

That religiosity itsell’ cannot be considered evidence of organized
fundamentalism is evident in the fact that only a third of Muslims indi-
cate that they attend religious events, and just 13 percent are actively
involved in the religious community (Haug et al. 2009, p. 327 3. While
a segregated lifestyle within one’s own group is conceivable both with
and without a high degree of religiosity, it is interesting that Muslims
who regularly attend religions events are also more involved than some

other groups in German associations, though the greatest proportion of
o o) ¢ 3 3

members of German associations is found among those who rarely at-
tend mosque. Every second Muslim is a member of a German associa-
tion. This means that the propensity [or social integration correlates to a
high degree with religious heteropraxy, but also, though not as strongly.
with pronounced religiosity. Muslims often have contact with non-Mus-
lim Germans, and Muslims from all parts of the world show great will-
ingness to engage in such contact (Hang et al. 2009, p. 337). The study
states:

Overall, the intensity of contact between immigrants [rom Muslim
countries and people of German origin is very high iu all sphieres of
daily life . . . [Evidently] there is no general barrier between Muslims
and the indigenous population {Haug et al. 2009, p. 338 £).

Of course, a positive picture of social contact from the perspective of a
minority making up about 5 percent of the population does not mean
that most members of the German majority want or cultivate such
contact (ch. 2.1). Seventy percent of Muslims, however, leel a strong
connection with Germany, 36 percent even feel more connceted with
Germany than with their country of origin, with 27 percent of respon-
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dents expressing a greater sense of connection with the latter (Haug et
al. 2009, p. 337 £.). Studies such as that by Katrin Brettfeld and Peter
Woetzels, which have found that Muslims identi fy more with their coun-
tries of origin, also conclude that this a) does not necessarily mean they
are unwilling to integrate, and b) is most prevalent among school pupils
but declines with age (Brettfeld/Wetzels 2007, p. 363). According to
these authors, in no way should these cultural ties be confused with a
general tendency towards segregation, which is estimated to apply to
less than 20 pereent of Muslims. Only a small nuniber of Muslim pupils
forgo unisex physical education, swimming lessons, sex education
classes, or school trips; girls are most likely to be excused from such
activities, the figure being around 7 to 10 percent. Nonetheless, the
study finds that opting for children to be excused from educational
activities is not a “mass phenomenon” (Haug et al. 2009, p. 330 {.). In
much the same way as Muslims in the United States, and probably
those in other parts of Europe as well, Muslims in Germany are very
willing to marry non-Muslims, thongh traditional Islamic law imposes
restrictions in this regard (Pew Rescarch Center 2007, P 34).

To sum up what we have learned so far about social integration, it
appears that with respect to social networking, Muslims are far better
il'xtegrated than is necessary to meet the minimal requirmuents sug-
gested by Iris Marion Youn g or Hartmut Esser. Most Muslims cultivate
social contacts both within and beyond their in-group and are already
broadly integrated into society’s institutional landscape, while it appears
that they also have distinct religious and cultural preferences and show
at least some interest in communitization within the Mnslim n-group.
Clearly, then, as (ar as most Muslims are concerned, there is no neces-
sity to choose between assimilation and segregation. The “parallel soci-
cties” so often invoked in European media, those of Lebanese-Kurdish
clans in Berlin for example, are marginal groups within the Muslim
minority. It is not clear from these studies whether Muslims are devel-
oping activities intended to achieve enhanced recognition within soci-
ety, that is, whether they are cultivating a multi- or transcultural life-
style or whether the tendency is for them to create separate lifeworlds,
perhaps even to essentially privatize Tslam. Sociological rescarch is very
much beholden to concepts of “integration.” Little rescarch has been
done on issues of recognition, cultural dialogue, and social conflict. Yet
such issues are of huge importance. If, from a theoretical perspective,
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we have described a fixation on “integration” as {lawed in historical
terms because ethnic and 1'(;‘ligiol,1s conflicts may worsen at any time
quite regardless of levels of integration and such integration provides no
solution to racism (see above), it would be interesting to find out what
strategies Muslims in Germany are pursuing to achieve recognition. It
is by no means certain that the majority of Muslims are aware of and
approve of the pursuit of positive tolerance and the recognition of Islam
and Muslims as part ol Europe—based on insights gleancd historically
from the Holocaust and on the views propagated by many Muslim clites
in prcsent-day Europe.

As vet we still know too little about how Muslims in Europe organize
their social relations, how social interaction functions, and what the
Islamic-Western dialogue, much praised but rarely esamined in any
depth, consists of in evervday life. There are grounds or potential
grounds for conflict here. Despite the positive picture of contact
painted by Haug, Miissig, and Stichs, we know from other studies of
Germany that Muslims complain of discrimination (impoliteness, crel
remarks, and so on) twice as often as other immigrants (Brettfeld/Wet-
zels 2007, see for example p. 236 ). This is common in other Euro-
pean countries as well, as we saw in connection with state antidiscrimi-
nation policies (ch. 1.2). It is interesting that those who are very poorly
integrated and those who are particularly well integrated in social and
linguistic terms show the lowest rates of experiences of discrimination
(Brettteld/Wetzels 2007, p. 239). In the case of the badly integrated,
this is probably due to the fact that less contact means less discrimina-
tion. In the case of the well integrated, their affiliation to a religious
minority is likely to be alnost unnoticeable becanse they have adapted
so successfully to the majority society. What, though. of the great group
in the middle, who have not adapted so strongly with respect to lan-
guage, habitus, and so on, but who, as we have seen in the statistics, also
have a high degree of social contact with non-Muslims? It is they who
must have most experience of discrimination, which means that social
tensions and diserimination arise at the very point where ‘irmn‘igrants~
efforts to integrate ought to be complemented by recognition on the
part of the majority. Clearly, discrimination is to be found in cases
where sometimes highly integrated Muslims come up against an intol-
erant environment. This backs up the theoretical hypothesis that even
integration is not necessarily a cure-all for racism and discrimination. It




CHAPTER2

is not a cure-all if it is incomplete. if it resists total assimilation and
privileges spaces of liberality—cquite apart from the fact that historical-
ly. even the highly integrated could not be sure of avoiding discrimina-
tion entirely, as we have discussed with reference to the Suropean
Jewry. Those who wish neither to adapt 100 percent nor seal them-
selves oft from society have to put up with social tensions. As « study in
the United States shows. fear of discrimination is widespread even
among educated and rich Muslims (Pew Rescarch Center 2007, p. 35
(T.). We have to qualify this conclusion because it is not always clear that
Muslims’ “experiences of discrimination” are truly based on “discrimi-
nation.” They may partly reflect an oversensitivity that Muslims have
often been criticized for. With respect to issues of conflict, integration,
and recognition, social interactions have as yet been little researched.
We would require far more detailed studies in order to understand the
relations between minority and majority in “liberal society.”

Women who wear the Islamic headscarf have a relatively low level of
contact. Only 28 percent of Muslim women wear a headscarf, with the
vast majority ol them stating that they do so for religious reasons and
not because of family pressure. With respect to most integration factors,
however, on average these women are in a worse position. Their level of
education is lower, they are less often in employment, rarely have Ger-
man citizenship. and have fewer friendships with non-Muslim Germans
(Haug et al. 2009, p. 331 £.). While orthodox religious behavior is un-
problematic within the framework of the religious freedom guaranteed
in liberal society, the headscarf, in contrast to such elements as mosque
attendance, scems to function as a social marker of disintegration. So-
cial networking scems to occur on the basis of separation. mainly within
these women’s own group. It is unclear however, whether this is a
matter of self-segregation or externally imposed segregation—we have
evidence from some studies that headscarves lead to discrimination in
the labor market (ch. 2.1 and 2.3). And we have already established
from other studies that Muslim women who wear headscarves are not
devoid of all individuality (ch. 2.1). Such findings, then. are not neces-
sarily alarming.

Rather more troubling than European Muslims™ degree of social
contact is their socioeconomic integration. It is here that the greatest
problems are to be found: on average. Muslims in Germany have a
significantly lower level of education (Haug et al. 2009, p. 332 £.). When
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we break down the data, however, what emerges is that it is not the
most religious of Muslims who have the worst educational results, but
Turks: Muslims from the Middle East do better {(Haug et al. 2009, p.
215). While Arab immigrants to France often find themselves members
ol a precariat, Arabs {and Iranians) in Germany are mostly educated
and highly integrated, to a similar degree as immigrants from Southern
Europe (Berlin Institut 2009, p. 49). So it is not the factor of religiosity
that is crucial to socioeconomic integration and “differentiated solidar-
ity” in Iris Marion Young's seuse, but rather the nature of wigration:
Are we talking about labor migrants. as most Turkish im migrants are, or
political refugees, for example from Iran? Despite the generally lower
level of education among Muslims in Germany, the vast majority are in
employment. though with a low income, and “only” 20 percent—twice
the German average—are unemployed (Haug et al. 2009, p. 334 (f.).
Further, as other studies note, there is a countervailing tendency to-
wards the development of a Muslim middle class—Turkish. for exam-
ple, in the case of Germany (Hildebrandt/Bendel 2006, p. 15). Haug,
Miissig, and Stichs conclude that the key problems lic in the field of
linguistic competence and relate to structural integration {labor market,
education) rather than social networking (social contact, associations)
(Hanug et al. 2009, p. 344).

These findings are supported by studies of media use that show that
segregated behavior (use of exclusively foreign-langnage media) is the

exception, while bicultural usage is the rule (ch. 3.2). But since media

use affects cultural rather than social integration, the foundation of

which is langnage learning according to Esser, we need to take a closer
look at this dimension. A number of studies provide more detailed
information on cultural-religious integration. The Bertelsmann Foun-
dation’s “Religion Monitor” for example registers growing religiosity
among German Muslims. More than 90 percent of Muslims describe
themselves as religions, and 41 percent as highly religious. The study
found that about 70 percent of the majority population are religious and
18 percent highly religious (Religionsmonitor 2008, p. 6). There is evi-
dence of a slight diaspora effect: a comparative survey in Turkey found
that 85 percent regard themselves as religious. So the idea that religios-
ity among Muslims in Germany is a reaction to innnigration and dis-
crimination applies at most only to a very small number of immigrants.
What is not clear is whether a larger group become highly religious
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because of immigration. Religion seems to be an autonomous cultural
space in which traditional socialization and fear of contact with the new
environment are fused together. We have evidence that religious iden-

tification increases slightly among the second and third generation of
£ g g

immigrants ({Tietze 2003, p. 122, see also Gerlach 2006, Mandaville
2009},

Despite this. the vast majority of Muslims do not practice their relig-
ion as a response to Islamophobia. Instead they preserve their religion,
which may well play a positive social role, as Kea Iilers, Clara Seitz, and
Konrad Hirschler have pointed out (Eilers et al. 2008, p- 89} It may not
aid cultural integration, but almost certainly does help people deal cul-
turally with their changing everyday reality (“*homesickness” being the
key term here). As we will see in the chapter on the media, “cultural
exile” is also a form of segregation, though it has no negative conse-
quences for the minimal political and social requirements discussed
earlier. Nilitfer Gole refers to various groups of Muslim immigrants,
who “distingnish themselves, elaborate collectively a religious selfl and
carve new public spaces of their own in conformity with the require-
ments of their faith and an Islamic life-style” (Géle 2006, p- 3). Particu-
larly in the case of progressive and multicultural i mmigrant milieus, a
kind of withdrawal into “salons” or, as Gole puts it, into semi-privatized
spaces, pr()vides an opportunit'y to try out new discourses, (‘lialogues,
and fashions. Here her analysis sounds like a transferral of the Sinus
milieus to the realities of Muslims in Europe. The Sinus concept takes
full account of the fact that there are a small number of Muslims who
seal themselves off [rom society for religions reasons. Traditionalism as
well as uprooting may foster the sealing off of a particular wilieu within
the Muslim minority. As we have seen, this seems to bolster not so
much religiosity as a particular type of religiosity (orthodoxy). By with-
drawing into their own minority c,oﬂectmty, some people try to avoid
the painful experience of discrimination (Khosrokhavar 2003). It is not
clear from the evidence that a religious orientation is ro&;pomihle‘ for
existing linguistic shortcomings. Furthermore, a study by the University
of Bremen has shown that even the social milieus assouated with Isla-
mist orgamzahons with a strong (‘muk%ncy towards scgreguﬁon may fea-
ture a pronounced orientation towards universal educational ideals and
a willingness to work hard for suceess in school. In other words, cultural
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and social segregation do not inevitably go hand in hand (Meng 2004, p.
158 (1., see also Religionsmonitor 2008, 1. §).

The bottom line is that it is not the religion of Islam or the compara-
tively high level of religiosity among Muslims that cause the real prob-
loms of social integration, nam(‘l\' economic deprivation, linguistic and
educational deficiencies, and hl}ﬂh rates of criminality. In {act these
problems are a result of a lack of social capital (socmlua’tlon money,
education, cte.) among immigrants and an unwillingness to invest and
accommodate on the part of majority socicty. Majority socicty is often
disturbed by Muslims’ religion—even if it is in no way responsible for
deficiencies in the minimal features of integration; even the relative
dearth of social contact in the lives of women who wear headscarves
must be interpreted. at least in part, as a response to discrimination in
the surrounding society. We will return later to this crucial socioeco-
normic 1n(‘chanlsm {ch.2.3).

For now, though, what matters is to be aware of the asymmetry of
social relations between majority and Muslim minority in the fie 1d of
recognition and integration. Culturally established Isldmop iobia within
the majority socicty, which is at most strengthened but not cansed by
economic crises, is not matched by a Muslim minority whose members
are generally unwilling to integrate. When Muslims fail to muster the
required level of social solidarity, this is chiefly because of socioeco-
nomic shortcomings, not religious-cultural reservations. But the rela-
tionship between majority and minority seems to be characterized by an
error of perception that is likely to make societal dialogue significantly
more diffienlt: sociocconomic issues are interpreted in enltural terms by
the members of majority society.

But the integration of Muslims, social as well as political. is already
far advanced, and there can be no question of any general tendency
towards segregation. In any case. the example of Germany shows that
the major, representative empirical studies on Muslims in Germany—
Brettfeld and Wetzels, Haug et al., the Religionsmonitor, but also the
study by Weill and Trebbe that I refer to later
point. To quote prominent migration scholar Klaus Bade:

essentially agree on this

Sober analysis reveals that the situation is far better than it is claimed
to be in public debates. In many fields amenable to empirical study it
is in fact satisfactory, if not very good.”!
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Dirk Halm and Martina Sauer studied Germany’s Turkish population in ~ [2.195]
2006. They conclude that it would be quite wrong to refer to a sealed-
off community. a “parallel society,” as it is only the factor of religion that
is unusually pronounced (Halm/Sauer 2006}. Most other social parame-
ters are well within the normal range, corresponding roughly to the
situation of the non-Muslim majority society. Muany Muslims have social
contact with nou-Muslims. What form this contact takes. whether it is
typified by harmony, conflict, or discrimination, is subject to just as
much variation as in the case of individuals and groups within the ma-
jority society. Only small numbers of people have radical political views;
in this respect as well Muslims behave in average, normal ways (ch. 1.4).
Labor migrants and their families are particularly likely to be affected
by legal. linguistic, educational, and socioeconomic integrational short-
comings, but serious cultural incompatibilities such as refusal to attend
school. forced marriage, or “honor killings™ and similar repressive prac-
tices are much rarer than was long assumed. A great deal of adapta-
tion is expected of Muslims, on the other hand, particalarly when it
comes to religious integration. They have to justify wearing the head-
scarf. the state is keen to create church-like structures (ch. 1.1 and 1.2)

and they are exposed to a great deal of hostility towards mosque-build-
ing projects (Hildebrandt/Bendel 2006, p. 19-26).

There are real integrational shortcomings, but it is clearly a huge  [2.1986]
exaggeration to claim that these amount to segregation. Despite existing
problems, at least if we go by the data for Germany, integration has
been more successtul than is often believed, and in liberal society total

integration is not necessary in any case. Dwkheim for the immigrants,
Weber for the indigenes: this forimula does not work and demands ol
Muslims a form of hyperadaptation that goes way beyond anything ex-
pected of the indigenous population. Forms of dress, ties to social
groups. public religiosity, political and social value conservatism—these
are often attributes of Muslims in Europe, but they in no way contradict
the necessary integration of Muslims (see also Outiirk 2007). Social
theory must face the realities of multicultural society. Integration theo-
ry must distinnglish between maximal and necessary integration. For its
part, recognition theory should make a distinction between real and
fictive differences within minority groups. From a historical perspective
it is clear that all modes of social action are significant to the Muslims of
Europe: integration alone is no antidote to racism, and segregati(m
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alone will not destroy social solidarity in the European nation state. The
search for recognition may strengthen dialogue and tolerance.

Let’s hear once again from the Swiss Federal Commission against
Racism (EKR):

The EKR criticizes the constant repetition of the claim that Muslims
are not integrated. as this does uot reflect the lacts. Thousands of
individuals of Muslim faith live, work and raise their families in Swit-
zerland without in any way coming into conflict with the Swiss legal
systern. But they are unwilling to undergo a form of cultural assimila-
tion imposed by the majority society. Only an integrated society that
allows for difference, in which there is dialogue and mutual exchange
between the various population groups, can aveid such exclusionary
practices (Eidgendssische Kommission 2006, p. 3S).

We must also ask whether the multicultural orientation of many Mus-
lim immigrants shown by the major studies is a cultural enrichment of
Europe that has gone unrecognized. 1t is not just a matter of recogniz-
ing liberties. Liberal society is based on the idea of pluralism and diver-
sity, not just as an end in itsell or because of a worldview that privileges
individual self-realization. This insistence on pluralism also entails the
beliel that it can contribute to progress, development, skills, and the
knowlcdge society. One example is the 1996 UNESCO report Our
Creative Diversity. In essence, the report claims that while the classical
national cultures contain values that both {oster and hamper progress, it
is only cultural pluralism that facilitates the creative optimization of
human knowledge:

If the Pacific has emerged as the most dynamic region of the world,
it is because it has drawn on the best practices and values from many
rich civilizations, Asian and Western. I this fusion continnes to work.
there could be explosive creativity ou a scale never belore seen
(UNESCO 1996. p. 23).

Even now it is evident what a long way the liberal view of society has
come, leaving behind the racism and nationalism of earlier times to
cmbrace edtural pharalism and multiculturalism. While there is a broad
consensus in favor of liberal democracy in European dewmocracics, as a
social ideal multiculturalism is still rejected, not just on the [ringes of
the ideological spectrum but by the conservative center (ch. 1.3). At
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first glance, the UNESCO vision seems like a naive call for cultural

relativism by a powerless international organization. The example of

Muslims in Germany and Europe, however, shows that i numigration is
helping liberalize the kind of hegemonic concepts of culture that so
often generate tensions within international relations and engender the
kind of images of enmity that can lead to war. What is striking here—in
contrast to the chapter on Europe’s majority societies, in which the
image ol Islam stood center stage—is that while we have examined
Musliwns’ social attitudes and action strategics. we have not serutinized
their cognitive prerequisites. \Vhy is it that Muslims cultivate contact
with non-Muslims more often than the other way around? The answer
is fairly simple. In contrast to the public image of Muslims and Islam
(ch. 3.1), on average they are more tolerant towards their social envi-
ronment than vice versa. This finding is trivial in reality. The specific
position of power{lessness) characteristic of a minori by vis-d-vis a major-
ity makes it far casier for notions of hegemony, phobia, and intolerance
to recede into the background than in the case of the majority. Mem-
bers of the majority often practice their Islamophobia in a context in
which they have little or no contact with the minority in question, and
their negative attitude towards a minority is not an important issue in
their everyday lives. Instead, if it plays a signilicant role {or them at all.
it is as a way of letting off steam during periods of social crisis (scape-
goat syndrome). The “image of the West” held by most Muslims in
Europe, however, demonstrates that the process of immigration brings
about a positive shift in their views. This is a consequence of their
intensive contact with individuals and aspects of Enropean culture that
most Muslims. in contrast to the non-Muslim majority, cannot evade.

Like the study by Brettfeld and Wetzels (ch. 1.4). the Bertelsmann
Foundation’s “Religion Monitor” shows that a high level of religiosity
annot be equated with fundamentalist dogmatism or claims to power
or superiority and that Muslims tend to be highly tolerant of Christian-
ity in particular. Eight-six percent of the Muslims living in Germany
agree that it is important to be open to other religions (Religionsmoni-
tor 2008, p. 8).

In sum. religion is central to the beliefs and practices of Muslims in
Gernuany. But this centrality does not involve rigid dogmatism or
fundanmentalism. Highly religious Muslims in Germany wre critical
and self-aware and exhibit a high degree of acceptance of religious
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pluralistm and a generally pragmatic approach to the ramifications of
religion in everyday life {Religionsmonitor 2008, p. 20).

So if religiosity is associated with cultural isolation (which, as we have
seen. is not the case for the vast majority of Muslims in Germany). this
has nothing to do with a lack of acceptance or recognition of non-
Muslims. Yasemin Karakasoglu-Aydin’s survey of Muslim Turkish worn-
en training to become teachers in Germany concludes that there is
generally no contradiction between a high degree of religiosity. inchad-
ing wearing a headscarl, and ideas of modernity, societal pluralisin,
democracy, individual freedom of decision, and tolerance. On the
contrary, religiosity may foster and strengthen these attitudes and may
also go hand in hand with a willingness to integrate (Karakasoglu-Aydm
1999, see for example p. 413, 415, 424, 442). Muslims living in Germa-
ny are often more tolerant towards Christians and non-Muslims than
the other way around and are just as worried about terrorism as most
Suropeans (Allen/Wike 2009, p. 145 £). The pronounced Islamophobia
among Enropeans, then, stands in sharp contrast to the tolerant view of
the West among nost Muslims in Europe.

What is behind this imbalance? Are Muslims and is Islam generally
more tolerant towards the West than vice versa or is it the specific
conditions of migration that endow Muslims with a more positive atti-
tude? We can find evidence for both arguments, but only in combina-
tion do they produce a plausible answer. On the face of it, it is far from
difficult to find prejudices towards Christians, Americans, or the West
in the Islamnic world. Does an equivalent of Western Islamophobia,
namely “Occidentalism™ or “Westophobia,” prevail there? The collapse
of the Eastern Bloc and Yugoslavia in the 1990s fostered a nationalism
of an Islamic hue from Central Asia through Chechnya to Bosnia-IHer-
zegovina. In the Middle East, including North Africa, where processes
of nation building are more advanced, no new Islamic supranationalism
has emerged. This is because the existing states are too deeply en-
trenched for majorities to support the re-establishment of the cali-
phate—which was abolished in 1924 and, among other things, united
Turks and Arabs. But in most Islamic countries the social climate has
been moving in the direetion of an Islamic-traditionalist value conserva-
tism. While only a minority of Muslims support [undamentalisui, many
show a proclivity for a nativistic emphasis on the traditional symbols,
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rituals, and customs of Islam. The number of mosques and the rate of
mosque attendance have increased in the last few decades. The head-
scarf and veil have made a return to the public sphere in the Middle
East. The intelligentsia’s relative openness to the world has given way to
an introverted stance, whicl has strengthened feelings of independence
and difference vis-ii-vis the West (K. Hafez 1999a).

Important triggers for the sense of alienation fromn the West were
twenticth-century political and military conflicts, which have kept alive
{ears of a Western threat in the Islamic world. The deleat at the hands
of Isracl and its Western allies in the Six-Day War of 1967 was a trau-
matic experience for the Arab world. It undermined the ideology of
Arab nationalism and lent strength to political Islam. In the Gulf War of
1991. the Arab public sphere was rife with the notion that the Crusad-
ers had returned, despite the fact that a number of Islamic states partic-
ipated in the military alliance against Irag. Western dominance in the
Middle East, whether in the form of colonial rule or the postcolonial
Palestinian mandate, has fostered a discourse on the Crusades that
reinterprets history by ignoring the strength of the Orient at the time
and presenting it as victim. Muslims™ sense of imperturbability and
superiority vis-a-vis the medieval Crusaders, the Frandji (Iranks), has
given way to a defensive posture in light of the current military, politi-
cal, and economic inferiority of the Islamic world (Sabbagh 1994). Is-
lamic fundamentalists have succeeded in offering up jihad (which actu-
ally means “inner struggle of faith” rather than “holy war”) to Muslims,
especially Muslim youth, as an alternative path that shows the way out
of perceived oppression, at least in psychological terms. Rediscovery of

the glorious “zero hour”™ of Islamic civilization hecomes a moment of
personal empowerment.

At the same time, the image of Western culture has been gravely
damaged among Islamic publics (K. Hafez 2000a. Institut fiir Auslands-
beziehungen 2004). Acknowledged Western virtues such as education,
the privileging of science, ambition, and initiative are increasingly being
overlain with stereotypes of materialism and egotism, a decline in mo-
rality, and a weak sense of comnumity. The ethical and intellectual
foundations of the West—Christianity, Eulightenment, hamanism—are
inercasingly dropping out of the Muslim consciousness and giving way
to a sweeping condemnation of the inhumanity of Western modernity.
To mention just one example, over the last few decades the roval house
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of Saudi Arabia has enlarged its radio and television empire in order to
protect the Arab-Islamic world from being corrupted by the West.
Stereotypical concepts of the other such as that of Arab historian Rifa'a
Al-Tahtawi (1801-1873). who claimed that the West dominates the ma-
terial realm while Islam prevails with respect to the inner world of
spirituality, are increasingly popular in Islamic countries.

A number of large-scale surveys of public opinion in majority Islamic
countrics since the attacks ol 11 September 2001 have shown that a
negative image of the United States, and to a lesser extent Euorope, has
become firmly entrenched (Diner 2002).%% Tan Buruma and Avishai
Margalit are right to state that there is an “Occidentalism” in the Islam-
ic world that is the mirror image of Western Orientalism or Islamopho-
bia (Buruma/Margalit 2004, p. 10, see also Carrier 1995). Against this
background, it seems surprising that most Muslims living in Germany
have such a tolerant attitude towards the West and Christianity. This
can only be explained in light of two fundamental processes. Migration
increases these Muslims™ contact with Western culture, giving them a
more nuanced view that impedes the development of sweepingly nega-
tive jundgements. In addition, the social relations of power in Europe
differ from those in the Islamic world. There the West is perceived as
invader and usurper; Muslims are a power and territorially conscious
social majority. In Europe the West is “at home” and the mechanisms
by which people take their lead from the societal center. familiar from
social psychology (the theory of authoritarianism or dogmatism, cl.
2.1), have a positive impact on the minority’s perception of the majority,
which helps privilege tolerance as a social value. Tt is true that Muslims
often have wore faith in the political systems of the West than in its
peoples (ch. 1.4) because they perceive Tslamophobia and racism. But
most of them still have a very positive view of their “new home.” So
there are “Occidentalist” prejudices at large in the Middle East that
might be considered the counterpart of Western Islamophiobia and that
have an impact in many countries, sometimes to the detriment of the
Christians living there, but the new context of immigration to Europe
brings about a more nuanced view. This changes uothing about the fact
that Muslim youths in Europe are often subject to a radicalization that
may engender hatred towards the West and result in terrorism. But
snch cases are exceptions that prove the rule.




CHAPTER 2

There is some evidence, however, that this change of view does not
come about exclusively through migration, that there is a basic predis-
position in the Islamic world to view the West in more positive terms
than applies in reverse. There are two key reasons why we must qualify
the mirror image hypothesis put forward by Buruma and Margalit.
First, as mentioned earlier. Islam has a long tradition of tolerance to-
wards Christians. It is no surprise that there is no equivalent of the terin
Islamophobia such as “Christophobia.” Islam sees itsell explicitly as the
suceessor to and perfection of Judaism and Christianity. Jesus Christ is
a prophet in Islam and Muslims trace their ancestry back to the patri-
arch Abraham. So Islam is characterized by a quite different syncretic
genesis than Christianity. While historically Christians often con-
demned Islam as a hervesy, Islam originally regarded Christianity as a
source of inspiration. So if we refer to an aversion to the West in the
Islamic world, its foundation is a kind of secular Occidentalism. This
seems more 'cq,)pro})riute to the West, as the privutization of wh’gion
seems lar advanced, particularly in Ewrope.

Second, even the sccular image of the West as “the enemy” is nei-
ther very pronounced nor stable. Even a superficial personal knowledge
reveals that in the Islamic world individuals from the West are very
often treated with great courtesy and even fawning attention, which is
not always the experience of people from the Middle East in Europe.
But this does not make Middle Easterners better people—they are
often fur colder towards Africans, who are not held in the same esteem
as Europeans. How are we to explain this imbalance? The likely culprit
is a worldwide North-South gap. The West is scen as the center of
global modernity. Many people long for a Western lifestyle and mem-
bers of the bourgeoisie in North Africa and the Middle East seek to
emulate it. A survey of 2,000 Arabs in countries such as Kuwait, Egypt,
the United States, and Jordan confirms that the vast majority of Arabs
have a positive attitude towards American values and American society,
though they condemn America’s foreign policies (Communique Part-
ners 2006, p. 13 £.). There are quite different views of the United States
and European countries, with France enjoying the greatest approval of
all Western conntries.

In all, though. it is fair to say that under the conditions of cultural
hegemony that apply in Islamic countries, discriminatory attitudes to-
wards Jewish, Christian, and other minorities may arise, attitudes that
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show a structural affinity with European Islamophobia. However, if
they have not already done so, individuals who migrate to the West tend
to develop a greater knowledge of and respect for Western political and
social systems.

To sum up the findings of this chapter: in reality, the two alarming
scenarios envisaged by the integration theorists, racism and segregation,
are not equivalent phenomena. While the Islamophobic majority gener-
ally refuses to grant social recognition to the Muslim minority, this
minority itsell emnerges as largely tolerant of Christian and Western
culture. Despite the existence of small fundamentalist groups, Muslim
elites and most of the “silent majorities” of Muslims are inclined to-
wards tolerance, anc towards social contact with the nmjori,ty socie*ty.
Many views held by Muslims are informed by highly conservative ral-
ues. and these views fuel their high level of religiosity—embedded in a
traditionalist mindset—compared with non-Muslims. What every em-
pirical study shows, however, is that Muslims, even the most religious,
do not reject the West i a religions or cultural seuse. It will be erucial
for [uture programs intended to advance Furopean socicty to identily
and openly address the imbalances in real existing social recognition. It
is not the case that Muslims are ruining the social climate and injecting
it with racism by trying to seal themselves olf from the rest of society. In
fact the greatest cultural challenge for the future is Enropeans’ inability
to overcome the epochal chasm between “Orient” and “Occident” and
recognize Islam as part of Europe.

It is unlikely that multicultural nationalism on the American model
is the way forward for Europe. In a Earope of numerous nation states, a
new multiplicity of “Muslim-English,” “Judeo-Germans,” “Christian-
French” and so on will at best lead to confusion. but not to a stable
culture of recognition. Perhaps liberal society needs such neo-national-
isms in order to create a new sense of community. But it is doubtful that
a multiendtural liberalism must also be a multicultural nationalism.
Alongside necessary integration, cultural and religious freedom and
equality must prevail within the private, public, and state spheres. Most
Musliins, at least in Germany. have already internalized this fact better
than the majority socicty. which has some work to do here, and no
policy of integration or assimilation should be allowed to obscure this
fact. In historical perspective, as the example of the Jews shows, inte-
gration is no solution to the problem of racism, and we need a solution
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because unlike some ethnic minorities, religious minorities do not sim-
ply “disappear” but persist over long spans of time.

Improved socioeconomic and cultural integration (education, work,
and language) is certainly necessary. But it is neither the cause of nor
the solution to the challenge of cultural-religious recognition. As social
theories, however, theories of cultural recognition and social integration
alone are not enough, which is why I now add a socioeconomically
grounded exarsus. Immigrants canmot integrate into economic and
educational systems without the assistance of the indigenes who domi-
nate these systems. Because of this, I now look at the whole conflictual
constellation—majority Islamophobia and Muslims” integrational short-
comings—{rom a different perspective, namely in light of the economic
critique of neoliberalism.

EXCURSUS—THE CRISIS OF THE MIDDLE CLASS: THE
SOCIAL DARWINISM OF CULTURAL DIFFERENCE

Frankfurt-based philosopher Axel Honneth has criticized social theory
for its cconomistic and power-political determninism. For too long, he
asserts, moral struggles for recognition have been relegated to the mar-
gins. At the sane time, he concedes that whenever economic survival
itself has been at stake, questions of recognition have become secon-
dary (Honneth 1994, p. 264 {f.). According to Honneth, because of this
the recognition theory model must not gloss over the struggle for re-
sources and the utilitarian dimensions of society—it should instead pro-
vide complementary insights. When all is said and done, is there a
sociocconomic logic underpinning the strained relations between Euro-
pean majority society and the Muslim minority? Is Islamophobia part of
the caleulus of a (neo-)liberal economic system that uses anti-Muslim
sentiment to camouflage social Darwinist interests? As we will see, this
thesis is overly economistic, though economic factors are undoubtedly
influential.

One problem that emerges in this context is that since the Second
World War political liberalism in Europe has been associated with
small, prosperous milieus of the middle and upper classes. It is a strik-
ing lact that right up to the present the German Free Democratic Party
(Freie Demokratische Partei or FDP) has taken its lead [rom classical
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liberalism but rejects multicultural liberalism as a form of “collecti-
vism,” very much in line with the views of Amartya Sen. As a result.
when it comes to party politics, multiculturalism has developed mainly
within the Green party (Die Griinen). The Green party has moved ever
further away from its left-wing origins and is in competition with the
FDP for influence in the bourgeois middle ground of politics. The
neoliberal FDP tends to have the conservative section of the bourgeoi-
sic in its sights, and therefore takes a nationalistic and integrationist
approach. The Greens, meanwhile, who arc increasingly capitalisim-
friendly, seek a compromise between integration and recognition—thus
defining the essence of a new bourgeois liberalism (ch. 1.3).

It is a common misunderstanding that liberalism focuses on the legal
and political dimensions but is indifferent to problems of social justice.
Influential pioneers of modern liberalism such as John Rawls have
made it clear that the achievement of equality of opportunity is a pro-
ject that a free society can agree on. within the framework of social
contracts. in order to avoid nnfair—Dbecause they are uncarned—statns
advantages and the associated lack of freedom (ch. 1.2}, Furthermore,
Rawls reminds us that unequal pay in a society is tied to the overall
social utility of an activity. It scems almost paradoxical that at an carly
stage a prominent liberal such as Ralf Dahrendorf, whose career has
taken him from the FDP to leadership of the London School of Eco-
nomics, expressed support for an idea now considered “left-wing.”
namely a guaranteed minimum income. According to Dalirendorf,
alongside a minimum of equality before the law, the liberal idea in-
cludes the “establishment of certain social rights of citizenship™ (Dah-
rendor( 1987, p. 111). For him, the new society ol citizens that emerged
after the Second World War in the democratic states of Europe has
hecome a “new class society” that severely limits the individual's oppor-
tunity to participate. A new poverty is on the increase in Western soci-
eties. In light of these developments, the state has clearly become the
guardian of middle class interests—which is why a growing number of
people are turning away from the political system of democracy {Dah-
rendor! 1987, p. 118 £.). Dahrendorf calls for a debate on the introduc-
tion of a guaranteed minimum income, of the kind that is now occurring
alter a few decades” delay:

i
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Can we really live with the fact that ten percent, perliaps more, are
standing in front of this escalator, eves wide with wonder or turning
their backs, apathetic or full of resentinent, because they are denied
access even to the first step? I we want to avoid this, then the key
lies in the pursuit of reforms that establish civil rights rather than
peor people’s rights. What is then at stake is a fundamental social
settlement rather than alms-giving (Dahrendorf 1987, p- 152).

But such ideas have been the exception within European political liber-
alism; the rule has been a neoliberalism based on the ideology of “small
government” and economic “laisscz-faive.” We might regard European
social democracy as a “social liberal” movement. Just as much as the
Greens, however. the German Social Democrats avoid the term “liber-
alism” for reasons of political competition, as a result of which liberal
social policy has remained poorly defined. About twenty years after
Dahrendorf’s call, German political scientist Christoph Butterwvegge
refers to a crisis of neoliberalism, which he also blames for increasing
xenophobia. Because the crisis-hit European economy has less and less
room for manoeuvre in terms of distributive cconomics. Butterwegge
tells us, there is a growing tendency to exclude arginal groups from
access to resources (Butterwegge 2008, p. 216 £). Ethnicization has
emerged as an effective mechanism of exclusion. Increasingly deprived
social classes label immigrants as “welfare scroungers” as they scramble
to hold on to their own privileges. Cultural difference becomes a
charged issue and what begins to emerge, as Butterwegge might put it,
is a culturally differentiated social Darwinism.

[t is interesting to note Butterwegge's erphasis on the fact that this
affects the middle stratum of society as well. While most of its members
are not yet struggling to get by, they are allected by the redistribution
of wealth and fear a decline in their social position (Butterwegge 2008,
p- 217 £). Tt is precisely the shared xenophobia of the middle and lower
classes that gives culturally differentiated social Darwinism its explosive
social significance. Europe’s eroding middle class is in a sense the his-
torical reversal of the earlier “levelled-out middle class society,” which
was German sociologist Helmut Schelsky’s term for the entry of many
workers into the middle class during the twentieth century (Schelsky
1953). The middle class is reacting nervously to the present-day “erisis,”
not just by taking ever greater pains to prepare the next generation for a
life of uncertainty, but also by drawing social boundaries. The sense of
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multicultural solidarity of vears past is gradually eroding, while middle
class xenophobia is on the rise. There is an increasing aversion to immi-
grants, and children are being removed from schools where there are
“too many” of them. People are trying to distance themselves physically
from immigrants and avoid contact with them by moving to other parts
of town (Kloepfer 2008, p. 139 {.). What seems to many members of the
public like the self-segregation of minorities in “ghettoes™ is in reality a
complex process of sell= and externally imposed segregation.

In her book, Das Ende der Gewitlichkeit. Strukturelles Ungliick wnd
mentales Leid {(“The Good Times are Over: Struetural Misfortune and
Mental Suffering”), Swiss sociologist Claudia Honegger has described
similar processes. Neoliberal policies mean passing on the social costs
of social upheaval and biographical ruptures. There is a great tempta-
tion to romanticize the past, as people mnourn for the “good” order that
has been lost, and concepts of the enemy and scapegoating flourish
(Honegger 1998). Just as the Muslims who have immigrated to Europe
experience their migration to some extent as a crisis of the lifeworld and
react through increased religiosity, in times of socioeconomic crisis and
(lc‘clining prosperity, security, and social achievement, Eumpe’s bour-
geois majority are nurturing a traditionalism of their own. Neo-national-
ism and culturally differentiated social conservatism are increasingly
characteristic of the middle class worldview. What remains, at best, is a
facade of liberalism and cosmopolitanism, as clearly evident in the opin-
ion polls: people generally reject “racism.” but Islamophobia is flourish-
ing because it is packaged as a supposedly value-free stance emphasiz-
a barely concealed

ing Islam’s enltural incompatibility with Europe
form of culturally differentiated “new racism™ (ch. 2.1).

We should not be too sweeping in our analyses. Surveys and studies
do show that often half or more of European publics are antagonistic
towards Islam and/or afraid of it. This extends deep into the European
bourgeoisie, though the liberal educational networks and social move-
ments that continue to exist demonstrate that the middle classes are not
as one on this subject. but have carved out a number of different mi-
lieus (ch. 2.1). Quantitative empirical studies show that there is a cer-
tain connection between cconomic position, the crisis of the middle
classes, and Islamophobia (O. Decker et al. 2010, Zick ot al. 2011).
People on middle incomes seem to be less prone to Islamophobia than
those on low incomes, though in turn more susceptible than higher-
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income groups. These correlations have been shown for such countries
as the United Kingdom, France, the Netherlands, Italy, Germany,
Hungary. and Poland. This income-dependence also applies to other
prejudices such as sexism, homophobia. and anti-Semitism, but it is
Islamophobia that receives the greatest support. While anti-Semitism
and xenophobia in particular generally enjoy less approval, many mem-
bers of the European bourgeoisie are far less inhibited about unleash-
ing their prejudice when it comes to Islamophobia.

Recent studies on the relationship of the middle class to outsiders
and xenophobia are also interesting. The concept of middle class used
here is a complex one that includes, alongside income, aspects of Bour-
dieuvian habitus and the interplay between prosperity and habitus
(Nolte/Hilpert 2007, Hradil/Schmidt 2007). These studies also assume
that in a country like Germany the middle class is steadily eroding in a
way that is bolstering xenophobia. While the wages of the working and
middle classes increasingly converged in the new world that emerged
after the Second World War, structural economic crises have been a
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mounting problem since the 1970s, threatening the wmiddle class and to !
some extent lowering its income. Upwardly mobile milieus are more
tolerant than downwardly mobile ones (Hradil/Schmidt 2007, p. 212 £.).
In the case of the latter, income is no longer a viable means of marking |
social difference. Differences in habitus. which had been whittled down
by the improved social permeability of the education system (something
governments at least officially claimed to encourage during the boom
years), are becoming more important. Often. these differences are

highlighted as marks of social distinction in times of crisis—it is no
gmig

coincidence that many parents in the 1980s worried that their children
‘taxi-driving sociologists” and advised them to study

<

would become
business instead. Next came the “internship generation” who experi-
enced a delayed and fragmented carcer: outstandingly educated, but
not always easily absorbed by the labor market. As a result, habitus is
being emphasized in downwardly mobile milieus, more education is
viewed as the key to greater participation, and a new educated middle
class is taking shape (Nolte/Hilpert 2007, p. 54). reinforced by popular
assumptions about the “knowledge society.” “globalization,” and the
future of late industrial Western society. Anything pereeived as stand-
ing in the way of achieving this upward mobility is viewed antagonisti-
cally, such as “too many” children of an “immigrant background™ in
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school classrooms or in a given part of town, phenomena that factually
or supposedly impair one’s children’s educational progress.

[2.225] As vet these findings have not been sufficiently applied theoretically
or empirically to Islam or the issue of Islamophobia. But this should
provide a rich field of research, since in many ways Islam and Muslims
provide an almost ideal “enemy” for the crisis-hit Buropean middle
classes. The growing tension between sinking incomes and stagnating or
even increasing aspirations with r(‘gurd to habitus may erupt into a new
social Darwinism. This would deploy not material but “mental well-
being” as a means of social distinction and might spark the development
of a kind of educated middle class renaissance as crisis mechanism.
Under these circumstances, it is easy to imagine the kind of provocation
Islam is bound to represent. Islam stands in the way of a revival of
traditional European-Western educational values because a) it has no
connection with them, at least apparently, b) is supposedly hostile to
education as a “backward™ ideology, and ¢) having clearly metamor-
phosed into a kind of “anti-West,” appears to contradict just about every

| value currently being emphasized by the troubled European middle
| class: above all individualism, knowledge, and a stress on learning. The

victory of a fundamentalist version of Islam in the Iranian Revolution of
1978/1979 and the increasing visibility of mosques and headscarves in
Europe occurred at the same time as the nascent crisis of the European

middle classes—at least within the classical states of the “European
Community.” As a result of their delayed democratization, Southern
and Eastern Europe have exhibited different cveles of economic devel-
opment. Cosmopolitan values of tolerance continue to have an elfect in
downwardly mobile milieus, and they would engender conflicts over
ideological objectives were there to be a return to the “old”™ racism.

Because of this. Islamophobia also provides an opportunity to gloss over
xenophobia. Within the framework of the “new racism” (ch. 2.1), Islam
is not viewed as “worse” but merely as “different” and “incompatible.”
Ultimately. the “Islamic countries” form the backdrop to Islam, with
their often aggressive, anti-Western rhetoric. This too makes it easier to
reject Islam, because we can identily an “objective” danger without
being xenophobic: we are merely rejecting a hostile ideology. The over-
all picture of political violence, of course, is that Western states clearly
kill far more Muslims in wars than the other way around. They also use
the concept of Islam as the “enemy” to legitimize cooperation with
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diCtiﬂ‘(’)I'S and i]'l\’(’)l\"("l]l(inf in numerous resource wars. In constructs of

the “Islamic,” “Iranian,” and other threats. however, these facts only
ever appear on the margins and in small eritical circles and public
spheres (K. Hafez 2010a, p. 141

So Islam is the right enemy at the right time for a crisis-hit middle
class. This is the only explanation for the fact that Thilo Sarrazin’s Is-
lamophobic ideas {(ch. 2.1) found such approval within the ranks of the
German Green party, which is supposed to have a multicultural ideolo-
gy.”* The Greens have not only developed into a party of the better-ofT,
but have attracted many members of the threatened middle classes:
party members are better educated than those of other parties, making
it a stronghold of the new educated middle class habitus. Furthermore,
the Greens have become part of this habitus, as they embody environ-
mental awareness, progress, and modernity. We shall see later that the
“serious” bourgeois media in particular often cultivate an image of Is-
lam as the enemy (ch. 3.1) and that many public opinion leaders from
the left-wiug or liberal educated middle class are now among the most
reactionary opponents of Islam (ch. 4.1). Though they themselves are
not sulfering in a material sense. they are clearly guided by the genesis
of their audience. They embody what some of their recipients have
experienced: a regression to intolerance and social Darwinist territorial

defense with the old-new tools of “enlightened Islamophobia.” Part of

the appeal of modern analyses of the middle class that include factors
like “habitus™ is that their arguments are not based on economic deter-
minism. The idea that Islamophobia arises in connection with income is
too reductive. As we have already scen. factors such as ideology, values,
education, and social contact play a substantial role. There arce several
problemns with the idea that Islamophobia is generated by economie
crisis:

o The concept of economic crisis is too vague, as the relevant au-
thors agree that the perception of “crisis™ is often more decisive
than the crisis itsell. Relative deprivation means dissatisfaction
with one’s material lot, which may mean barely getting by but may
include the complaints of those on a relatively good income.

¢ The high rates of Islamophobia compared to other fields of preju-
dice show that there must be specific motifs within Islamic-West-
ern relations that tarnish the image of Islam and foster selective
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perception. The fact that many middle class Westerners so quick-
ly gleaned general reservations about Islam from the Tranian Rev-
olution and were surprised by the democratic “Arab Spring” of
201072011 shows the virulence of factors that impair intercultural
perception over the long term.

o Islamophobia did not develop only once Europe had been
gripped by economic crisis. Though we have no relevant and per-
suasive surveys of public opinion [rom the economic “boom years”
of the 1950s and 1960s, there is plenty of indication that xenopho-
bia and Islamophobia already existed. What we know from public
opinion researcl is that anti-Semitism was still widespread in Ger-
many into the 1960s—Ilong after the Holocaust (Wolffsohn 1984).
The media of the day paid very little attention to Islam, but were
full of Orientalist prejudices (K. Hafez 2002a, vol. 2, p. 235 [1.).
We should be very skeptical about the assumption, inherent in the
notion that Islamophobia is determined by crisis. that it dimin-
ishes when the economy is booming. Certain forms ol Arabo-.
Turko- and Islamophobia may take on changing forms but are
ever present.

The critique of neoliberalism is certainly not sufficient to explain xeno-
phobia and Islamophobia. Why can foreigners in Germany stay in the
country for just one year alter completing their studies and find lasting
work and accommodation only alter a difficult process of “priority as-
sessment”® Migration expert Dieter Oberndorfer rightly answers that
while the political sphere is by no means devoid of a sense of economic
rationality, the cultural dimension, “fears of everything foreign,” and a
lack of “cultural pluralism” hold sway.? The idea that racism will disap-
pear when there is greater distributive justice or—another variation—
when Muslims have been fully integrated economically, is unsustain-
able. The classical factors in the emergence of racism also apply to
Islamophobia {ch. 2.1). But social decline among the middle class cer-

tainly produces an important matrix for the activation of Islamophobia,
its hegemonic spread, and its fusion with social Darwinism, social boun-
dary marking, marginalization, and discrimination. Crisis. then, pro-
vides an opportunity to indulge in a latent, hegen‘l()nic conception of
culture. ‘
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A more far-reaching question that arises from the critique of “neo-
liberalism™ is whether racism and Islamophobia are in fact the result of
crises of the capitalist system, in other words exceptional, or whether
they come about under normal conditions. Karl Marx himsell worked
on the assumption that capitalism was structurally prone to erisis, but
even this profound critic of capital regarded capitalism s an advance on
traditional forms of society such as feudalism. On this view, capitalism
was an elfective means of injecting social mobility into an estates-based
society. What this analysis suggests is that when it comes to attitudes
towards immigrants and Muslims in Europe, we should assume a con-
flict of interest between emplovers and workers. While emplovers will
be fundamentally in favor of immigration as they are constantly looking
for new workers and competition in the labor market improves their
position, some workers facing crisis conditions associate Immigration
with unwelcome competition. So racism is certainly not a systemic fea-
ture of capital or business, and it is in fact European employers” associa-
tions that have adopted the most pro-immigration policies.

Nonctheless, an inereasing number of studies show that discrimina-
tion is also found in businesses and that Muslims especially suffer from
this kind of structural discrimination. The integration of migrants into
the labor market is not a success in the European Union and OECD
countries, particularlv in the case of Turks, Arabs, and other “Orien-
tals.” Some of them arrvive with poor qualifications (see below), but even
when we adjust the statistics. unemployment is unusually high among
this immigrant group (Liebig/Widmaier 2009, p. 6 {.). Lack of educa-
tion and qualifications does not explain all the differences in unemploy-
ment; diseriminatory hiring practices are also significant (Open Socicty
Institute 2007, p. 23). Muslitn women who wear a headscarf face the
worst diserimination in the European labor market {Ammesty Interna-
tional 2012). In Germany job applicants with Turkish names are at a
disadvantage (Kaas/Manger 2010). There is ample evidence (Peucker
2010b) of the influence of collective cultural assumptions—"macho
Turkish behavior,” and so on—and of reservations about the Muslim
headscarf that violate European antidiscrimination laws (ch. 1.2).

Docs this mean that Islamophobia is a product ol a lunctioning
capitalist system rather than of erises of this system? Such a conclusion
would be too simplistic. A more realistic view is that capitalism has not
developed adequate mechanisms for preventing discrimination. Busi-
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nesses are not ideul—t}q)iczd organizations in which pro-immigration
market and functional logics permeate every part of their structure.

Businesses are “social systems.” :\longsidc “decision processes” they

consist of human beings who interpret their roles. “negotiate” with their
colleagues, and make decisions. Emplovers behave in different ways,
sometimes giving free rein to personal prejudices. With respect to ra-
cism, the application of a business ethics approach has hardly become
standard practice. Even when there is no crisis there may be diserimi-
nation in the labor market and workplace. Even in the absence of any
systemic function, social values of intolerance penetrate businesses via
the action logics of individuals and groups, despite the fact that business
associations are happy to promote multicultural diversity in their adver-
tising. Again, what is evident here is that the most fruitful approach is a
complex analysis of society that deploys the tools of both system and
action theory.

If we look at the economic sector as a whole, we can discern the
socioeconomic causes of Islamophobia at both the center and periphery
of the European cconomic systemn. What is clear is that the problems of
socioeconomic integration described above as real and pressing are
caused not just by the refusal by some members of the Muslim minority
to integrate (see below), but also by the obstacles erected by majority
societies, during periods of both crisis and normality. The negative im-
age of Islam is deployed as an argument about social isolation. which is
in turn interpreted in cultural terms. What emerges is a kind of vicious
circle of Islamophobic social Darwinism. The way in which such misat-
tribution [unctions was evident during the unrest i the banlieus of
Paris of 2005/2006. The French right, flanked by the conservative lu-
ropean press, blamed the Muslim Brothers, polygamy, and Islam for
the neglect and rioting.® The left-liberal Le Monde diplomatique re-
jected this view:

Contrary to all conspiracy theories, neither gangsters nor Islamist
groups instigated the unrest. Quite the opposite: every observer
underlines that the unrest was a SpoONtaneous occurrence., That the
Islamists are not behind these events is evident in the simple lact
.. It would
be absurd to try to blame a few "Muslim Brothers™ for the conse-

that Muslim clerics often fuuctioned as intenediaries. .

quences of the ghettoization of more than five million people in 752
“Zones urbaines sensibles’ (social hotspots). Those interested in the
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causes of the latest unrest need only open their eyes to the policy of
urban apartheid—the negation of the ‘French model of integra-
tion'—together with the racism and discrimination encountered by
young Avabs and blacks. What the headscarf debate swept under the

carpet is now coming out into the open. 3

Of course, as the key studics have shown, many Musliny inunigrants also
arrive with poor educational skills and qualifications, and they often
work in the low-wage sector (Hildebrandt/Bendel 2006, p. 15). Muslims
have therefore been referred to, with some justification, as “Europe’s
underclass” (Cesari 2006, p. 17 £.). But despite the high risk of unem-
ployment and low average income, even now Muslims make a positive
net contribution to tax revenues and the social security system {Institut
zar Zukunft der Arbeit 2006, Straubhaar 2007). Turkish businesses in
Germany alone generate an anunal turnover of €30 billion (Tiirkisch-
Deutsche Industrie- und Handelskamuier 2006). The number of innni-
grant students is increasing (Bundesministerium des Inneren 2007). Yet
Muslims continue to occupy a subordinate social position. As we have
seen. however, the reasons for this are complex and partly determined
by discrimination resulting from Islamo-, Turko- and Arabophobia.
Ultimately, the picture that emerges is a fairly simple one. Processes
of social disintegration ( among the majority) may contribute to Islamo-
phobia just as much as Islamophobia (in businesses) may contribute to
sociocconomic disintegration (among the minority). These mechanisms.
however. are not a sufficient explanation in themselves. Islamophobia is
influenced not just by socioeconomic realities, but also many other

factors such as normative short'C('m‘1ings, traditions of perce}_)timl, lack of

education, and social contact; and Muslims™ socioeconomic problems
are partly the result of self-marginalization through lack of qualifica-
tions. Clearly, it would be absurd to take a purely economic approach to
the relations between European majority societies and Muslims. So we
turn now to the influence of media, the academy, schools, and
churches.
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