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INTRODUCTION: DIVERSITY,
INTEGRATION AND CITIZENSHIP

ADAM BERRYMAN AND KATE MITCHELL

This issue of Humanities Research had its
genesis in the European Diaspora Research
Network, an initiative of the National
Europe Centre at The Australian National
University and Victoria University in
Melbourne. 1 The network was founded
with the aim of connecting scholars from
a variety of disciplines with relevant
policy practitioners and migrant-com-
munity leaders to facilitate collaborative
research. The primary activities of the
network culminated in 2006, with a cap-
stone international conference that ex-
plored the links and synergies between
European diasporic communities in Aus-
tralia and the continuing processes of
European integration.

One of the core research themes of the
network was citizenship. More specific-
ally, researchers engaged with the chan-
ging nature of citizenship in an era of in-
creased international mobility, a progress-
ively globalised economy and the forma-
tion of supranational political entities such
as the European Union. In the current
context older questions were revisited
with renewed urgency. How do political
discourses shape national identities? What
are the most effective means of integrating
cultural, ethnic and religious minorities?
What type, or degree, of (political) recog-
nition aids integration and what level of
recognition becomes counterproductive

to social cohesion, provoking divisions
within host societies?

The articles in this volume analyse
citizenship with a view to better under-
standing its potential to accommodate
ethnic diversity and promote social integ-
ration. In doing so, they raise and seek to
address a series of questions regarding the
political uses of citizenship and its legitim-
ising function for individuals, minority
groups and political authorities. To this
end, the volume can be loosely divided
into two parts. The first addresses ‘top-
down’ approaches to citizenship that have
developed within Europe and Australia,
examining the ways in which political
constructs of belonging are translated into
policy and law. The second section reflects
a more ‘bottom-up’ analysis of the re-
sponse of European diasporas to the condi-
tions and provisions of Australian society
and citizenship.

In the first article, Dora Horvath looks
at citizenship within the European integ-
ration project. The European Union (EU)
has introduced a multilevel citizenship
regime, aimed at enhancing supranational
legitimacy and developing a stronger sense
of European identity. The article examines
the constitutional basis of EU citizenship
through a cosmopolitan lens, identifying
the different streams of cosmopolitan
thought within the treaties that form the
legal basis for European integration. Tra-
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cing an arc of cosmopolitan philosophy
from Kant to Habermas, the article high-
lights some of the reasons why the
European Union has become the case study
par excellence for cosmopolitanists in the
past two decades. It points out, however,
that postmodern conditions require new
forms of citizenship that accommodate not
just cosmopolitan universalism, but multi-
culturalism—a diversity of political and
cultural traditions—and transnationalism,
the active engagement of citizens in a post-
national context. Although there is much
within the treaties to encourage a cosmo-
politan understanding of EU citizenship,
Horvath explains why it has done little to
legitimise Brussels elites or build support
for deeper political integration in Europe.

In their article ‘Citizenship and iden-
tity in diverse societies’, Mark Nolan and
Kim Rubenstein explore the recent changes
to Australian citizenship law and its im-
pact on the acceptance of blended identit-
ies in Australia. Drawing on legal analysis
of Australian citizenship and psychological
research on identity, they argue that re-
cent citizenship policy reforms represent
a backward step in terms of understanding
complex, blended identities in Australia.
They question the assumption, implicit
within the new citizenship law, that the
testing of language proficiency and civics
knowledge, together with the endorsement
of Australian values, will successfully en-
courage the formation of simple, single
Australian national identity—and they
further contest the desirability of such an
outcome. This article highlights some of
the shortcomings of the 2007 Australian
Citizenship Act, notably the inconsistency
between the introduction of testing to en-
courage a singular notion of national
identity and the established legal provi-

sion for dual or multiple citizenship. The
article’s psycho-legal approach underlines
the legitimising effect of legal processes
relating to citizenship, providing insights
as to how the application for and acquisi-
tion of citizenship in Australia works to
(de)-legitimise an individual’s desired self-
definition. In doing so, it provokes a series
of broader questions about the political
uses of citizenship and its relationship
with identity formation.

In keeping with the European Diaspora
Research Network’s promotion of interdis-
ciplinary collaboration, the third article
in this volume takes a historical perspect-
ive. Making interwar Austria her case
study, Julie Thorpe subverts the conven-
tional distinction between ‘authoritarian’
and ‘fascist’ states, positioning herself
among a number of historians who suggest
that it is more useful to plot these states
on a spectrum of radical right-wing tend-
encies. Such an approach focuses on pro-
cesses rather than outcomes and ap-
proaches fascism as an extension of other
policies that seek to control the citizens of
a given state. To this end, her article exam-
ines public debates about the 1935 propos-
al for an Austrian population index, mod-
elled on fascist Italy’s legislation. Thorpe
situates Austria within a particular constel-
lation of post-imperial state-building dis-
courses, including exclusionary ultra-na-
tionalism and aggressive, racially motiv-
ated population politics, which was a
stimulus for and reaction to waves of intra-
continental migration. By highlighting the
roots of Austria’s extreme nationalist dis-
course and the population policy it
prompted, Thorpe illustrates the political
foundations of European intolerance in the
twentieth century. Placed alongside the
other articles in this volume, Thorpe’s
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historical perspective enables us to
identify residual elements of this national-
ist project in contemporary political dis-
courses regarding immigration and multi-
culturalism.

In the final two articles, the focus
shifts to immigrant communities in Aus-
tralia. These articles contribute to recent
research that challenges the assumption
that a diaspora’s connection to their
country of origin weakens over time. In-
stead, several scholars have recently sug-
gested that in an era of globalisation many
diasporas are now redefining and reinfor-
cing their identification with their home-
land (see, for example, Dufoix 2008; Ful-
lilove 2008). Vesna Drapac aptly illustrates
this in her examination of the experience
of Croatian immigrants in the context of
debates about Australian multiculturalism.
Focusing on those who arrived in the first
two waves of post-1945 immigration, she
argues that the active citizenship and asso-
ciational practices of this group led to their
successful integration into Australian soci-
ety, but that this was coupled with the
retention of elements of Croatian cultural
identity. She suggests that the mobilisation
of the Croatian community in Australia in
response to the political upheaval and vi-
olence engendered by the collapse of
Yugoslavia in the 1990s demonstrates the
extent to which this group attaches them-
selves to the democratic ideals and pro-
cesses of their adoptive country. Signific-
antly, Drapac notes this group’s paradox-
ical success in gaining greater recognition
for a Croatian national identity before the
official recognition of the Croatian State
by the Australian Government or the inter-
national community.

The final article, Stefan Markowski’s
‘Citizenship and integration: a snapshot

of the Polish migrant community in Aus-
tralia’, draws on survey and census data
to argue that Polish immigrants have
blended well into Australian society. The
data presented here suggest that Polish
immigrants to Australia claim a strong
sense of Australian national identity and
that they score well on traditional meas-
ures of integration, such as language pro-
ficiency and citizenship uptake.
Markowski points out that, in this sense,
Polish immigrants represent the type of
migration that Australian policymakers
have sought to attract. He acknowledges
that there is still a tendency for Polish mi-
grants and their descendents to retain or
seek Polish citizenship, the value of which
has increased since Poland joined the
European Union. He argues, however, that
this is more a matter of convenience—to
facilitate ease of travel between Europe
and Australia, for instance—rather than
any sense of political belonging or overt
loyalty to the Polish nation, supported by
the fact that there has been minimal return
migration to Poland.

Markowski engages directly with the
argument put forward by Nolan and
Rubenstein in this volume regarding the
recent reforms of Australian citizenship
policy. He acknowledges that the engineer-
ing of citizenship as a tool primarily for
migrant integration has to some extent
devalued citizenship for the broader Aus-
tralian community but is much less critical
of the notion of a ‘uniform’ national iden-
tity promoted via the 2007 Australian
Citizenship Act. He argues that some sense
of uniformity is logically necessary, but
need not be considered intolerant of social
diversity or mutually exclusive with hy-
brid, or blended, identity.

3
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What this issue of Humanities Research
seeks to do, then, is draw together a range
of disciplinary approaches and multivalent
perspectives on the important role citizen-
ship plays—symbolically, socially and
legally—in integrating a state’s population
and shaping the identity of individuals,
communities and nations. Although the
articles articulate diverse positions on
these issues, they nonetheless gravitate to
a central concern: in an age of globalisation
and multiculturalism, how can democratic
states, or supranational constellations of
states, uphold a notion of citizenship that
fosters social cohesion while also legitim-
ising diversity?
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TRACING COSMOPOLITAN STRANDS IN EU
CITIZENSHIP

A postmodern idea?

DORA HORVATH

INTRODUCTION

The European integration project is, to
date, the world’s most advanced post-na-
tional constellation of states. As such it
has become a default case study and, at
times, a quasi laboratory for political the-
orists and philosophers who are interested
in studying and developing workable
models of supranational and/or global
governance. Prominent among these
scholars are those who view the European
Union (EU) through a cosmopolitan lens,
analysing integration for its potential to
contribute to a Kantian brand of universal
egalitarianism. Such analyses are further
encouraged by European elites who em-
ploy heavily normative rhetoric that re-
flects many of the tenets of cosmopolitan
thought.

In practice, the European Union has
evolved from a functional, utilitarian and
largely economic project to a more com-
plex political enterprise. The political
framework for a broader and deeper integ-
ration of European states was established
in the Treaty on European Union (also
known as the Maastricht Treaty). In addi-
tion to consolidating the single market and
opening the way for greater cooperation

on internal and foreign affairs, this docu-
ment also introduced the status of EU cit-
izenship. This was not intended to replace
national citizenship but rather to comple-
ment it and, in doing so—it was
hoped—enhance the legitimacy of Brussels
elites and promote a stronger European
identity.

Although the labelling of European
citizenship as cosmopolitan is far from ex-
plicit or coherent in EU policies and narrat-
ive, proto-cosmopolitan doctrines of uni-
versal and general equality 1  are ex-
pressed by EU initiatives. It is claimed that
European citizenship provides equal access
to the individual-based legal status of
union citizenship to all nationals, and
universal civic protection to all nationals
and residents, and this is to translate into
a transcendent European identity. But is
the cosmopolitan shaping of the European
Union’s common citizenship policy condu-
cive to its underlying objective of legitim-
ating the emerging European polity and
creating an integrated European public?

This article engages directly with the
proto-cosmopolitanist arguments in order
to assess the relative legitimating potential
of EU citizenship. In the first section, I re-
view the evolution of contemporary cos-
mopolitan thought, highlighting in partic-
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ular its relevance for the postmodern con-
ceptualisation of citizenship. The viability
of cosmopolitan frameworks rests on their
ability to facilitate a new understanding
of citizenship that is emerging from the
globalised conditions of post-national
multiculturalism and transnationalism.
This section also demonstrates that the
scope of scholarly research in these fields
overlaps with European integration stud-
ies, supporting claims that the European
Union represents the first proto-cosmopol-
itanist postmodern polity. In the second
section, the paper identifies and investig-
ates the main developmental phases of the
European Union’s common citizenship
agenda. This section acknowledges the
rhetorical use of cosmopolitanism by the
Brussels elites; nonetheless, its primary
focus lies in assessing the proto-cosmopol-
itanist threads in the treaties of the
European Union.

The article concludes by acknow-
ledging the existence of cosmopolitanist
threads in the European Union’s common
citizenship policy. It questions, however,
whether EU citizenship has the simultan-
eous ability to include all Europeans (cos-
mopolitanist), to accommodate diverse
citizenship practices (post-national multi-
culturalist) and embrace emerging new
and deliberative formations of citizenship
(transnationalist). There are two observa-
tions that stem from this conclusion: first,
that the integrative capacity of the current
European citizenship regime is strictly
limited; and second, that the cosmopolitan
framing of EU citizenship has potentially
contributed to the European Union’s legit-
imacy deficit. These critiques also point
to generic shortcomings of cosmopolitan
ideology.

COSMOPOLITAN CITIZENSHIP
AND POSTMODERNITY

The scholarly exploration of the European
Union’s evolving citizenship regime takes
place within an intellectual territory that
is framed largely by debates surrounding
globalisation and contemporary cosmopol-
itan ideology. By the 1990s, globalisation
studies developed a set of new conditions
for the postmodern re-conceptualisation
of citizenship. 2  Cosmopolitanism emerged
as a suitable ideological framework to ac-
commodate these new conditions. 3  Aca-
demics and European policymakers thus
often present the European integration
project as a viable forum for the cosmopol-
itan conceptualisation of postmodern cit-
izenship and further propose that the cos-
mopolitan framing of European citizenship
has the potential to enhance the European
Union’s viability, legitimacy and integrat-
ive capacity. 4

The end of modernity: postmodern
conditions of citizenship

Scholars concerned with the impact of
globalisation have come to a common un-
derstanding that the modernist premises
of the national state have been eroded. 5

The Westphalian state is no longer the
singular unit of political power with abso-
lute sovereignty. There exist quasi-
autonomous political entities that nurture
embryonic rights regimes and democratic
institutions beyond the State. The nation
is neither culturally homogenous nor the
primary expression of collective identity.
National communities are diverse; the in-
dividual’s identity is multiple. Therefore,
the modernist paradigm of citizenship that
has had long symbiotic existence with the
national state needs rethinking. The new

6
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postmodern conceptualisation needs to ex-
press the multiplicity of citizenship as a
politico-legal status (post-nationalism),
accommodate diverse and multiple identit-
ies (multiculturalism) and facilitate the
citizens’ political activism on all levels of
sovereignty (transnationalism).

In parallel, the heightened post-world-
war awareness of the need for ‘global
planning, global knowledge and the recog-
nition of a shared future’ 6  restored in-
terest in universal conceptualisations of
belonging and institutional expressions of
global norms. In the immediate absence of
available conceptual frameworks to under-
stand and respond to these challenges, the
Kantian ideology of cosmopolitanism was
resurrected. The contemporary expres-
sions of cosmopolitanism are noted to
represent a logical accommodation of the
postmodern challenges to citizenship.
Cosmopolitanism is depicted as the expres-
sion of a post-national multiculturalist
model of political community, which pre-
serves national and also facilitates global,
regional and municipal loci of legal status
and political membership. 7  It is also
transnationalist, in that it promotes an
active citizenry that is empowered within
a global civil society and enabled to shape
the political future and the socio-cultural
facet of their communities. 8 The next
section provides an abbreviated overview
of cosmopolitan philosophy, highlighting
critical junctures in its evolution and ex-
amining its relevance for the development
of postmodern concepts of citizenship.

The Kantian theorem of cosmopolitan-
ism

A common reference point for contempor-
ary cosmopolitanists is the Enlightenment
philosophical works of Immanuel Kant. 9

Immanuel Kant’s cosmopolitanist theor-
em10  was built around the vision of world
peace. Kant proposed that the forming of
a global ethical regime would eliminate
the possibility of war, without the need
to form a world state. The cornerstones of
his normative order were the establish-
ment of cosmopolitan law and the repub-
lican grooming of states.

Kant outlined a tripartite system of
jurisprudence that contained a new type
of jurisdiction—cosmopolitan law—in
addition to domestic and international law.
For Kant, cosmopolitan law was of a funda-
mentally different type of jurisdiction. The
domestic law of a particular state con-
tained rights and duties that regulated the
individual citizens’ relationships with fel-
low citizens as well as the State. Interna-
tional law was to police states only, and
thus governed state-to-state relations.
Cosmopolitan law was to consist of rights
and duties that regulated ‘the relation of
individual persons of one state toward the
individuals of another, as well as toward
another state as a whole’, 11  regardless of
national origin or state citizenship.

Individual rights under the umbrella
of Kant’s cosmopolitan law also differed
from citizenship rights in domestic law.
First, the individual’s access to cosmopol-
itan rights rested on the individual’s nat-
ural belonging to humanity, a much wider
justification than the individual’s alliance
with a particular state. Second, the notion
of cosmopolitan rights was also unique in
that it attempted to articulate a normative
ideal in response to ethical problems that
were raised by the organic transformation
of the world order and the resulting
heightened sense of global interconnected-
ness. 12 These new conditions called for
new legal and institutional frameworks
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and ultimately made cosmopolitan law
ethically desirable and empirically neces-
sary. With the idea of cosmopolitan rights,
Kant sought to regulate this new type of
relationship between the State and foreign-
ers. Kant’s primary aim was to guarantee
the ‘conditions of universal hospitality’
defined as ‘the right of a stranger not to
be treated with hostility when he arrives
on someone else’s territory’. 13 Thus, for
Kant, hospitality was not based on philan-
thropy but a legal and universal right. 14

As for the institutionalisation of cosmo-
politan law and rights, Kant rejected the
idea of a world state. 15  Instead, Kant
embraced the modern era’s principle of
non-intervention and reinforced the ideal
of ‘self-policing individual states’. 16  He
proposed the establishment of a cosmopol-
itan world order centred on the congress
of free states, whereby state cooperation
was a regulative but not a constitutive
principle. Externally, this meant the vol-
untary federative cooperation of independ-
ent states: ‘a united power and law-gov-
erned decisions of a united will’. 17  Intern-
ally, this referred to the consolidation of
the republican and representative demo-
cratic traditions of government. 18  Kant
reasoned that democratic states did not go
to war and therefore the establishment of
‘domestic justice’ 19  was a sufficient pre-
condition for the federal cooperation of
states. Once the federative cooperation of
the states is facilitated, a cosmopolitan
ethical order to guarantee the ‘cosmopolit-
an condition of general political security’20

is likely to emerge.
Kant’s cosmopolitan law and world

order fundamentally shaped Kant’s notions
of cosmopolitan citizenship. First, Kant’s
interpretation of the right to universal
hospitality was grounded in the natural

right to exercise trading activity—that is,
in the temporary, sporadic and trade-fo-
cused interactions among the foreigners,
and the State and its citizens. Only those
foreigners who passed through or resided
in another state for the specific purpose
of trading were entitled to cosmopolitan
rights. 21  Second, Kant’s rejection of the
need to institutionalise cosmopolitan law
beyond the State meant that guarantees
for generating, implementing, enforcing
and upholding cosmopolitan rights relied
primarily on the State’s ethical commit-
ment to cosmopolitan ideals, rather than
on the sovereignty of supra and superna-
tional institutions. According to these two
conditions, the State’s responsibility to-
wards non-citizens was simply to provide
the conditions of hospitality—that is, a
limited form of civil protection to enable
their economic activity. This further meant
that the rights of citizens and of foreigners
were to be kept separate. Despite the ex-
pression of its global and universal scope,
cosmopolitan law was not considered to
have the competence to override domestic
law and grant foreigners access to civic
and political rights associated with state
citizenship. In short, Kant’s cosmopolitan
citizenship was more an expression of
global collective identity than a constitu-
tionalised politico-legal status of universal
belonging. 22

It is evident that Kant’s theorem was
grounded in the modernist rather than the
postmodernist understanding of citizen-
ship. In the absence of inter and suprana-
tional legal and institutional frameworks
for citizenship, it falls short of post-nation-
alism. As the cosmopolitan ethical order
is conditioned on the states’ cooperative
activity and democratic ability, it is also
deficient in terms of transnational cit-
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izenry activism. As it is focused on the
universal sameness of all, it does not en-
gage with the notion of cultural diversity.
Further to this, Kant’s cosmopolitan citizen
is also an inconsistent notion. The cosmo-
politan ideology and the modern paradigm
of citizenship are founded in the liberal
principles of individualism, egalitarianism
and universalism. As Kant’s cosmopolitan
rights are limited in content and in terms
of access, it serves only as a fragmented
category that fails to fulfil universal and
individual equality.

Liberal national and universal cosmo-
politanism

In the recent globalised context, cosmopol-
itan thought has flowed into several core
streams, two of which—universalism and
liberal nationalism—have preserved a
common root in the Kantian traditions. 23

Despite their shared legacy, liberal nation-
alism and universal cosmopolitanism differ
fundamentally. Liberal cosmopolitanism
embraces the Kantian limitations on polit-
ical cosmopolitanism and proposes that
normative cosmopolitanism is best ex-
pressed and maintained within the nation-
al context. As such, liberal nationalism is
often mistaken as being anti-cosmopolitan-
ism. However, what liberalists in fact
foster is the cosmopolitanist remodelling
of the national state so that basic principles
of liberalism can be reconciled with multi-
cultural diversity. 24

The universalist position promotes the
expression of global morality in the form
of supranational legal systems and political
institutions. It is founded on the belief that
the ideology of cosmopolitanism and the
modern national state-based theory of cit-
izenship differ fundamentally. Universal-
ists also claim that cosmopolitanism is su-

perior, or at least more valid, in the con-
text of the postmodern conditions. As they
promote the politico-institutional establish-
ment of the cosmopolitan ideal, the univer-
salist stream is rightly labelled as the
‘radical extension of Kant’s theory of
world citizenship’. 25

The article proceeds with a focus on
the universalist stream of cosmopolitan
thought, as it is the universalists who are
engaged with the European traditions of
the cosmopolitan theory of citizenship and
the development of the institutional and
the ethical frameworks of cosmopolitan
citizenship—both of which are already
established to some degree in the European
Union. Universalists trace a developmental
arc of contemporary cosmopolitan thought
from a singular to a hybrid and multi-
layered expression of sovereignty and
identity, and from international rights to
European citizenship as the manifestation
of the cosmopolitan idea.

The cosmopolitan democracy thesis

A major contribution to the universalist
stream is the theory of cosmopolitan
democracy, centred on David Held’s idea
of global governance. Held argues that the
realisation of the cosmopolitan vision, that
of lasting world peace and universal
equality of individuals, cannot rely on the
states’ democratic capacity only. As a res-
ult of globalisation, the locus of political
power can no longer be assumed to be
with the State. Therefore, the State on its
own cannot generate the conditions of
democracy within its boundaries and then
transfer the democratic principle into the
international domain. Thus Held argues
that, for ‘democratic law to be effective it
must be internationalised’. 26

9
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A regular collaborator with Held,
Daniele Archibugi, elaborates on Held’s
new democratic condition. Archibugi ar-
gues that an international system that is
based on democratic principles does not
necessarily generate democracy within the
constituting states. Therefore, democracy
has to function simultaneously on all levels
of political authority—domestic, interna-
tional and global—in order to generate a
lasting normative framework in each do-
main. In short, Archibugi’s vision of the
cosmopolitan world order is one of a multi-
level system of democratic governance. 27

Therefore, Held’s and Archibugi’s re-
creation of Kant’s tripartite jurisprudence
exceeds the Kantian global order in many
respects. The democratic requirements of
domestic law subscribe to the Kantian idea
of republican democracy in the State. The
international requirement of democracy is
no longer purely reliant on the respect for
reciprocal sovereignty between states; it
rests on two additional criteria: the agree-
ment on commonly shared norms to which
states subscribe and the institutionalisation
of these principles through the establish-
ment of intergovernmental organisations.
28  Further to this, the global (or cosmopol-
itan) domain is not restricted to the univer-
sal right of ‘hospitality for strangers’ but
a more comprehensive, and state-like,
package of rights.

Based on this new conditionality for
democracy, it is thus clear that the cosmo-
politan democracy theory moves away
from Kant’s purely ethical to a more con-
stituting and institutionalised world order.
For Held and Archibugi, the entrenchment
of democratic institutions outside of the
boundaries of the State is indeed necessary
in order to complement the inadequate
democratic capacities of the postmodern

state 29  and to monitor the domestic af-
fairs of states. 30  Universalist scholars
emphasise that the cosmopolitan argument
for the federative development of the
global domain is not a call for the establish-
ment of a global federation in the tradition-
al sense. As Held notes, ‘any global legis-
lative institution should be conceived
above all as a “framework-setting” institu-
tion’, and not a nascent global government
of an emergent world state. 31

Further to this, cosmopolitan demo-
cracy also means the active membership
of individuals in the global community.
32  Global issues, such as human rights,
the environment and poverty, have a uni-
versal impact on all individuals, and as
such, transcend national and international
frameworks of cooperation. If global chal-
lenges are to be addressed in line with
basic democratic principles, citizens shall
have political representation in global af-
fairs. This representation shall be inde-
pendent and autonomous of the citizens’
politico-legal status in domestic affairs.
The citizen of the postmodern and global-
ised epoch has ‘a twofold role—that of
citizens of the state, and that of citizens of
the world’. 33  Held and Archibugi argue
that this requires the establishment of
global bodies that are designed to facilitate
the deliberation of individual interests in
specific global issues. It further involves
the institutionalisation of a universal and
global citizenship status, which contains
‘a mandatory core of rights’, such as
political rights of representation and parti-
cipation, civic rights of protection, ‘duties
vis-à-vis global institutions’, as well as in-
struments of accountability and transpar-
ency. 34  In short, global citizenship means
the transfer of specific elements of national
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citizenship into the global domain so that
specific global issues can be tackled.

On the basis of the previous synopsis,
it is important to note that the cosmopolit-
an democracy thesis expresses itself as a
postmodern reinterpretation of Kant’s
cosmopolitan philosophy. The focus on
the institutional establishment of the cos-
mopolitan ideal and the emphasis on the
multi-level nature of the emerging system
of governance indicate that the thesis
subscribes to the condition of multiple
post-nationalism. The introduction of a
(global) cosmopolitan citizenship status to
complement national citizenship indicates
that the project of cosmopolitan democracy
aspires to comply with the de-national and
the de-territorial, and consequently with
the multiple conditions of citizenship.
References to the continuing relevance of
national as well as regional and local loci
of citizenship in terms of social member-
ship and collective identity in the global-
ised world mean that the thesis also claims
to suit the requirements of multicultural-
ism. Finally, the expression of cosmopolit-
an citizenship as the empowerment of a
nascent global civil society denotes the
transnational ambition of the cosmopolitan
democracy project.

Cosmopolitanism and constitutional
patriotism

A comprehensive critique of the cosmopol-
itan democracy thesis is provided by Jür-
gen Habermas, whose own theorem shares
a common foundation in universal ethics
and rights. Like Held and Archibugi,
Habermas endorses the requirement of
supranational democratic institutions and
transnational civic activity, and denies the
viability of Kant’s self-imposed limitations
on political cosmopolitanism. Yet Haber-

mas takes issue with the postmodern defi-
ciencies and the traditional modernist
premises of the Heldian model.

First, Habermas rejects the prospect of
a world state that he claims underwrites
the cosmopolitan democracy thesis.
Habermas argues that Held’s and
Archibugi’s cosmopolitan vision relies on
the reproduction of state-like institutions
on a global scale. Therefore its global
community-building trajectory has a
tendency to shift away from a multi-
layered post-national system of gov-
ernance to a universal state. In particular,
Habermas notes that the cosmopolitan
democracy thesis explicitly advocates tra-
ditional institutions and guarantees of
membership. Habermas instead envisions
a new cosmopolitan order that is ‘a dynam-
ic picture of interferences and interactions
between political processes that persist at
national, international, and global levels’.
35  Further, Habermas proposes to intro-
duce a procedural notion of governance,
whereby only the conditions of rational
and democratic decision making are guar-
anteed but not a fixed institutional and
legislative outcome.

Second, Habermas also maintains that
the thesis of cosmopolitan democracy does
not employ multiculturalist attributes. It
prioritises universalism that is focused on
an all-inclusive and a priori sameness at
the cost of multicultural particularism. It
fails to engage with the notion of the
‘other’ in general and the idea of national
political culture in particular. In simple
terms, it cannot reconcile universalism and
particularism and therefore re-establishes
the competitive relationship between the
national and cosmopolitan domains of
collective belonging.
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On this point Habermas stresses the
importance of implementing a new com-
munity-building logic in the national and
the global domains. He argues that the
cohesiveness of a national community
cannot be guaranteed by fostering an ex-
clusionary ethno-cultural identity. Instead,
Habermas pleads for the advancement of
a civic form of national identity: ‘constitu-
tional patriotism’. He reasons that ration-
ally chosen commitments to a common set
of constitutional principles, fundamental
rights and democratic institutions can
provide a common normative framework
that is culturally neutral and therefore
sufficiently inclusive for binding a multi-
cultural society together. 36

Habermas claims that although consti-
tutional patriotism is posited on neutral
and universally shared norms, it does not
involve the rejection of particularism per
se. Like any other civic form of collective
identity, constitutional patriotism is also
culturally patterned—it is an expression
of ‘universalism sensitive to difference’.37

Universalism refers to the individuals’
commitment to abstract principles and
rights. Particularism is attributed to ‘the
context of a historically specific political
culture’, 38  which for Habermas is indeed
crucial in translating abstract norms into
meaningful political actions and institu-
tions for the individual.

Habermas’s third critique regards the
democratic credentials of the cosmopolitan
democracy thesis. He notes that Held et
al. draw on the traditional Kantian belief
in a pre-existing global morality that holds
all humans together in a global com-
munity. This grounding implies that cos-
mopolitan rights are also understood as
predefined and universal, distilled from
the notion of global morality. 39  For

Habermas, this logic is antithetical to the
principles of democracy. Democracy, as
Habermas understands it, is the self-
defined and self-legislated power of the
public. That is, identity, rights and their
institutional manifestations are organic
and negotiated categories, and not element-
al and constructed notions. The cosmopol-
itan democracy project does not meet this
transnational requirement. Rather, it em-
ploys conservative notions of republican
democracy and democratic legitimacy, re-
lying on the logic of functional (or system)
integration from above and avoids the
notion of social, informal integration from
below. In this sense, Habermas claims, the
theory of cosmopolitan democracy sub-
scribes to the traditional logic of com-
munity building that underlines the mod-
ern national paradigm of citizenship: cit-
izenship rights constitute the single source
of collective identity and collective iden-
tity is a sufficient source of legitimacy.

In order to overcome the democratic
deficiency of the cosmopolitan democracy
thesis, Habermas advocates the move away
from representative towards a deliberative
notion of democracy domestically and
globally. The latter entails a more extens-
ive involvement of the people in the
political decision-making processes. 40  It
involves a ‘self-referential model of citizen-
ship’ 41  under an umbrella of a political
order that is ‘created by the people them-
selves and legitimated by their opinion
and will formation’. 42  In particular, delib-
erative democracy promotes channels of
interactive and discourse-based civic
activity in addition to the formalised insti-
tutional representation and participation
of the citizen. 43  It further facilitates a
comprehensive notion of public sphere: a
dimension of civil society whereby indi-
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viduals can engage in rational critical dis-
course about affairs of common political
interests. Following from here, Habermas
argues that deliberative democracy creates
socially constructed collective identity
that is constantly reproduced, and gener-
ates legitimacy from below. He notes that
deliberative practices facilitate epistemic
as well as integrative functions. They ac-
cumulate knowledge and thus enable
reason-based decision making. They inter-
nalise decisions and create ownership of
agreements. 44

Habermas’s final criticism of the cos-
mopolitan democracy thesis refers to its
empirical foundations. It is mistaken to
base a cosmopolitanist thesis on the devel-
opments of the international domain: the
evolution of an international human rights
regime and the UN system. He insists that
‘any plans for a “cosmopolitan democracy”
will have to proceed according to another
model’ 45  and posits the European Union
as a viable ‘example for a form of demo-
cracy beyond the nation-state’. 46  Haber-
mas points out that since Maastricht, the
European Union has created and consolid-
ated the status of union citizenship,
gradually upgraded the European Parlia-
ment’s decision-making power, introduced
the deliberative-style convention method
in the European Union’s decision-making
procedures and launched the constitution-
alisation process. These developments, he
argues, demonstrate the willingness of the
political elites to empower the citizens of
Europe in shaping the future direction of
the integration project.

Despite this positive outlook, Haber-
mas admits that the European Union is not
yet adequately equipped to deliver on this
promise. He insists that the integration
venture must incorporate the vehicles of

constitutional patriotism and deliberative
democracy so that the deficiencies of the
European Union’s democratic capacity can
be mended while the multi-layered nature
of the European polity can be maintained.
In particular, a common European political
culture—shared political values, moral
norms and legal rights—is yet to be dis-
tilled. The exercise of producing such a
common ethical framework can only tran-
scend but not erode national and cultural
particularism if it wants to provide a vi-
able and meaningful basis of solidarity for
the public. 47  For this, the European Uni-
on needs to advance the deliberative capa-
city of the supranational institutions of
democracy, simplify multi-level decision
making by deepening the federative as-
pects of the European Union 48  and estab-
lish a common European constitution. 49

COSMOPOLITAN SHAPING OF
THE EUROPEAN UNION’S
CITIZENSHIP POLITY

This section explores the rights attached
to the union status, the way access to these
rights is defined and the supranational
institutional framework of these rights.
The analysis is divided into three sections,
which correspond to the European Union’s
constitutional development in the form of
treaties. These are the founding treaties
(1951, 1957), which established an em-
bryonic supranational rights regime for
Europe; the Maastricht Treaty (1992),
which introduced the status of union cit-
izenship; and the Treaty of Nice (2001),
which launched the constitutional process
in the European Union.

The founding treaties and Kantian cos-
mopolitanism
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Although it can be argued that European
integration has always been a political
project, the founding treaties did not con-
tain explicit political provisions. These
treaties focused on the functional, largely
economic cooperation of the member
states. Accordingly, the transfer of compet-
encies and sovereignty from the national
to the supranational level was minimal.
The supranational decision-making mech-
anism and inter-institutional relationships
were based on the primacy of national in-
terests and the logic of intergovernmental-
style bargaining. 50  As a result, the sover-
eignty of the member states remained rel-
atively intact. Thus, the creation of a
common European status of citizenship in
a binding treaty form was seen as neither
viable nor desirable, and the founding
treaties of European integration made no
explicit reference to citizenship.

These treaties did, however, institute
four basic freedoms in order to facilitate
the establishment of a free trade area (later
common market). These four freedoms
pertained to the movement of goods, cap-
ital, services and, most importantly, per-
sons/workers. These principles were later
identified as ‘mobility rights’. 51 The EC-
SC Treaty (otherwise Treaty of Paris, 1951)
applied the freedom of movement of
people to only coal and steel workers, but
the subsequent Rome Treaties (1957) exten-
ded the scope of mobility rights to all
workers, with the only exception of those
employed in the public service. 52  In ad-
dition, these treaties also established a
community-wide ethical framework for
the European Union’s emerging rights re-
gime. They upheld the general principle
of equality and introduced binding anti-
discrimination legislation on grounds of

nationality, race, ethnic origin, religion,
gender and age.

Finally, the founding treaties also
settled the institutional competences over
these provisions. They empowered the
High Authority (later European Commis-
sion) with the right to propose measures
to achieve the free movement of workers.
53  It was, however, the member state that
remained primarily responsible to decide
on the content of mobility rights through
the Council of Ministers, and then to im-
plement them domestically. The third
supranational institution, the Common
Assembly—later to become the European
Parliament (EP)—was a marginal suprana-
tional player at this time, which had an
advisory role but no decision-making
power. Its democratic credentials were also
compromised as its members were appoin-
ted by national parliaments and not dir-
ectly elected by the public. 54  As a result,
the developmental capacity of mobility
rights remained in the hands of national
governments.

The ‘freedoms’ of the founding treaties
were, in effect, quite restricted. Due to the
limited economic scope of community
competences, the application of individual
mobility rights, as well as the attached
principles of non-discrimination and
equality, was limited to employment in
member states. The right of residency was
granted only to workers and was linked
to their right to exercise labour activity in
another member state. 55  Further, the
member states were also granted the power
to limit mobility rights on grounds of
public policy, health and security. 56  Fi-
nally, eligibility for European work per-
mits was linked to ‘recognised qualifica-
tions’, as defined by national legislation.
57 These legislative and institutional re-
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strictions demonstrate that the early right
provisions of EC treaties were not bound
to any citizenship concept. They were
pragmatic facilitators of the economic in-
tegration of the member states. In this
sense, Elisabeth Meehan rightly points out
that Europe’s ‘first citizens’ were ‘citizens-
as-workers, not citizens-as-human-be-
ings’.58

Antje Wiener argues similarly when
she stresses that the special rights granted
to individuals by the founding treaties
were not accessible for all Europeans but
only for a well-defined group of com-
munity citizens. On this basis, she argues,
these entitlements were inherently prob-
lematic as citizenship rights. Their limited
scope and accessibility undermined the
principle norms that underwrote the ab-
stract notion of citizenship (and also cos-
mopolitanism), that of equality and indi-
vidualism. Further to this, the restrictions
also contradicted the principle of equality
established in the very same treaties. 59

Therefore, I propose that Europe’s
rights regime created in the founding
treaties conforms to the Kantian model of
cosmopolitan citizenship. The very defini-
tion provided for mobility rights in the
treaties echoes Kant’s notion of cosmopol-
itan right—that is, the right to universal
hospitality. The limited supranational
character of European institutions in gen-
eral and the restricted developmental capa-
city of the treaties’ rights provisions in
particular emulate the model of ‘self-poli-
cing individual states’, which underwrite
Kant’s cosmopolitan order.

The Maastricht Treaty—cosmopolitan
democracy?

By the 1970s, the understanding of integ-
ration as a primarily economic cooperation

of quasi-sovereign states driven by politic-
al elites changed profoundly. The deepen-
ing of the economic integration of member
states, the multiplication of common
policies and the extension of supranational
competencies were shifting the scope of
integration from economic to more political
and social arenas. This transition culmin-
ated in the political redefinition of the
European integration process, labelled as
a paradigm shift from ‘policy to polity’
and from ‘diplomacy to democracy’. 60  A
European polity was in the making.

The new discourse that stemmed from
this transformation was organised around
one key theme, that of legitimating the
political development of the European
project. The key question that engaged
European political elites regarded the need
for a European status of citizenship in or-
der to render itself as a legitimate political
community. 61

The Maastricht Treaty (1992) reflected
the paradigm shift in constitutional terms.
62  In response to the desire for greater
political legitimacy, it introduced the
status of European Union citizenship—sub-
sequently consolidated in the Treaty of
Amsterdam (1997). Maastricht established
that ‘every person holding the nationality
of a Member State shall be a citizen of the
Union’. 63 The status of union citizenship
that emerged from Maastricht did not re-
place but complemented national citizen-
ship. 64

There was a widespread view that the
establishment of democratic institutions
and legal status of European citizenship
would solidify the European Union as an
emerging political community and provide
it with the direct popular legitimacy it
lacked. 65 The assumption that grounded
this belief was a rather traditionalist take
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on the political uses of citizenship: rights
translate into collective identity, and
identity produces sufficient popular legit-
imacy. de Burca accordingly describes the
concept of citizenship employed in the
Maastricht era as ‘unifying, community-
building, identity-building and legitimat-
ing’. 66

The Maastricht Treaty defined the
status of union citizenship primarily as a
legal concept, which contained a bundle
of individual rights, specified access to
these rights and set the institutional
frameworks of the developmental capacity
of the status. In addition, the treaty also
reinforced the normative bedding of the
European Union’s rights regime. It expli-
citly linked the newly established status
to earlier provisions, 67  and incorporated
the principles of non-discrimination, and
the principle of equal access to the com-
munity’s Civil Service. 68

The rights of the union citizenship
package, compared with what is generally
regarded as citizenship, made up a rather
limited and ‘unusual’ set of political and
civil rights. 69  Politically, the union status
granted electoral rights: the rights to vote
and stand in local government and
European Parliament elections in the
country of residence. This was limited to
municipal (local) and European elections.
They did not address state (national) and
federal (regional) elections. 70  Further to
this, political freedoms—such as the
freedoms of association, peaceful assembly
and expression—were only implicitly ref-
erenced in EU law at the time of
Maastricht. 71 The Charter of Fundamental
Rights was not incorporated in the treaty
proper and therefore had only declaratory
status in EU law. As such, the charter did
not provide a binding framework of gen-

eral principles for political membership in
the European Union. 72

With respect to civic rights,
Maastricht granted the following entitle-
ments: right to have diplomatic and consu-
lar protection from the authorities of any
member state where the country of which
a person was a national was not represen-
ted in a non-union country; right of peti-
tion to the European Parliament and appeal
to the European Ombudsman. The Amster-
dam Treaty later amended the civic com-
ponent of the status to include the right
to write to European institutions in any of
the official EU languages and to expect a
response in the same language. 73  Amster-
dam also introduced the transparency
clause, making the documents of the par-
liament, the commission and the council
accessible to union citizens, subject to
certain principles and conditions. 74

Finally, as a clear indication of the will
to generate a continuation of the pre-
Maastricht legacy as well as to rationalise
the so-called quasi citizenship rights estab-
lished in the pre-Maastricht period,
Maastricht also placed the so-called mobil-
ity rights under the union status. With
this act, Maastricht extended the right to
free movement in the member states’ ter-
ritory to all union citizens. 75 The so-
called attached rights—rights associated
with the free movement principle, such as
access to employment, welfare benefits
and public services as well as passports,
identity cards and resident permits—did
not fall under supranational competences
but were included within the intergovern-
mental decision-making mechanism. 76

This means that the content of and access
to these rights were determined by nation-
al legislation. 77
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With regard to determining access to
union citizenship rights, the Treaty of
Amsterdam institutionalised the national-
ity rule. Only national citizens of the
member states had access to union status
and the rights it involved. 78 Third-
country nationals (TCNs)—nationals of
non-European Union states—remained
excluded from the political provisions of
EU citizenship. This means that the Treat-
ies of Maastricht and Amsterdam failed to
establish a consistent legal basis for resid-
ency-based electoral rights: EU citizens
had local voting rights throughout the
union, while the granting of voting rights
to TCNs remained dependent on national
electoral legislation and diffuse internation-
al principles. 79 The nationality rule was
also applied to mobility and associated
rights. The civic component of union cit-
izenship was, however, conferred to all
resident natural and legal persons.

The consolidation of supranational
democracy was also an integral part of the
legitimation efforts. Maastricht and Ams-
terdam set out to consolidate the institu-
tional essentials of representative-style
democracy. Direct elections based on uni-
versal suffrage to the European Parliament
had been already effective since the Paris
Summit resolution in 1974. The first such
election took place in 1979. Until the
Maastricht Treaty, however, the European
Parliament was lacking effective political
powers and was considered a secondary
political player in the supranational edi-
fice. Therefore, the specific objective of
Maastricht and Amsterdam was to improve
the relative political status of the parlia-
ment in the supranational decision-making
edifice.

The TEU expanded the decision-mak-
ing competences of the European Parlia-

ment by the introduction of the co-de-
cision procedure and the extension of the
use of the cooperation and assent proced-
ures. The co-decision principle gave the
parliament the power in specific policy
fields to adopt legislations jointly with the
council. 80 The extension of the coopera-
tion and assent procedures established a
greater consultative and mending role, and
thus increased political influence for the
European Parliament. As a result, the
council was no longer in position to ‘de
facto impose its views on other institu-
tions’. 81

Nonetheless, the co-decision principle
did not extend to all policy areas of com-
mon interest at that time; the power bal-
ance between the council and the parlia-
ment continued to favour national in-
terests over European, and intergovern-
mental bargaining over supranational de-
cision making. 82  More notably, the
overall strengthening of the European
Parliament’s formal power and relative
status had little relevance for the European
Union’s common citizenship provisions.
The co-decision principle did not apply to
the policy field of citizenship. In matters
of union citizenship, the European Parlia-
ment was granted only consultative com-
petence. Maastricht specified that
European citizenship rights could be
amended via a truncated treaty amending
procedure. The council would make the
decision on strengthening or adding rights
to the existing union status unanimously,
on the basis of the commission’s proposal
and after consulting the parliament. 83  As
a result, the future potential of union cit-
izenship lay clearly in the hands of the
member states, and not the EU institutions
or the newly established European pub-
lic.84
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On the basis of the above depiction of
union citizenship in the Treaties of
Maastricht and Amsterdam, it can be ar-
gued that the treaty approach to com-
munity building followed a similar logic
to the cosmopolitan democracy thesis.
Maastricht and Amsterdam focused on
building the vertical relations between the
citizen and the European polity. The ‘na-
tional prototype’ of citizenship was re-
voked on the supranational level as re-
gards rights, access to rights and represent-
ative democracy beyond the State.

The implementation of Held’s and
Archibugi’s cosmopolitanist ideal was,
however, deficient in the European con-
text. Instead of building a common status
of citizenship that was independent of
national citizenship, union citizenship was
defined as a derivative and secondary
status. The treaties also failed to assert the
supranational competences over citizen-
ship and the development of common cit-
izenship remained under the control of the
member states. The establishment of the
European Parliament, and thus the
European citizen, as a competent political
actor was also lacking.

Towards constitutional patriotism?

The ratification crises in the 1990s were
interpreted by many as an indication of
the European Union’s lingering legitimacy
deficit. This was not interpreted as a sign
of the public’s rejection of the European
integration project per se. According to
the discourse of the Brussels elites, the
causes of the crisis were specific and also
rectifiable. The legitimacy crisis was inter-
preted as a combined failure of delivery
and communication. Delivery referred to
the failure to translate rhetorical promises
and the public’s primary concerns into

concrete treaty provisions. At the time of
Amsterdam, the economic phase of integ-
ration remained incomplete, the political
provisions still embryonic and the com-
mon citizenship policy only a transitional
arrangement. As for the last, the normative
and the social (mobility rights) components
were noted as seriously deficient. The
communication failure was understood as
the public’s inability to connect with and
understand the process, institutions and
treaty provisions of European integration.
Lack of sufficient information campaigns
and the complexity of supranational
structures and procedures were identified
as the primary contributing factors.

The recognition of the complexity of
the European Union’s legitimacy deficit
was linked to a growing awareness that
the Maastricht approach to community
building had failed. It became evident that
conferring rights did not necessarily pro-
duce strong collective identification with
political order. Although Maastricht can
be considered a successful project in creat-
ing the legal hallmarks of citizen–polity
relations, it failed in establishing cit-
izen–citizen relations, instituting particip-
atory channels of democracy and accom-
modating mediating structures. Without
these, the formation of thick collective
identities is problematic. The revision of
the Maastricht approach also concluded
that a (thin) collective identity was not a
sufficient source of legitimacy. Maastricht
and Amsterdam reinforced the traditional
elite-driven nature of European integra-
tion, consolidated the dominance of inter-
governmental decision making and insti-
tuted a rather deficient representative
democratic body. This meant that the
public had little if no influence on the
shaping of the European polity, including
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the content of the European Union’s com-
mon citizenship policy. In short, the
Maastricht approach did not deliver on
the putative need to generate a unified,
active and enabled European demos.

The call for a new paradigm shift cul-
minated in the commission’s White Paper
on Governance (2001). The white paper
presented, once again, common citizenship
as the cure for the European Union’s legit-
imacy deficit. However, while the docu-
ment defined similar long-term goals to
the strategic underpinnings of the
Maastricht and Amsterdam Treaties, it
expressed profoundly different under-
standings of citizenship and legitimacy.
Regarding citizenship, the white paper
advocated a shift away from the politico-
legal aspects towards the socio-cultural
dimensions of citizenship. More notably,
it proposed to complement the supranation-
al arrangements of representative demo-
cracy with increased participatory oppor-
tunity channels. Improved participation
would enhance the legitimacy and demo-
cratic credentials of European governance
by transforming the ‘top-down approach’
of supranational decision making into
‘more inclusive and accountable’ pro-
cesses. 85

The white paper marked a conscious
shift from the political to the social condi-
tions of legitimacy. While Maastricht fo-
cused on building citizen–polity relations
(vertical), the post-Maastricht narrative of
the white paper concentrated on building
citizen–citizen relations (horizontal). The
proposal called for the establishment of
deliberative frameworks of democracy. In
particular, the introduction of the conven-
tion method was to facilitate a pan-
European dialogue, nurture a European
civil society and ultimately produce a

single legal basis, a constitution, for
Europe—requisites of the emergence of a
European demos. 86

The white paper reflects a certain as-
piration for provisions conducive to the
establishment of a Habermasian-style
constitutional patriotism. According to
Habermas, pan-European solidarity and
loyalty are to emanate from a set of legally
entrenched rights and deliberative demo-
cratic procedures. Constitutional patriot-
ism would ultimately establish the
European citizen as not simply the subject
but the creator of the EU law and the
European polity. 87

The post-Maastricht era brought about
only a partial resolution of the deficiencies
of the Maastricht approach and a limited
implementation of the white paper’s rhet-
orical promises. The Treaty of Nice and
the Draft Constitution did not amend the
rights component of union citizenship,
and did not introduce new rights. Regard-
ing political rights, they failed to extend
the range of elections covered under the
union status and did not establish a con-
sistent constitutional legal basis for resid-
ency-based electoral rights. Neither did
the Treaty of Nice and the Draft Constitu-
tion institute participatory and deliberat-
ive-style democracy in Europe. The treat-
ies treated the notion of governance within
the standard liberal model of representat-
ive democracy. Further, the relative status
of the European Parliament has not been
improved. Although there has been con-
siderable increase in the use of qualified
majority voting within the council, neither
this nor the co-decision principle have
been defined as the standard supranational
decision-making mechanism.

The achievements of Nice and the
Draft Constitution lie elsewhere. First, they
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made considerable progress in consolidat-
ing the normative framework of union
citizenship. Fundamental rights were as-
sembled in one single text, the Charter of
Fundamental Rights of the European Union.
The charter was proclaimed by all supra-
national institutions in Nice (2000) and
later incorporated in the treaty establish-
ing the Draft Constitution. Further to this,
the protection of civil liberties of all indi-
viduals was reinforced. Second, Nice and
the Draft Constitution also strengthened
the supranational competences over mobil-
ity rights and attached rights. The treaties
did not reform the overall supranational
decision-making mechanism; the primary
decision-making body remained the
council. Nonetheless, according to the Nice
resolutions, decisions regarding mobility
rights were to be made according to quali-
fied majority, and not unanimity, in the
council. 88  Nice and the constitutional
draft also moved considerable parts of the
attached rights under supranational com-
petences (EC pillar). Decisions about these
attached rights were made according to
the original restricted mechanism of de-
cision making, that of the council’s unan-
imous decision following consultation with
the parliament. 89

That is, neither the Nice Treaty nor
the failed Constitutional Draft Treaty im-
plemented the Habermasian model of cos-
mopolitanism and established postmodern
conditions for citizenship. The legal basis
of union citizenship remained reliant on
the premises of cosmopolitan democracy
and tied to a traditional conceptualisation
of citizenship.

CONCLUSION

The historical overview of the European
Union’s common citizenship policy
demonstrates that the notion of union cit-
izenship has followed the developmental
arc of cosmopolitan thought. The under-
standing of common rights moved from
the politically restrained grounds of Kan-
tian cosmopolitanism to the Heldian-
Archibugian model of cosmopolitan
democracy. By the time of the Draft Con-
stitution, the European Union’s citizenship
discourse expressed Habermasian aspira-
tions of establishing a new political com-
munity resting on the premises of consti-
tutional democracy and a deliberative
model of cosmopolitan citizenship. The
rhetorical transition to the Habermasian
model implies the European Union’s ambi-
tion to overcome the traditional limitations
of union citizenship and the shortcomings
of its cosmopolitan credentials. It can be
considered as a conscious move away from
the national prototype to a postmodernist
notion of citizenship.

Nonetheless, the translation of the
rhetorical aspirations into concrete treaty
provisions was insufficient, in terms of its
cosmopolitan stance and postmodern po-
tentials. As for its cosmopolitan creden-
tials, union citizenship does not fully
subscribe to the principles of universal
egalitarianism. As political rights are not
conferred on the basis of a Europe-wide
residency rule, a considerable part of
Europe’s social constituency, TCNs, are
excluded from the European Union’s
political process. TCNs are conferred only
the civic entitlements of union citizenship.
Further, due to the lack of supranational
competences and common provisions to
converge national citizenship policies,
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conditions for accessing national citizen-
ship, and therefore the union status, are
persistently diverse across the member
states. This means that the European Union
has also failed to establish a European
norm of equality with regard to nationals
as well.

From a postmodernist perspective, the
shortcomings of the common citizenship
policy—the nationality clause and partial
constitutionalisation of the residency
principle pertaining to voting rights; fail-
ure to include national elections in the
electoral rights package; and consolidation
of national competencies over supranation-
al interests in the policy area of citizen-
ship—all detract from the objective of
creating a direct link between the individu-
al and the union. Maastricht, rather,
helped to consolidate national sover-
eignty90  and established a subordinate
supranational citizenship status. The post-
national credentials of the European Uni-
on’s common citizenship regime thus re-
mained compromised.

The post-national multicultural qualit-
ies of union citizenship were limited by
the consolidation of the nationality rule.
The nationality rule undermined the cos-
mopolitan principles of generality and re-
inforced the national character of citizen-
ship in Europe. Further, it prioritised na-
tional/ethno-cultural difference over other
types of diversity.

Finally, the decision-making procedure
specified in the treaties is problematic re-
garding the transnational value of common
voting rights. Gardner remarks that elect-
oral rights are the central ‘hallmarks’ of
citizenship since ‘the content of the rights
and duties of citizens at any one time can
indirectly be influenced or determined by
its exercise’. 91  Despite the rhetorical am-

bitions, the treaties continue to facilitate
representative, rather than participatory
and deliberative, democracy. Therefore
the European Union currently does not
sufficiently facilitate its citizens’ involve-
ment in the shaping of the future direction
of the integration project. Further, the
competence to determine the very status
of union citizenship is still not delegated
to the European Parliament, thus allocating
European citizens a minor role in the
shaping of the European Union’s evolving
political community.

The two corollary conclusions that
stem from these observations are the fol-
lowing. First, the legal and institutional
foundations of union citizenship have
failed to move away from the national
prototype of citizenship. The treaties have
not established the postmodernist creden-
tials of political membership and collective
belonging in Europe. The limited transna-
tional and multicultural character under-
mines the legitimating potential of union
citizenship. Second, the bifurcation of
narrative and treaty feeds into a rhetorical
overreach, which, in the retrospect of the
failure to ratify the Draft Constitution and
its subsequent revision, 92  has contributed
to the European Union’s lingering legitim-
acy deficit. It can then be argued that the
proto-cosmopolitanist posing of citizenship
in Europe seriously undermines the integ-
rative and legitimating potential of com-
mon citizenship in Europe.

On such critical grounds, I wish to put
forward the following recommendation.
By overcoming the postmodernist deficien-
cies of union citizenship, the European
Union could translate its rhetorical prom-
ises into concrete political action, which
in turn would close the union’s legitimacy
gap. In particular, in order to generate a
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culturally neutral and all-inclusive frame-
work for accommodating all types of di-
versity, the European Union shall override
the nationality clause and place political
rights on a residency basis, and establish
a European condition of residency. This
would enhance the multicultural creden-
tials of union citizenship and also emancip-
ate it from national citizenship, making it
of post-national status. Further to this, by
the extension of the co-decision principle,
the European Union could place the parlia-
ment on equal footing with the council.
This, matched with residency-based
electoral supranational rights, would
found the transnational condition of EU
democracy.
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CITIZENSHIP AND IDENTITY IN DIVERSE
SOCIETIES

MARK NOLAN AND KIM RUBENSTEIN

This article examines the relationship
between the legal status of citizenship and
psychological research about blended
identity in diverse societies such as Aus-
tralia. A blended identity could include
Australian national identity as well as
other identities relevant to a person’s self-
definition. Analysing the link between
citizenship law and the psychological en-
joyment of blended identity is important
after the reforms to Australian citizenship
law in 2007. 1  As discussed below, the
former Liberal-National Government intro-
duced a new citizenship knowledge test
for citizenship-by-conferral applicants. In
doing so, that government expressed
strong beliefs about the power of a shared,
unitary, national identity. It also suppor-
ted calls for citizenship applicants to sign
a statement of Australian values (different
to the citizenship pledge) and to complete
an English language test. In light of the
reforms and political debate, we attack the
suggestion that blended identification (for
example, as a Greek Australian) is some-
how inconsistent with true Australian na-
tional identification and citizenship, and
moreover we argue that a single national
identification sits uneasily with the legal
acceptance of dual or multiple citizenship
in current Australian legislation.

We first discuss the concept of blen-
ded identity from a social-psychological
perspective. Then we examine the details

of the 2007 Australian citizenship law re-
forms, bearing in mind that the Rudd
Labor Government recently released the
report of the independent committee re-
viewing the Australian Citizenship Test
and the government response to the re-
port. 2

Legal notions of citizenship and the
psychological experience of blended
identities can often be in tension. This is
understandable since legal and psycholo-
gical concepts of national identity are but
two ways of conceptualising relevant self-
definitions shaping social existence and
belonging in diverse societies. We do not
believe that the legal identity or citizen-
ship always completely defines the self in
practice. However, we argue, as do other
researchers,3  that citizenship law and
psychological identity are in a relationship
of mutual influence creating expectations
about and reactions to legal treatment.

Notions of citizenship and associated
assumptions about psychological identific-
ation that are legally endorsed in diverse
societies have the power to legitimise as
well as de-legitimise the desired enjoyment
of self. Indeed, salient identities shape the
perspective from which many people will
either support or challenge citizenship law
and decision-making processes. The extent
to which the 2007 Australian reforms may
have (de-)legitimised desired self-defini-
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tions will be examined in the final section
of this article. Another way of addressing
this issue is to consider whether citizen-
ship law and application processing satisfy
the basic human need for inclusion and
for adequately expressing and enjoying
all aspects of a blended identity. 4

PSYCHOLOGICAL-SOCIAL
IDENTIFICATION

This section begins by describing a pro-
cess-based understanding of social identi-
fication. For example, an unsuccessful cit-
izenship application results in particular
self-definitions. So too could the existence
of an official policy that treats different
classes of citizens in different ways, such
as testing only civics knowledge, values
and language skills for particular citizen
applicants and not, say, for Australians
who are citizens by birth.

These situations can make a single
identity salient and relevant for self-
definition. However, sometimes such con-
texts can make a more complex blended
social identity salient. For example, an in-
stance of discrimination against Arab
Australians could be relevant for their self-
definition when reacting to felt discrimin-
ation. For example, this inter-group dis-
crimination could result when an intelli-
gence-gathering or policing decision is
based on the assumption that one aspect
of a person’s identity (for example, their
country of birth and/or religion) threatens
national security by weakening their alle-
giance to Australia in some way. These
assumptions and comparisons cause people
to self-select identity or identities. How-
ever, context and comparisons can also
cause people to be treated by others in

terms of an identity even when they do
not wish to so identify.

Both of these identity processes—self-
definition and ascription of identity by
others—narrow the number of identities
used for self-definition. They render other
aspects of self (for example, other identit-
ies based on, say, religion, gender, race,
residence or political orientation) less rel-
evant for shaping the immediate perspect-
ive from which people make social judg-
ments, decisions or policies. This selection
of relevant (or ‘salient’) identity by the
social context has been demonstrated
primarily by research focusing on chan-
ging operative social comparisons, but also
by the nature of the normative content or
ideologies related to salient identities. 5

These contextual changes create iden-
tity management challenges for the social
perceiver, helping them determine the
psychologically best way to self-define or
to respond to an (often unwanted) ascrip-
tion of identity by another. Extending
these process-based theories of single-
identity salience to the study of the simul-
taneous salience of many aspects or dimen-
sions of self-definition 6  constituting one
blended identity is important for under-
standing citizenship and identity in di-
verse societies.

BLENDED IDENTIFICATION
AND ITS PSYCHOLOGICAL
CONSEQUENCES

The concept of blended identity

This article uses the term ‘blended iden-
tity’ to convey the concept that many dif-
ferent aspects or dimensions of self-defin-
ition can be salient simultaneously. In
other words, it includes the situation
where more than one identity simultan-
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eously shapes a person’s self-definition in
a particular social context. The study of
blended identity is controversial, perhaps
mainly due to the fact that some critics
believe that this theoretical notion can be
overstated. Some scholars reject talk of
blended identity as naïve or unrealistic,
concerned that some theorists suggest that
the adoption of a blended identification is
virtually automatic, common and univer-
sally desired. 7  Of course, some migrants
may wish to stop identifying in terms of
an identity that, for example, represents
a tyrannical regime from which they have
escaped. Other critics of the notion of
blended identity suggest that claiming that
blended identification is common is simply
another form of essentialism that suggests
that migrants always identify in terms of
these complex identities. This universalism
is overstated in our view, and fails to ex-
plain the psychological processes determ-
ining when particular identifications oc-
cur. 8  Our use of this concept, alongside
empirical, process-based descriptions of
blended identity salience, should reassure
those critics.

The concept of blended identity has
been discussed by researchers from a
number of different disciplines. Other
common terms include: dual nationality,
dual citizenship, ethnic national identity,
9  hyphenated identity or ethnicity, 10  or
simply mixed identities. In particular, so-
cial psychologists have sometimes labelled
blended identities as ‘crossed categorisa-
tions’ to describe the combination or
‘crossing’ of many identities to form a
complex identity. There have been three
decades of social psychological research
into phenomena flowing from blended
identifications. This has mainly involved
research into how crossed categorisations

shape perceptions of other group mem-
bers. For example, being biased in favour
of your in-group (that is, the identity per-
spective made salient for you by a social
comparison) and distinguishing self from
and/or thinking negatively of out-groups
(that is, groups and their perspectives with
which you do not feel a sense of belonging
in the context of a particular social contro-
versy). 11

The term ‘crossed categorisation’ re-
flects theoretical ideas about social identity
salience described above. In the case of
blended identity salience, the social con-
text makes salient at least two identities,
rather than simply one identity. This more
complex categorisation or definition of the
self is the perspective from which people
determine their identity-based beliefs and
ideologies. 12  Importantly, researchers
study crossed categorisations that include
the salience of national identities as part
of a blended identification. 13

If people have many constituent as-
pects of self, it should not be surprising
that sometimes two or more of these iden-
tities are simultaneously salient and re-
sponsible for shaping our perspective on
a social issue. Perhaps these more complex,
blended identities are in fact more normal
for some people including migrants than
is the simpler case of the salience of only
one (national) identity. The burgeoning
interest in the social psychology of crossed
categorisations is a valuable addition to
citizenship research. It is useful to consult
research on crossed categorisation before
citizenship law reform championing iden-
tification with only one single national
identity is thought superior to celebrating
blended identity.
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Measurement of identification with a
blended identity

Verkuyten studied the relative strength
of religious and national identification in
a sample of 206 Turkish-Dutch citizens
who identified as Sunni Muslims. Atti-
tudes, though not real behaviours, towards
other religious groups in the Netherlands
were also measured. The study was con-
ducted in the context of what Verkuyten
describes as Dutch citizenship policies
promoting assimilation via strong national
identification. 14

Verkuyten found that half of the
sample rated their Islamic identity as
strongly as they could on all measurement
dimensions, choosing seven on a seven-
point rating scale on all measures of the
importance of the Islamic identity. This
ceiling effect or ‘total’ identification as a
Muslim within these blended identities
was interpreted as supporting studies
showing the very high importance of Is-
lamic identity for Muslims living blended
identities in the West. 15

For these ‘total’ Muslim identifiers, the
religious component of identity appeared
a highly central way of defining self in the
social judgment contexts examined. Import-
antly, even though half of the participants
had a ‘Muslim identity [that] was an integ-
ral or inextricable part of how they saw
themselves’, 16  their Dutch national
identification was not eliminated. Their
Dutch national identification was signific-
antly lower than the national identification
of the other half of participants whose Is-
lamic identity was strong though not
‘total’. Those with ‘total’ identification
rated their in-group most positively and
felt strongly about Islamic group rights.
However, Verkuyten could still classify
19 per cent of the ‘total’ Muslim identifiers

as high Dutch identifiers (who rated the
importance of that identity above the
midpoint of the response scale). Also, 31
per cent of high Muslim identifiers simul-
taneously identified as Dutch nationals
and had high levels of national identifica-
tion.

For some, the impact of strong reli-
gious identification upon national identi-
fication could appear alarming. However,
the observable psychological benefits of
these blended identities are an important
part of evaluating any alleged risk of
blended identification. For these ‘totally
identified’ Muslim participants, the most
negative feelings towards other religious
groups in the Netherlands were towards
non-believers. When total Muslim identi-
fication and high national identification
co-occurred, hostility towards other reli-
gious groups (Jews, Christians, Hindus)
decreased. Most negative beliefs about
other Dutch religious groups were held
by total Muslim identifiers with low na-
tional identification, suggesting that hos-
tile beliefs were caused more by a single
rather than a blended identification.

These data suggest the importance of
relationships between each aspect of a
blended identity for resulting social atti-
tudes (that is, beliefs about nationality and
about religious groups to which the per-
ceiver does or does not belong). It does
not suggest, however, that high or total
identification as a Muslim always elimin-
ates or suppresses national identification.
This detail of this study is highlighted as
an example of the type of research that
should be conducted and consulted in or-
der to understand the subtle dynamism of
blended identity expression in political
contexts. The reasons why a blended
identifier does or does not strongly
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identify as a national of their country of
residence is an important social-psycholo-
gical and political question. Not only do
these data suggest the reality of blended
identities and the possibility of identifica-
tion with a blended identity and high na-
tional identification, these data suggest
that detailed measurement of the impact
of citizenship regimes is needed so we can
better understand exactly how and when
citizenship regimes may stifle blended
identities or allow them to exist.

Verkuyten notes too that crossing reli-
gious identity with national identity is an
example of a complex blended identity,
perhaps even more complex than combin-
ing two national identities or, say, lan-
guage groups. 17  It should be remembered
that each example of crossed categorisa-
tion, in political and historical context,
will produce its own unique identity
management challenges. Possible social
tensions that result are not simply a func-
tion of whether blended rather than single
identity salience occurs but are influenced
by relationships between the constituent
identities in a crossed categorisation and
social treatment of these identities.

Common in-group identity research

Some social psychologists argue that adopt-
ing one superordinate, common in-group
identity (for example, Australian) within
diverse societies can reduce tension and
hostile beliefs between groups. However,
some researchers have found this occurs
when valued cultural identities (for ex-
ample, Arab identity) can remain strong
following identification with the common
in-group identity (for example, Australi-
an). 18 This suggests the benefit of blen-
ded identification that prevents mere rec-
ategorisation of all subordinate identities

into a higher-order national identity.
Rather than replacing this diversity with
a unitary national identity, there is benefit
in promoting a superordinate Australian
citizenship that allows explicit and continu-
ing identification with other elements of
a blended identity.

Similarly, important recent empirical
work reveals the impact on in-group bias
when making a common in-group identity
salient whilst measuring how people per-
ceive the relative importance of maintain-
ing a crossed categorisation. 19  In this
work, the perceived importance of the
crossed categorisations determined
whether use of a common in-group iden-
tity (for example, Australian) resulted in
harmony and perceived inclusiveness in-
stead of continuing tension and continuing
perceptions of inter-group difference.
Results showed that when the elements of
a blended identity remained subjectively
important for a perceiver, then identifying
only in terms of a common in-group iden-
tity did not reduce perceived inter-group
tension between subordinate identities.

SOCIAL RESEARCH ON
BLENDED NATIONAL IDENTITY

In this section, social research on blended
identity provides further examples of
blended identification. Two examples are
drawn upon: British Muslims and citizen-
ship, as well as studies of Latin Australi-
ans.

British Muslims and citizenship

In line with other theorists, 20  social psy-
chologists Hopkins et al. suggest that
sensitivity to cultural diversity has also
created a tension between ‘the actuality
of a plurality of social identities and the
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singular identity implied by citizenship’.
21  In terms of self-categorisation theory,
22  these researchers analysed how British
Muslims used Islamic identity to encour-
age or dissuade citizens voting during the
1997 general election. The British National
Party (BNP) claimed that there was a con-
tradiction between being a Muslim and
being a British citizen. Against this polit-
ical backdrop, the Muslim Parliament of
Great Britain asked British Muslims to
boycott the polls and to demand alternat-
ive institutional arrangements through
which they could express their political
views. 23 They also claimed a degree of
identity incompatibility, stating that Brit-
ish Muslims could not be loyal to the La-
bour Party and God at the same time. 24

The Muslim Parliament called for British
Muslims to live up to the example of the
Prophet and to aim for interaction with
the community without integration in
Britain.

To counter that call, the UK Action
Committee on Islamic Affairs cited
Qur’anic verse to produce an anti-boycott
message encouraging British Muslims to
vote in order to fulfil the duty they owed
to Britain. This civic duty as British cit-
izens was asserted to be the same type of
outward-looking, communal duty they
owed as Muslims to other Muslims.

This political debate is a dramatic ex-
ample of how blended identity can be used
for political purposes in a dispute over
citizenship rights (voting and representat-
ive democracy). It demonstrates that
blended identity allows for the possibility
of encouraging, as well as sometimes dis-
suading, civic participation when using
rhetoric derived from all the aspects of a
blended identity. Hopkins et al. state there
is little use concluding that blended iden-

tities will always have negative effects for
national politics and harmony. The re-
searchers note that conceptualising subject-
ive notions of citizenship or blended Brit-
ish Muslim identity as fixed, essentialistic,
homogenous or universally expressed
concepts is misguided. Even if the BNP
believed there was only one essential type
of British Muslim, analysis of the real
political context showed that there could
be at least two British Muslim views on the
importance of voting in the general elec-
tion, both derived from Islamic texts. The
ideological content of blended identifica-
tions and descriptions of citizenship will
vary in line with specific political context
and the political end sought, as may the
case when single category national identit-
ies are used for political purposes. 25

This dynamism should not be per-
ceived as a weakness of blended identific-
ation per se. It is not as if all blended
identities have an essence tending towards
inevitable identity conflict. Rather, the
social constructions revealed in this study
reflected strategic political behaviour from
a salient identity perspective. It demon-
strates that each element of blended iden-
tification can be mutually reinforcing, as
much as they can be antagonistic. In this
sense, the research shows that one group
of highly identified British Muslims sought
political autonomy that downplayed the
significance of British citizenship rights.
The other, a similarly highly identified
group of British Muslims, argued for elec-
tion voting and full civic participation as
a core duty consistent with their Muslim
identity. The latter political approach
demonstrated an ability to unify both as-
pects of their crossed categorisation des-
pite political attack suggesting that a
single British citizenship must prevail as
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it was inconsistent with blended identific-
ation as a British Muslim.

Identification by Latin Australians

Zevallos conducted a study of 13 young
(seventeen to twenty-five year old) women
of Latin American heritage living in Aus-
tralia. 26  Five of the participants were
Australian born, and the remaining eight
had come to Australia between the ages of
two and seven. One finding obtained was
that 11 of the 13 interviewees rejected the
notion that their identities were best cap-
tured by the simple label ‘Australian’; only
two interviewees were happy with that
label, having grown up in Australia.

This rejection of the singular label
Australian did not mean they rarely felt
Australian, or had low attachment to
Australia. Indeed, they felt most Australi-
an, and were treated most as Australians,
when travelling in Latin American coun-
tries. 27 When this salience occurred, they
readily attributed traits, views and beha-
viours to their ‘Australian side’ or to the
Australian influence upon their self-
definition as, say, ‘a South American living
in Australia’. When discussing gender and
sexuality issues, for example, the women
endorsed values of egalitarianism as an
Australian influence. In terms of the cit-
izenship values debate in Australia, it is
noteworthy that use of a blended identity
does not mean these interviewees failed to
endorse values (for example, egalitarian-
ism) that some would claim as Australian.

Most of the women reported that
Australia was considered to be home and
where they hoped to have careers and
children; interviewees contemplated only
holidays in Latin American countries.
However, they still preferred not to be
defined simply as Australian. Based on the

data collected, Zevallos concluded that:
‘There has been no consensus on the best
way to bridge the gap between the ideo-
logy of multiculturalism and an all-encom-
passing Australian identity.’ 28

Perhaps the missing consensus on the
best way to bridge the gap between the
ideology of multiculturalism and an all-
encompassing Australian identity is to
truly celebrate the existence of blended
identities socially, politically and legally.
Indeed, Australian citizenship law has
moved from a rejection of dual or multiple
citizenships to an acceptance and affirma-
tion of these in legislation, to which this
article now turns.

AUSTRALIAN CITIZENSHIP
LAW

Dual or multiple citizenship in Aus-
tralia

From the inception of the Australian Cit-
izenship Act 1948 (Commonwealth) until
4 April 2002, there was a provision man-
dating loss of Australian citizenship for a
person who acquired a new citizenship.
This was found in Section 17 of the act
(‘Loss of citizenship on acquisition of an-
other nationality’). 29

Section 17 and the deterrence of dual
citizenship was one of the most contested
and contentious areas of the Australian
Citizenship Act 1948 (Cth). Dual citizen-
ship was the subject of a 1976 review by
the Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs
and Defence and it was also considered in
the context of the national consultations
on multiculturalism and citizenship con-
ducted in 1982. Then, two further reviews
considered the worthiness of s. 17, 30  and
a related parliamentary review of s. 44(i),
which disqualified dual citizens from be-
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coming Members of Parliament, also con-
sidered related policy matters.31

At one level there was a basic inequal-
ity in the system. When citizens of another
country became Australian citizens, the
approach in practice had varied. The
pledge taken upon becoming an Australian
citizen has changed over the years.
Between 1966 and 1986 the words in-
cluded ‘renouncing all other allegiance’.32

However, this wording had no legal
consequence for their status as citizens of
the other country. As a matter of interna-
tional law, it is a question for the country
which bestows citizenship to determine
whether someone loses that citizenship—it
is an incident of sovereignty of that na-
tion-state. The leading case on the ques-
tion of nationality for the purpose of dip-
lomatic protection is the 1955 Nottebohm
case.33

The High Court of Australia confirmed
this in Sykes v. Cleary, 34  in which two
of the people running for Parliament, and
whose positions were challenged, were
citizens of other countries, Greece and
Switzerland, and therefore ineligible under
s. 44(i) of the Australian Constitution.

The issue of dual citizenship became
quite central to the deliberations of the
Australian Citizenship Council. In August
1998, the Howard Government established
the council as an independent body to
advise it on Australian citizenship matters.
In a report at the end of 1999, later pub-
lished as Australian Citizenship for a New
Century, the council made 64 recommend-
ations including the repeal of Section 17.
Considering matters such as globalisation,
the Australian Citizenship Council stated:

[A]s we move into the twenty-first
century, the prevalence of dual
citizenship internationally will

rapidly increase. The law and
practice of most countries with
which Australia likes to compare
itself permits citizens of those
countries to obtain another citizen-
ship without losing their original
citizenship…These countries
simply recognize that they have
an internationally mobile popula-
tion and that they can retain con-
nection with this population even
if another citizenship is ac-
quired.35

This recommendation was acted upon by
the government and implemented in the
2002 amendments to the act, which were
then enhanced by the 2007 reforms to
which discussion now turns.

Howard Government policy reforms in
2007

In 2007, the Howard Government intro-
duced two separate pieces of legislation
on citizenship that had different policy
objectives. The first was the repeal of the
1948 statute with a new Australian Citizen-
ship Act 2007. The second (and after the
first was fully implemented) was an
amendment to the new act introducing
more elaborate citizenship testing.

The 2007 act

The Australian Citizenship Act 2007 came
into force on 1 July 2007. As the Reader’s
Guide to the new act outlines, 36  the ori-
gins of the 2007 act lie with the former
Australian Citizenship Council (the coun-
cil). In its report at the end of 1999, re-
ferred to above, within its 64 recommend-
ations was ‘Refining the structure of the
Australian Citizenship Act 1948’. 37 The
2007 act’s origins lie with that recommend-
ation.
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While all the other substantive
changes to the 1948 act recommended in
the council’s report (such as the repeal of
Section 17 of the former act to allow for
dual citizenship) were implemented in le-
gislation in 2002, this last recommendation
to ‘tidy up’ the act ‘to improve presenta-
tion so it is logically organized, numbered
and consistent, with relevant matters dealt
with together, and ensuring the balance
of matters dealt with between the Act and
the Regulations conforms to modern
standards’ was implemented with the
passage of the Australian Citizenship Act
2007 (the new act).

The act has a more logical structure,
including terminology that is more access-
ible and changes complementing the
policy rationale of the 2002 amendments,
as well as some further changes to assist
Australia in better responding to the threat
of terrorism. 38

The most significant change from the
perspective of this article emanating from
the report was the 2002 repeal of s. 17 of
the original citizenship act. The new 2007
act extended that inclusive approach to
Australian citizenship in various ways,
including broadening the resumption of
citizenship provisions and the extension
of citizenship by descent to children of
people who had lost their Australian cit-
izenship.

These latter changes were part of the
package that could be referred to as inclus-
ive; they were including in the Australian
community many people who had often
seen themselves as Australians, but had
not been recognised formally in law as
such, and importantly for our discussion
of blended identity, included dual citizens
in the fullest legal sense. However, very
soon after the passage of the new legisla-

tion, an amendment act, which was intro-
duced before the core legislation, was
passed,39  underpinned by a less inclusive
policy approach to Australian citizenship,
as set out below.

Citizenship testing

Before the 2007 citizenship test reforms,
citizen-by-conferral applicants generally
had their language ability assessed at inter-
view, though there was no standardised
or objective test of English language profi-
ciency.40 There was no formal written
citizenship knowledge test administered,
save for applicants needing to demonstrate
at interview a satisfactory understanding
of the rights and responsibilities of Aus-
tralian citizenship. Citizenship applicants
then needed to make the Citizenship
Pledge (see below).

Following the passage of the Australi-
an Citizenship Amendment (Citizenship
Testing) Bill 2007, the minister can require
certain applicants to sit a formal citizen-
ship test (which may include English lan-
guage testing as well as civics knowledge
testing).41  A review of the amendment act
is thoroughly canvassed in the Parliament-
ary Bills Digest.42  As part of the new ad-
ministrative system, a resource book is
available for prospective applicants to
read,43  and from which information is
available that will assist applicants in an-
swering the randomly selected questions
drawn from a secret set.

The department publishes Citizenship
Test Snapshot Reports on a regular basis.44

The latest information about the testing
reveals some form of substantive discrim-
ination against test applicants from the
humanitarian migration stream. The report-
ing from the Department of Immigration
and Citizenship indicates that between 1
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October 2007 and 30 June 2008, 48 713
individuals sat the citizenship test and 46
500 (or 95.5 per cent) passed it on their
first or subsequent attempt.45 The pass
rate (on first or subsequent attempt) for
applicants who came to Australia under
the Skilled Stream of the Migration Pro-
gram was 99 per cent compared with 92
per cent for those who came under the
Family Stream and 82 per cent for those
applicants who came under the Humanit-
arian Program. Also, the average number
of tests needed to be taken before passing
per applicant appears greater for humanit-
arian (1.8) compared with family (1.3) and
skilled migrant (1.1) applicants. The num-
ber of test applicants from each migration
stream is as follows: skilled (48 per cent),
family (22.2 per cent) and humanitarian
(11.3 per cent).

THE IMPACT OF AUSTRALIAN
CITIZENSHIP LAW REFORM ON
BLENDED NATIONAL IDENTITY

Below, two possible results of inappro-
priate treatment of blended identities are
considered: 1) increased identification
following threat to one (national) identity;
and 2) variations in identity attachment.
The concept of honourable citizenship46  is
also discussed below as a guide to how
some migrants may wish their blended
identity to be respected: needing their
country of origin to be acknowledged and
respected, rather than demonised or
treated as if it is no longer psychologically
significant. This section of the article con-
siders whether the Howard Government’s
citizenship reforms and policies widen
rather than bridge the gap between citizen-
ship law and healthy psychological enjoy-

ment of blended identity in diverse societ-
ies.

A single Australian identity: is keeping
it simple stupid?

In the citizenship testing discussion
paper, the Howard Government defined
the desired normative content of an Aus-
tralian identity:

Citizenship provides an opportun-
ity for people to maximise their
participation in society and to
make a commitment to Australia’s
common values—which include
the respect for the freedom and
dignity of the individual, our
support for democracy, our com-
mitment to the rule of law, our
commitment to the equality of men
and women and the spirit of a fair
go, or mutual respect and compas-
sion to those in need.47

These values are similar though much
more detailed and, perhaps, ideologically
driven than the current citizenship pledge,
which reads: ‘From this time forward [un-
der God],48  I pledge my loyalty to Aus-
tralia and its people, whose democratic
beliefs I share, whose rights and liberties
I respect, and whose laws I will uphold
and obey.’49

Zevallos cites Kukathas’ warning that
conflict is likely when culturally pluralist-
ic societies such as Australia attempt to
endorse a strong sense of national identity
via reshaping of Australian institutions
(including citizenship law) with the aim
of further defining what it means to be an
Australian.50  In light of these warnings,
the most troubling aspect of the Howard
Government’s rhetoric surrounding its
2007 citizenship reforms was the official
endorsement of citizenship as the celebra-
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tion of a simple, single national identity
and as the best solution to inter-group
tension or personal maladjustment. As at-
tractive and consensual as this focus may
at first appear, it asserts equivalence
between a single citizenship identity and
real psychological identification that may
not exist in all cases. The government’s
preferred approach in 2007 was to encour-
age use of a single ‘superordinate identity’
to all new Australian citizens irrespective
of their migration history and the extent
to which a blended identity was important
to them.

Instead of suggesting that true celebra-
tion of blended identity could create sta-
bility in a diverse society, the Howard
Government’s Discussion Paper on citizen-
ship testing suggested that sustainable
unity came via a simple, single national
identity: ‘Australian Citizenship is the
single most unifying force in our culturally
diverse nation. It lies at the heart of our
national identity—giving us a strong sense
of who we are and our place in the
world.’51

Unlike our thesis—that true recogni-
tion of blended identity may sometimes
reduce social tension—the official endorse-
ment of citizenship in 2007 was linked
simply to identification as Australian;
suggesting that diversity and harmony
was strengthened rather than weakened
by emphasising one Australian national
identity in all contexts and in response to
all social comparisons within Australia.
Testing English language proficiency,
Australian civics knowledge and asking
applicants for an endorsement of Australi-
an values were tools thought by the
Howard Government to facilitate adoption
of this simple (non-blended) identity. No
other route to harmonious multicultural

relations was considered to be as effective.
For example, there was minimal if any
emphasis upon unity in diversity and little
suggestion that the celebration of blended
identity could assist relations in some,
even if not all, possible social contexts.

Identity threat

The Howard Government’s one-citizen-
ship-satisfies-all approach to unity in di-
versity may result in threats to some of
the identities comprising a blended iden-
tity. Much social-psychological research
confirms that one reaction to identity
threat is increased rather than decreased
identification with the threatened identity,
especially for those who strongly identify
with the threatened identity.52  For those
who highly identify with a threatened
identity, and who wish to continue to self-
define in those terms, rejection of a single
Australian identity that threatens other
components of their blended identity
seems likely. This prediction, supported
by results of designed laboratory research,
has also been demonstrated in recent field
studies. For example, in response to assim-
ilationist citizenship policies in the Neth-
erlands, Islamic groups whose religious
identity was threatened strongly identified
with that identity in response to public
condemnation of continuing identification
as a Dutch Muslim.53  Such results would
be at odds with the Howard Government’s
claim that using (simple) notions of Aus-
tralian citizenship and identity was the
single most unifying force in our diverse
society, producing ‘a strong sense of who
we are’.54

Attachment to Australia

Attachment to Australia was important for
the Howard Government in 2007, stating
that:
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Becoming an Australian is much
more than a ceremony. It is an op-
portunity to fully embrace the
Australian way of life, to broaden
education options and employment
opportunities, to vote and to have
a voice in the country’s fu-
ture…People taking up Australian
citizenship are welcomed into one
of the safest, most tolerant and
peaceful societies in the world.55

Davis, in his review of social-psychological
theories of national attachment and his
empirical study of Basque attachment in
Spain, suggests that measuring subjective
attachment to nation is much more com-
plex than measuring values endorsement.
Davis’s review suggests that values-based
attachment is important, though it can be
of less importance than measures of emo-
tional ties to nation or of institutional re-
sponsibilities.56  Even Davis’s analysis of
Basque attachment revealed two distinct
perspectives: ‘guardian nationalism’ and
‘apolitical ethnicity’. Only the former of
those attachment styles was defined cent-
rally around values such as language
maintenance, self-determination and armed
separatism. Davis also emphasised that
careful empirical work was required to
understand subjective attachment to na-
tion for those self-defining in terms of
blended identities; rejecting the utility of
understanding attachment to nation in
terms of commonly asserted and universal
dimensions of attachment.57 Arab Australi-
an Waheed Aly suggests that the Howard
Government’s policy of compulsory lan-
guage testing and knowledge testing was
mooted for political reasons and cannot
provide an effective way to increase the
attachment to Australia or the participa-
tion in civic life:

The tests would ask pointless
questions about Don Bradman58

and Phar Lap,59  not because this
assisted migrants with integration
in any practical way, but because
it was intended to send a symbolic
message to a specific constituency
in the electorate. A sector that
seeks reassurance that the only
migrants who will make it through
are the good ones.60

Aly believes that the testing regime could
emphasise a ‘suffocating…parochial cultur-
al paradigm’61  neither giving practical
help to migrants living in Australia nor
improving social relations and attachment
to Australia.

Honourable citizenship

Ghassan Hage fears that Australians with
blended national identities in diverse soci-
eties such as Australia, who even have
achieved their clear entitlements to citizen-
ship rights, can still feel ‘demeaned as a
human being’62  when accessing rights
offered to them. Hage argues that most
Arab migrants to Australia are ‘reasonably
likely to end up accessing Australian cit-
izenship and/or the rights that come with
it or with residency status’.63 Therefore,
he argues, the real social problems (social
exclusion or isolation, inequality and dis-
crimination) revolve around the ways in
which you must access these rights and how
you feel when doing so.

Hage stresses that citizenship is
primarily about a (psychological) sense of
belonging and about ‘holding your head
high’ as, say, an Arab Australian. Being
able to do so is, in Hage’s terms, to be able
to enjoy honourable citizenship. Such a
form of citizenship in practice is determ-
ined by whether the legal conceptions of
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citizenship or, ‘rule over the self’,64  deliv-
er a sense of dignity, autonomy and hon-
our. He claims that this goes beyond the
common situation in diverse multicultural
societies where refugees or migrants are
offered a chance to belong to Australian
society because they cannot or no longer
wish to live in and identify with their coun-
try of origin. According to Hage, then,
honourable citizenship for dual nationals
means that the mode of accessing rights
and the official displays of inclusion and
recognition should emphasise and celeb-
rate the continued moral worth of all ele-
ments of a blended self-identity.

Hage argues that explicit and transpar-
ent efforts be made to consider the impact
on blended identities when the Australian
Government makes foreign policy or other
official decisions. This, in effect, would
involve considering how actions taken in
the Australian interest may affect those
with salient blended identities.65  Honour-
able citizenship also means that the history
and origin of, for example, an Arab iden-
tity is honoured by being given clear
support as a legitimate identity with past,
present and future moral worth. Making
simpler calls for integration or assimilation
via citizenship and identification as (only)
an Australian, who speaks good English,
has good civics knowledge and who en-
dorses Australian values, may sometimes
be at odds with the notion of honourable
citizenship.66

Hage concludes by encouraging Arab
Australians to treat Australia as a home
and to participate in Australian society
despite their real fears of being discrimin-
ated against and of not being able to live
their blended identities in ways they
would hope.67  In saying so, he hopes Ar-
ab Australians will be encouraged not to

forget their other homes. He also notes that
the movement of people to Australia is
dynamic, continuing and less final than it
may have once been, with many migrant
families now going back and forth rather
than making one-movement migrations to
Australia.68  In contemplating the future
of the citizenship test, the Rudd Govern-
ment should recognise that many Australi-
ans juggle two or more national identities.
For blended identification to be matched
by sensitive laws on dual or multiple cit-
izenship, ‘petty fears of double allegi-
ance’69  must give way in law and practice
to a diverse society in which blended
identification can truly flourish for the
benefit of all.

CONCLUSION

If one goal of Australian citizenship law
is to legally recognise the reality of blen-
ded identities, governments need to create
citizenship law that allows for self-defini-
tion via crossed categorisations. Outward
displays of attachment to and enjoyment
of all aspects of a blended identity should
not engender undue moral panic. Instead,
citizenship should be considered to oper-
ate richly and dynamically in ways similar
to other examples of crossed categorisa-
tions unless evidence exists of unique
psychological process and universally
negative social psychological consequences
for citizenships lived as crossed categorisa-
tions.

This article has explained that some
concerns about blended identifiers—that
they will be more biased or are less at-
tached to Australia—are not sustained by
research evidence. These concerns are
longstanding assumptions that have been
under-researched, even by identity psy-
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chologists.70 The way in which citizen-
ship law and policy creates tension
between elements of blended identities is
important:

These identities do not have to
contradict each other or get in
each other’s way because they are
of different kinds: they are differ-
ently defined or situated on differ-
ent levels of abstraction. One can
be a member of an ethnic group as
well as a superordinate national
category. There is little problem
as long as these identities are not
defined on the same level of ab-
straction and in contrasting or
competing terms. Depending on
the situation the one or the other
is relevant and becomes salient.
However, different identities do
sometimes get in each other’s
way.71

Blended identity salience is a dynamic and
context-dependent process, and is not a
fanciful, postmodern, theoretical concept.
It is the lived reality for many citizens.
The celebration of blended identity rather
than the ascription of an ill-fitting singular
Australian identity may be a better way
to encourage psychological attachment to
the many ways in which Australian citizen-
ship can be enjoyed.

POSTSCRIPT

The Rudd Government released the report
of the Australian Citizenship Test Review
Committee, Moving Forward…Improving
Pathways to Citizenship, and the govern-
ment response to that report after this
article was written (see <http://www.cit-
izenshiptestreview.gov.au/index.htm>).

Kim Rubenstein was a member of the
committee. When the government releases
the new citizenship test and the pathways
to taking the test as a result of its response
to the report, we will then be able to con-
sider how well the changes deal with the
issues raised in this paper.
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POPULATION POLITICS IN THE FASCIST
ERA

Austria’s 1935 population index

JULIE THORPE

Laws regulating immigration and cit-
izenship in interwar Austria were part of
a European trend of population politics in
fascist and authoritarian states in the
1930s. A new proposal in 1935 for a popu-
lation index, including identity cards for
every person residing in Austria, was
modelled on Italian legislation and sig-
nalled a shift towards totalitarian models
of population management. While Aus-
tria’s population index system was never
implemented before Austria’s annexation
to Nazi Germany in 1938, it corresponded
nonetheless to a broader pattern of fascist
and authoritarian population policy across
Europe in the interwar era. Official and
public debates about the proposed popula-
tion index reveal the dual aims of Austrian
policy and opinion makers: first, to facilit-
ate greater surveillance of citizens and
non-citizens; and second, to reduce the
number of Jews in Austria either through
restricting immigration or by precluding
Jews already residing in Austria from be-
ing naturalised. This connection between
racism, migration and citizenship in the
Austrian case illustrates the convergence
of different strands of population politics
as fascist and authoritarian states attempt
to forge new citizens. Moreover, the inter-
war Austrian case highlights the interplay

between exclusionary practices of nation-
alism and citizenship and successive waves
of mass migration during the twentieth
century. 1  My article places the Austrian
case within these broader processes of cit-
izenship and state building in early twen-
tieth-century Europe, but parallels could
also be drawn with other post-imperial or
post-colonial states.

FASCISM AND POPULATION
POLICY

Despite dozens of specialised and compar-
ative studies and definitions of fascism,
scholars have yet to reach a consensus
about what fascism is, and where it took
root and came to power in the years
between 1918 and 1945 in Europe. 2  If
scholarship on the interwar European re-
gimes and movements still does not have
a clear and comprehensive definition of
fascism, it has made virtually no headway
into the murky hues of ‘authoritarianism’,
a category scholars use loosely to charac-
terise a broad range of states that appear
to have some similarities with the accepted
fascist states—Italy and Germany—but
lack the mass movement, charismatic
leader and popular consent that character-
ise the regimes in Italy and Germany. The
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Austrian dictatorship under Engelbert
Dollfuss and Kurt von Schuschnigg (the
latter took office as Chancellor after Doll-
fuss’ assassination by Austrian Nazis in
July 1934) typically falls into this latter
category of authoritarian states that also
exhibit elements of fascism. Lasting ap-
proximately five years from the dissolu-
tion of parliamentary democracy in March
1933 to annexation to Nazi Germany in
March 1938, the regime constitutionally
known as the Ständestaat, or corporate
state, had a paramilitary force (the Heim-
wehr or home guard), state youth groups,
welfare programs promoting motherhood
as a patriotic duty and a one-party organ-
isation, the Fatherland Front, of which
membership was compulsory for teachers
and public servants. Historians of the
Dollfuss-Schuschnigg state, seven decades
after it ceased to exist, have been reluctant
to move beyond the outdated and clumsy
opposition of ‘fascist’ versus ‘authoritari-
an’ in their characterisations of the
State—an approach pioneered by Hugh
Seton-Watson and John Rath, notably,
and modified only slightly by others such
as Francis Carsten and Gerhard Botz. 3

More recent attempts to see fascism as
a trajectory of radicalising right-wing
tendencies, rather than as a fixed category
or ‘type’, have been more successful in
shifting the debate away from a fascist-
authoritarian dichotomy towards a more
fluid definition emphasising processes
over outcomes. 4  Scholars who follow a
process-oriented approach to the Austrian
state, for example, argue that the regime
represents a fascistising trajectory cut
short by the country’s annexation to Nazi
Germany in 1938, though this is still the
minority view. 5  Such a conceptual and
historiographical shift in studies of fascist

and authoritarian regimes in Europe also
allows us to look more closely at the radic-
alisation of certain political, social and
economic policies that seek total control
of society. Historians have questioned the
extent to which such policies did in fact
result in conformism by the population,
especially when we consider the sphere of
everyday life within the constraints of of-
ficial ideology: the experiences of women
in particular teach us much about the
limits of popular consensus as dictator-
ships attempted to rule over even the most
private of citizens’ choices, such as
whether to procreate for the State. 6  But
questions remain unanswered in some re-
spects: how did fascist and authoritarian
states seek to exert control over their cit-
izens; and how did this function to pro-
duce particular kinds of citizens or a par-
ticular notion of citizenship? This article
shows the validity of the process-oriented
approach to fascism for studies of popula-
tion politics in the interwar period and in
the Austro-fascist state. It does this,
moreover, by demonstrating how fascist
states sought to define the relationship
between citizens and the State by ever-
greater controls over citizens’ mobility and
choice of residence, and by ever-closer
surveillance of citizens’ recorded lives
from cradle to grave. In this way, the rela-
tionship between fascism and citizenship
can be seen as symbiotic processes of cat-
egorising, counting and excluding indi-
viduals in order to build and legitimise
states.

Many studies of population politics
under fascist and authoritarian regimes
have explored the eugenics and pro-natal-
ist policies of the regimes, 7  but so far an-
other area of population management—mi-
gration and citizenship—has received little
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attention. This oversight is surprising
since arguably this aspect of population
control reinforces the regimes’ eugenics
and pro-natalist programs. Carl Ipsen has
argued that fascist population politics in
Italy were characterised by a range of
measures spanning nuptiality, fertility,
mortality, emigration and internal migra-
tion: the Italian Fascist Deputy, Gaetano
Zingali, explicitly referred to ‘this famous
demographic quintet’ in a 1929 speech to
Parliament. 8  By exploring these multiple
fronts of Mussolini’s ‘demographic battle’,
Ipsen extends the debate beyond Mus-
solini’s ‘battle for births’ to include a
spectrum of policies that the regime itself
saw as part of a larger battle to create ‘a
new Fascist society’. 9

Ipsen’s analysis of fascist population
policy in Italy merits further exploration
here because of his emphasis on policies
of migration and colonisation. Moreover,
Italy makes for a particularly relevant
comparative case study with the Austrian
case because of a number of ‘relational’
elements between the two cases, as we will
see below. 10  Finally, although fascist
population policy in Italy, unlike in Aus-
tria, did not seek to control immigration
into the country, but rather to restrict
emigration from Italy and regulate internal
migration, the Italian case nevertheless
highlights the interacting processes of cit-
izenship practices, migration and other
radicalised notions of population manage-
ment under fascist governments.

EARLY POPULATION POLICY
IN FASCIST ITALY (1922–29)

In the years of consolidating fascist rule
in Italy between 1925 and 1929, the regime
initiated a number of measures of popula-

tion control that broke decisively with the
liberal era, which had witnessed soaring
emigration abroad in order to ease the
economic burden of the overpopulated
and impoverished regions in southern
Italy. 11 Whereas the first few years of
fascism saw the regime continue to cham-
pion liberal policies on emigration, after
1925, Italian migration policy shifted focus
from external to internal migration. In
November 1926, a Public Security Law
made all passports held by Italians in Italy
invalid. Less than a year later, strict eligib-
ility criteria for new passports were intro-
duced—for example, only individuals
with a work contract with an employer
who was not a direct relative of the em-
ployee could be issued with a new pass-
port. In 1930, fines and penalties were in-
troduced for assisting or engaging in
clandestine emigration. Repatriation taxes
were removed to encourage return migra-
tion of Italians working abroad and termin-
ology was changed to reflect the regime’s
new priority of bringing Italian workers
home. The formerly named General Emig-
ration Commission (CGE), the government
department responsible for Italian emigra-
tion, was renamed in 1927 the General
Directorship of Italians Abroad (DGIE)
after Mussolini declared the word ‘emig-
rant’ defunct. 12  Carlo Levi describes the
return émigrés as ‘Americans’ in his
memoir of his political exile in the south
under fascism, Christ Stopped at Eboli,
written in the last years of Mussolini’s
rule. His use of the word was probably
not a politically inspired choice, though
it does evoke a local experience of politics
in the south, ranging from the comic—the
images of Roosevelt in place of Mussolini
on their walls—to the tragic fate of those
whose visit home to see relatives became
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their own exile after losing their American
riches in the Great Depression and being
forced to stay and marry in the village
they had tried to leave. 13 The fascist re-
gime also sought to discourage migration
to cities by providing housing and trans-
port for rural workers to work on state
projects and subsidising charities that as-
sisted state programs of internal migration.
14 While these new policies were partially
a reaction to international restrictions on
migration, they cannot be seen solely in
terms of a pragmatic response to external
pressures since the United States—the
country with the highest intake of Italian
emigrants—introduced its immigration
quotas in 1921 and again in 1924, some
years before the laws on passports and in-
ternal migration were enacted in Italy.
Rather, as Ipsen states, placed in the
broader context of Italy’s ‘demographic
quintet’, Italian migration policy ‘came on
the heels of—and as an integral part
of—the general move towards totalitarian
social control initiated in January 1925’.15

Similarly, we can see the regime’s ef-
forts to centralise demographic statistics
as part of a larger trend in European fascist
and authoritarian regimes. State institu-
tions for analysis of demographic statistics
were established in Hungary and Poland
in the 1930s, a few years after Italy foun-
ded its Central Statistics Institute of the
Kingdom of Italy (ISTAT) in 1926. 16  At
the ceremonial inauguration of the new
institute, Mussolini announced that in the
fascist state, statistics would no longer be
the sterile pursuit of numbers far from
government corridors. Rather, ‘the suggest-
ive eloquence of figures’ demanded their
central place not just in the government
but in universities as statistics entered the
mainstream disciplines of law and political

science to train the next generation of
statisticians. 17  Figures could stir patriotic
emotion in their viewer, just as speeches
or songs could in their hearer, but while
songs and speeches were aimed at an un-
educated mass of devoted followers of Il
Duce, statistics would capture the hearts
and minds of university students and
senior civil servants. The Fascist Deputy,
Zingali, adept at turning fascist policy into
an eloquent phrase, declared in his 1929
speech that in fascist Italy ‘not only men,
but also statistical data, have become dy-
namic, almost as if following with the same
insistent rhythm the course of these glori-
ous times’. 18  As professor of statistics and
economics at Catania, appointed deputy
in Mussolini’s government, Zingali himself
embodied the rhythmic synthesis of num-
bers and oratory.

While statisticians were being elevated
to new positions in government and aca-
demia, ISTAT gained control over all
demographic statistics except for migra-
tion, which were collated and published
by the various government agencies for
emigration and colonisation: the CGE/DGIE
for emigration, the Commission for Migra-
tion and Colonisation (CMC) and Perman-
ent Committee for Internal Migration
(CPMI) for migration within Italy. 19 The
municipal population registers, which had
collated and stored data on internal migra-
tion since 1862, formed a third body for
demographic statistics. Whenever a person
arrived in a new municipality, or com-
mune, he or she would be registered and
when they left the commune this record
was cancelled. In addition to arrivals and
cancellations, the population registers also
recorded births, deaths and marriages.
Legislation introduced in Italy in 1929
centralised the population registers by

48

Humanities Research Vol XV. No. 1. 2009



giving authority to ISTAT to collect and
store data on the population. Under the
new legislation, ISTAT could instruct
municipal authorities on record keeping
and in turn municipalities were required
to hand over their annual population re-
gisters to ISTAT. Omitting to report a
birth or change of residence was a punish-
able offence, for example. And since most
records of births, deaths and marriages
were held in local parishes, the 1929 law
effectively made parish activities subject
to state surveillance and control, which
strictly speaking was a violation of the
Lateran Accords regulating church–state
relations. 20

The centralising powers of ISTAT
were constrained, however, by the fact
that responsibility for data collection and
collation lay ultimately at the municipal
level with the mayor. Nor did ISTAT have
access to full data on clandestine urban
migration, which Mussolini sought ini-
tially to discourage through the colonisa-
tion projects and eventually banned in
1939. 21 This limitation was a bone of
contention for Italy’s leading demographer
in the fascist period, Corrado Gini, presid-
ent of ISTAT from 1926 to 1932. Gini
wanted to give more power to his organ-
isation by employing state-trained statist-
icians, rather than local authorities, to
collect data for the 1931 census. 22  Al-
though his proposal was rejected by the
Interior Ministry, it showed that state
functionaries planned to extend the
powers of the State even further. The fact
that Gini’s proposal stalled does not imply
its lack of reception among fascist policy
makers, but rather, could simply indicate
a lack of financial and human resources
during these early years of consolidating
power.

The above discussion sets up a broader
context within which to evaluate Austria’s
population policies in the 1930s. I have
already noted that the regimes in Poland
and Hungary centralised their demograph-
ic systems in the 1930s. These develop-
ments outside Italy were entangled with
the political changes inside Italy, not only
at the level of government but, as we have
seen, in the areas of higher education and
scientific pursuits. Demographers outside
Italy would certainly have been aware of
Gini’s cyclical theory of population
growth, which had already reached an in-
ternational audience years before the fas-
cist regime came to power, and Gini’s in-
fluence on Italian policymakers in turn
influenced Austrian policymakers, as we
will see. 23  Aside from demographic stat-
istics, Italy’s influence on the Austro-fas-
cist state was evident in a number of other
ways, directly and indirectly: in the mer-
ging of press and propaganda bureaus into
a single ministry, for example, as well
through Italy’s supply of finances and
weaponry to the Heimwehr. 24  Mussolini
was also a close friend of the Dollfuss
family: the Austrian Chancellor’s wife and
children were houseguests of Il Duce when
Dollfuss was gunned down in the Hofburg
Palace in July 1934. Therefore, despite
fascism’s inability to achieve the kind of
expansion of state powers that functionar-
ies such as Gini wished for, Italy was still
a model example of population manage-
ment in the interwar years.

AUSTRIA’S POPULATION
INDEX

Italy’s influence on Austrian policymakers
is demonstrated by the legislation for a
population index drafted between 1935
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and 1938 by Austria’s Federal Council of
Culture (Bundeskulturrat). This legislation
was modelled directly on the 1929 laws
enacted in Italy. As in the case of Gini’s
proposal to the Interior Ministry in 1931,
the legislation in Austria was eventually
rejected because of a lack of finances, but
it illustrated, nonetheless, the State’s plan
to achieve greater control over the popula-
tion. The Austrian case also highlights the
regime’s intent to curb ‘undesirable’ im-
migration and residency in Austria, spe-
cifically of Jews. In the legislative and
public discourses about the proposed legis-
lation, therefore, we can trace Austria’s
‘demographic battle’ on several fronts:
citizenship, immigration and anti-Semit-
ism.

The first ministerial discussions about
the proposal for a population index in
Austria took place in June 1935. In its
earliest form, the scheme consisted of a
system of compulsory registration for
every adult resident in Austria whether
citizen, foreigner or stateless. The registra-
tion of the entire population was intended
to lay the groundwork for further admin-
istrative reforms and also for a new milit-
ary service law. 25 The Federal Council
for Culture, one of four government legis-
lative councils created under the May 1934
constitution that formally marked the end
of parliamentary democracy in Austria and
the period of Austro-fascist rule, 26  then
met to discuss the proposal in September
1935. The Speaker, Dr Lenz, stated at the
outset of his address to council that the
population index was to be the first of
several measures aimed at reforming Aus-
tria’s entire legal and administrative sys-
tem of residency, immigration and welfare.
He also placed the proposal for a popula-
tion index in the broader European con-

text by claiming that industrial change
and the economic crisis had transformed
Europe from a ‘culture of settling’ to a
‘culture of migrating’. Austria was ‘per-
haps the state of least resistance against
socially undesirable elements’ and for this
reason it had been necessary to include
foreigners as well as Austrian citizens in
the population index. Just who these ‘so-
cially undesirable elements’ were was
plain from his claim that the increased
numbers of stateless people had become
an ‘international affliction’ on the Austrian
state due to the reluctance or unwilling-
ness of Austria’s neighbours to take in
former Austrian citizens who were now
stateless. 27

The reference to stateless people in
Austria was a reference to those former
citizens of the Austro-Hungarian Empire
who had been ineligible for citizenship in
the new Austrian state under laws de-
signed to exclude those who had resided
in territories outside the borders of the
new state before 1914. The new legislation
on citizenship was promulgated on 5
December 1918, less than a month after
the declaration of the Republic of ‘German-
Austria’ on 12 November 1918. 28 The
law restricted citizenship to those whose
legal residence (Heimatrecht) had been in
the territory of the republic before August
1914. This meant that refugees from the
empire’s borderlands who after 1918 found
themselves on the territory of German-
Austria were excluded from citizenship in
Austria. The 1918 law directly affected
the 70 000 Jewish refugees from Galicia
who had remained in Vienna after the war
but could not claim their place of domicile
in the new Austrian state. A legal loophole
for these refugees was introduced a year
later under Article 80 of the Treaty of
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Saint-Germain at the end of 1919. Under
the terms of Article 80, citizens of the
former Austro-Hungarian Empire could
opt for citizenship in any successor state
in which they identified ‘according to race
and language’ with the majority of the
state’s population. Article 80 was adopted
into Austrian legal practice in August 1920
with the proviso that proof of one’s iden-
tification with the German language by
way of graduation certificates from Ger-
man primary, secondary or tertiary schools
had to be shown in citizenship claims. This
was an exercise in vain for many Jewish
refugees who had no such proof available
and for whom retrieval of the necessary
documents was next to impossible and,
even if they had been able to prove their
German language credentials, anti-Semitic
bureaucrats in the interior ministry and
federal administrative court could still re-
ject applications for citizenship on the
grounds of race instead of language, given
the ambiguity of the wording of Article
80. 29  Nonetheless, despite the legal
obstacles to acquiring citizenship, the
number of naturalisations including those
of Jews did not decline significantly until
after 1933 when a moratorium was placed
on all naturalisations in Austria. Approx-
imately 120 000 individuals were natural-
ised between 1919 and 1936, and a further
20 000 were naturalised under the terms
of Article 80. 30 Thus, the move to freeze
citizenship claims in 1933 came after a
series of measures that defined citizenship
in Austria according to language and eth-
nicity as well as territory. After 1933, cit-
izenship was defined not only in ethnic
and territorial terms, but in civic terms of
ideological loyalty to the State. Loyalty to
the State could be demonstrated through
continuous residency and work in one

place, which excluded foreign workers
and refugees from becoming Austrian cit-
izens.

In his comments on the draft legisla-
tion, Lenz referred directly to Italy’s 1929
law, on which the Austrian population
index was modelled, and he recommended
in line with the 1929 law that state inspect-
ors be appointed to oversee the registra-
tion process and the various registry of-
fices. And, like the Italian Interior Min-
istry, the Austrian legislators stopped
short of Gini’s recommendation that the
State itself appoint professionals to carry
out the registrations at the municipal level.
The parallels with Italy can also be seen
from the Austrian proposal to include in
addition to the population index a compuls-
ory identification card (Erkennungskarte)
to be issued to every person over the age
of eighteen, modelled on the Italian Carta
d’identità. The Austrian card was to func-
tion as a domestic passport and would in-
clude the person’s photograph, address,
date of birth, nationality, occupation and
any changes of occupation. As in Italy, the
purpose of the identity cards was to help
individuals better identify with the State
by reminding them of their social obliga-
tions to the State: work and loyalty to
one’s country of birth. 31

However, there is one important differ-
ence between the Italian and the Austrian
models that highlights the racial ‘front’ in
Austria’s demographic battle, one not
witnessed in Italy until after the Axis pact
between Mussolini and Hitler in 1935 and
Italy’s invasion of Ethiopia in 1936. Unlike
in Italy, where individuals and families
were registered separately, the Austrian
population index was to include details
about an individual’s family on the same
index sheet. As Lenz pointed out in the
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legislative discussions in the Federal
Council for Culture, the inclusion of an
individual’s family details was deliberately
designed to require Austrian citizens to
declare any business and family links
outside of Austria. 32  As we will see below
in the press discussions of the proposed
law, the concern that some Austrians were
supporting family members who were not
Austrian citizens was directed primarily
at Jews who had arrived in Vienna as
wartime refugees and had been unable to
prove their German linguistic and cultural
credentials in the new Austrian state after
the war. Even if the government did not
articulate this concern directly, the implic-
ation in official statements was that certain
foreigners in Austria were ‘undesirable’.
For example, the Interior Minister, Emil
Fey, said in an address to the Federal
Council of Ministers, which appeared in
the press the next day, that the longstand-
ing practice in Austria, as in Italy, that
individuals had to register in the municip-
ality where they had their legal residence,
had led to many discrepancies between
municipal records and also had allowed
the ‘non-Austrians’ to stay out of the au-
thorities’ clutches. 33  In 1932, the Interior
Ministry had deemed Nazis and commun-
ists ‘undesirable’: the Czechoslovakian-
born German communist Egon Erwin Kisch
had been denied entry to Austria on the
grounds that his proposed lecture on Rus-
sia and China contained ‘communist pro-
paganda’ that would undermine public
order. 34  And in 1933, after the ban on
the Nazi Party stripped Austrian Nazis
who had left the country of their citizen-
ship, statements about unwanted foreign-
ers may have been taken to mean Nazi
terrorists on Austrian soil. But by 1935,
with the new Chancellor Schuschnigg

broaching a more conciliatory position to-
wards Hitler and the underground Austri-
an Nazis, the proposed requirement that
individuals declare their non-Austrian re-
latives to the authorities seemed to target
a different group of foreigners: Jews flee-
ing persecution in Germany.

Moreover, the category included not
only ‘tramps’, one council member ob-
served, but also performers and artists
who stayed in a particular place for only
two months, a comment that drew the
mirth of other council members. Appar-
ently what struck the council as funny
were the many prominent Jewish theatre
directors, actors and other performers who
had come to Austria from Germany since
1933, often staying only for the annual
summer season of the Salzburg Festival
before emigrating to America, and who
were the butt of many anti-Semitic jibes
during the festival. The festival season had
just finished, but now a more sinister joke
was to be played on them as the council
moved to stamp ‘ST’—abbreviated from
‘stichtag’ or expiration date—on their
identification cards. 35

One week after the Federal Council for
Culture passed the proposed legislation
for a population index and identification
cards, the Minister of the Interior, Emil
Fey, addressed the State Council on the
proposed bill. His address was reprinted
the next day in the Neue Freie Presse. Fey
echoed the earlier claims by Lenz that the
population index was to be the first of
many new measures intended to overhaul
the administration of the interior ministry,
which Fey claimed had allowed ‘undesired
foreigners’ and stateless individuals to
enter and reside in Austria. The necessity
of clamping down on unwanted immigra-
tion was also the reason why every resid-

52

Humanities Research Vol XV. No. 1. 2009



ent of Austria—citizen and non-cit-
izen—was to be included in the proposed
index system. He singled out the police
registration system as an immediate area
in need of reform: the longstanding prac-
tice in Austria, as in Italy, was that indi-
viduals had to register in the municipality
where they had their legal residence. But,
according to Fey, that system had led to
many discrepancies between municipal
records and also had allowed the ‘non-
Austrians’ to stay out of the authorities’
clutches. Minister Fey endorsed the iden-
tification cards as a way to simplify the
current system, although he acknowledged
the new system would be a burden in the
short term for the population who would
be required to register for the new cards,
and for the authorities who had to imple-
ment the new system. But in the long run,
the benefit of the system would be seen
in the permanent contact between the in-
dividuals and the authorities, which would
cultivate a ‘vibrant sense of belonging to
the state’ and thereby serve the larger
purpose of building a new state from the
bottom up. 36

The next year, true to Fey’s word, the
Austrian Migration Office produced the
first draft of a new Alien Act to regulate
the status of foreigners in Austria through
a foreigner index system. The scheme built
on the earlier proposal for a population
index and was based on similar laws
already in place in neighbouring countries,
including Czechoslovakia, which had
passed an Alien Act in March 1935. The
legislation underwent three revisions over
an 18-month period but, like the legisla-
tion for a population index, it was not im-
plemented before Austria’s annexation to
Germany in March 1938. In the final stages
of negotiation, in January 1938, the gov-

ernment administration conceded that a
system of indexing all 290 000 foreigners
in Austria was too costly an exercise and
settled instead on a register for all those
who had arrived in Austria since 1 Janu-
ary 1933. 37 The Alien Act was significant,
nonetheless, because it revealed the full
extent to which Austria’s politicians were
ready to mobilise the State’s powers to
curb what they perceived was a wave of
uncontrolled immigration that, if left un-
checked, could potentially open the
floodgates to more desperate and destitute
refugees, genuine or otherwise.

PUBLIC DEBATES ON
POPULATION POLICY IN
AUSTRIA

By 1937, Austria’s right-wing newspa-
pers were also lending their support to a
new population index and immigration
law with the same anti-Semitic overtones
as the council chamber discussions of the
bill. It must be noted here that the Austro-
fascist state had banned the social demo-
cratic press and the Nazi Party organs, and
had appointed commissioners over the
editorships of the German-nationalist
newspapers, which dominated the small
provincial towns such as Linz, Graz and
Salzburg. The German-nationalist newspa-
pers in particular came under heavy scru-
tiny by the censor for their pro-Hitler
sentiments. But on other issues, such as
minority politics, or the immigration de-
bate, these newspapers could also be
counted on to support the Austro-fascist
government. 38  In Graz, the Volksblatt
welcomed new legislation to restrict for-
eigners living and working in Austria,
claiming that foreign workers in Austria
were taking jobs from unemployed Austri-
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ans and citing Carinthia as an example,
with 11 000 foreign workers and 15 000
‘native’ Austrians out of work. 39 The
Styrian Tagespost also justified a more re-
strictive immigration policy by inferring
that nearly all foreign workers in Austria
were Jews. An editorial on 16 February
1937 claimed that as many foreigners had
gained employment in Vienna in 1936 as
Austrians had been looking for work. It
alleged that foreigners exploited the Aus-
trian economy by taking the profits out-
side the country, enabling the families of
these foreigners to seek passage to Austria
at the expense and exploitation of Austri-
an families. 40

In Vienna, the Wiener Neueste Na-
chrichten ran six headline stories on the
‘invasion’ of Jews from Eastern Europe in
a two-month period alone. 41  In its New
Year’s Eve article in 1937, the newspaper
called for a border block against theJews:
‘Austria needs an immigration law that
takes into account the changing circum-
stances and protects the native population
from the invasion of a locust swarm from
the east.’ 42 Two days later, the newspa-
per published a letter to the editor, affirm-
ing the editorial’s view that it ‘is the un-
contested right of the state to ban or con-
trol immigration…Austria needs neither
the labour nor the financial ownership of
the Eastern European Jews’. 43  A notice
in the Wiener Neuste Nachrichten for a
public lecture series on ‘The foreign guest
in Austria’ suggested that there were more
than a few anti-immigration activists
among the newspapers’ readers and editors
alike. 44

The newspapers tended to conflate the
refugees during World War I and those
from Germany after 1933 into one ostens-

ible flood of unwanted Jewish immigra-
tion. The Tagespost claimed that

[t]hese foreigners belong almost
entirely to a certain group of
political emigrants, who have once
already moved to Austria and
above all to Vienna in order to
settle there, albeit partly for differ-
ent reasons then. During the war
and immediate post-war years, this
influx, which was by no means
always wanted as later became
painfully apparent, came from the
East. Now it is coming from the
West. 45

The Wiener Neueste Nachrichten also
drew parallels between the wartime and
post-1933 immigration. A front-page edit-
orial on 17 December 1937 suggested that
Austria was an attractive destination for
German Jewish refugees because they had
relatives in Vienna who had arrived from
Poland and Russia after the war. The edit-
orial claimed that attempts by the Austrian
authorities to restrict immigration would
be impossible, due to the well-organised,
clandestine smuggling groups who al-
legedly provided false identity papers for
the refugees. The newspaper estimated
that between 100 and 150 people arrived
without passports each month and found
lodging and black-market work in Austria,
prompting the newspaper to sound a
clarion call for tighter controls on Jewish
immigration: ‘Protect our borders and our
country from a new flood of Eastern
European Jews!’ 46

Such was the vehemence of these
newspapers’ anti-immigration lobby that
even The Times correspondent in Vienna,
Douglas Reed, noted their sentiments. He
reported that Austria had ‘been flooded
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with immigrants from Germany and Po-
land, a fair proportion of whom have
criminal records’ and he predicted that ‘a
closer scrutiny is inevitable sooner or
later’. He defended these sentiments as
having ‘nothing to do with anti-Semitism’
and informed his English readers that the
‘bulk of opinion in Austria sympathises
with the views of these two newspapers’.
47  Reed’s broad brushstrokes painted a
sympathetic picture abroad that the Aus-
trian authorities could scarcely have hoped
for as vindication for their brand of popu-
lation politics.

Population policies in Austria, as in
Italy, were ‘audacious in their aspirations
but modest in their accomplishments’,
constrained as they were by the economic
crisis in the 1930s. 48  Not only in fascist
regimes, but elsewhere in Europe—in
France, Britain, Belgium and Holland—as
well as further afield in the United States
and Australia, attempts to regulate the
entry and residency of foreigners were a
feature of protectionist labour policies
against foreign workers. 49  But it was in
fascist states that the legislation rapidly
extended beyond economic protectionism
to encompass the wider political and social
spheres of citizens’ everyday lives: from
one’s place of baptism and marriage to
one’s position of employment, and that of
one’s relatives. Even the act of registration
was no longer just a parochial affair, with
state-appointed inspectors poised to swoop
on any inconsistencies in the paperwork
and report back to the central authorities.
In Austria, if we consider what was accom-
plished even if just at the level of legislat-
ive discussions, we can see that what took
more than seven years for the Italian fas-
cists to put in place required less than
three in Austria. Moreover, the Austrian

legislative discussions in 1935 predated
by a few years Nazi Germany’s first popu-
lation registration in 1938 and introduc-
tion of a national card index in 1939. 50

Therefore an examination of Austrian
population politics in the interwar years
needs to be placed in a larger context of
European right-wing efforts to remake
states and citizens on multiple levels: not
just as mothers giving birth to soldiers, or
programs for genetic breeding, which are
the more commonly known spheres of
population management in fascist states,
but in the creeping legislation that sought
to control society through controlling the
mobility of the population and by declar-
ing them members of the nation by way
of a stamped piece of paper.
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ACTIVE CITIZENSHIP IN MULTICULTURAL
AUSTRALIA

The Croatian experience

VESNA DRAPAC

This article addresses the relationship
between multiculturalism, identity politics
and active citizenship from the example
of the history of Croatian settlement and
Croatian associational or community life
in Australia. My primary focus is on those
Croats who arrived in the first two waves
of post-1945 immigration because they
represent the majority of Croatian-born in
Australia and because there is a consider-
able amount of evidence (hitherto barely
touched upon either by historians or by
theorists of Australian multiculturalism)
relating to this settlement experience and
its impact on Australian civic life and
identity.

My case study suggested the lived
experience of Croatian association was a
means by which individuals who had little
education, poor English language skills
and limited economic and professional
opportunities exhibited an attachment to
and an understanding of democratic pro-
cesses and values in the pluralist society
they had embraced as their own. This ex-
perience, in turn, contributed to their in-
tegration and, at the same time, to the re-
tention of elements of their cultural back-
ground. In spite of arguments to the con-
trary, it also contributed to their peaceful
coexistence with fellow Australians,

Yugoslav and non-Yugoslav, and to social
cohesion. 1

The example of Croatian associational
life is not exceptional and much of what I
argue may be usefully applied to other
immigrant groups in Australia across the
same period. 2 The Croatian example,
however, does stand out in some respects.
It is instructive because, as this article
shows, the history of Croatian communit-
ies in Australia presents us with a series
of paradoxes that call into question some
of the accepted stereotypes of Croatian
behaviour in Australia. 3  Further, the
collapse of Yugoslavia and the ensuing
wars of the 1990s enabled Croats in Aus-
tralia to demonstrate their capacity to or-
ganise themselves and their local com-
munity structures on a global scale and
provide the historian with the opportunity
to observe the impact—locally, nationally
and internationally—of their practice of
active citizenship in the course of their
daily lives. 4 This article thus speculates
on the effect of citizen engagement at the
grassroots level on an evolving Australian
identity and attempts, in part, to answer
the question posed by Geoffrey Brahm
Levey: ‘How well does Australia allow
immigrants to serve Australian demo-
cracy?’ 5  Finally, we will consider the ca-
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pacity of Croats in Australia to contribute
to the future development and quality of
Australian and Croatian civic life in the
context of returns to Croatia (permanent
and temporary) of members of the first
generation and their Australian-born off-
spring.

Methodologically, my approach rests
on the belief that close micro-studies of
the history of the community engagement
of immigrant groups from the inside out
and from the bottom up provide an in-
formed and nuanced understanding of the
debates surrounding multiculturalism and
citizenship in Australia. I will first discuss
briefly the relevant points of contention
in these debates and then outline the his-
tory of Croatian settlement in Australia in
order to introduce my discussion of four
paradoxes regarding Croatian community
activism in Australia, which I believe
warrant further reflection. The first of
these paradoxes is that at a time when
Croatian identity was not recognised in
Australia and without government sup-
port, Croats displayed a high degree of
initiative and flexibility in the establish-
ment of community organisations. Second,
Croatian women, overwhelmingly working
class and poorly represented in formal
Croatian structures, were active and vis-
ible in many aspects of associational life.
Third, Croatian immigrants had low levels
of education and low socioeconomic status
but enjoyed success in their political lob-
bying for national recognition at the local,
state and Commonwealth levels and at-
tained a high degree of financial security
relative to other immigrant groups and
relative to the Australian population at
large. Finally, whereas Croatia was not a
sovereign state and one of the foundational
tenets of Yugoslavism was that it would

supersede or ‘accommodate’ south Slav
nationalisms, Croats became known for
their strong national identity.

IMMIGRANTS AS CITIZENS

Brian Galligan and Winsome Roberts argue
that ‘Australian citizenship is grounded
in the everyday life of citizens and local
communities’. 6  Broadly, I support this
premise, but reject their claim that multi-
culturalism militates against the practice
of Australian citizenship and against social
cohesion and that it is potentially corros-
ive. Galligan and Roberts argue persuas-
ively against Benedict Anderson’s idea of
the nation as an imagined construct and
against minimalist conceptions of citizen-
ship as grounded only in a set of laws or
rights, universal and supranational, or
‘anational’. Evoking Edmund Burke’s
‘little platoons’ as the sites of the expres-
sion of civic identity and nationhood in
its various guises, they suggest a middle
way between triumphant and partial im-
ages of a monocultural Australian national
identity and the (anarchic) cultural di-
versity of dogmatic multiculturalism,
which, at its most radical, eschews the
notion of a set of overarching commonly
held Australian values in political, social
and cultural life. Galligan and Roberts be-
lieve that Australia is not multicultural in
the ‘classic’ sense and probably never was.
7  Rather, they argue that the provision of
support for immigrant groups, especially
those from non-English-speaking back-
grounds, and the official promotion of
tolerance for diversity and equal opportun-
ity have facilitated a process of complete
integration or ‘transition’ whereby the
subsequent generations are ‘thoroughly
Australianised’. 8  Referring to the various
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ways in which Australians have revealed
their affinity with each other and with a
set of political and ethical norms, Galligan
and Roberts discuss voluntary association-
al life spanning the provision of medical
services to remote rural areas to local self-
help or environmental groups as an expres-
sion of active Australian citizenship in the
microcosm. (Curiously, associational life
along ethnic lines does not figure in this
scenario even when the outcome is, as
Galligan and Roberts argue, integration.)
It would seem, then, that in opposition to
the concept of multiculturalism as a fixed
alternative to (an incomplete) vision of
Australianness as white, male and British,
‘transitional multiculturalism’ is a catalyst
for change. But the idea that multicultur-
alism has reached its ‘use by’ date is based
on a superficial understanding of integra-
tion (defined largely in terms of rates of
intermarriage in the second and third
generations) and a product of the failure
to acknowledge that citizen association
along ethnic lines has contributed to the
moulding of an evolving Australian iden-
tity. 9 While possibly nostalgic, even
closed at times, ethnic structures have
been responsive to change and have as-
sumed some of the (positive) characteristics
of the dominant culture to which their
members freely and, generally, enthusiast-
ically subscribed. Further, ethnic associ-
ation has provided a vehicle for immig-
rants to experience the fullness of Australi-
an civil society and active citizenship in
communities that are familiar to them and
which inspire trust, one of the precondi-
tions of active citizenship and the forma-
tion of social capital. The earliest studies
of ethnic associational life, even if gener-
ally sympathetic, labelled it as insular and
thereby outside the parameters of ‘Australi-

an’ or ‘host’ associational life and irrelev-
ant to the practice of active citizenship. 10

This tendency has persisted for the most
part in the critique of multiculturalism and
in general debates about citizenship and
Australian identity. I reject the glaring
double standard that allows for association-
al life emanating from ‘Australian’ circles
to be inherently open and enriching to the
wider community and ethnic activism,
inherently insular and without benefits
for anyone beyond the group in question.
By definition, all associational life—‘Aus-
tralian’ or ‘ethnic’—is, at least initially,
inward looking in the sense that it serves
a prescribed set of interests.

The debate about the appropriateness
of the term ‘multicultural’ in Australian
public life is largely semantic and, appar-
ently, irrelevant to a vast proportion of
the population who endorse its general
application. 11  Critics of the term, alarmist
or mild, are on occasion more theoretical
or abstract than empirical in their observa-
tions of Australian multicultural prac-
tice.12  Alternatively, some use the concept
of multiculturalism in their armoury as
they deny the integrity of an Australian
national identity and the existence of a set
of core civic values to which Australians
generally adhere, and as they pronounce
the end of the era of nationalism or the
advent of the ‘post-national’ world. But
this position is just as extreme and largely
untenable. A more reasonable position re-
cognises that multiculturalism, grounded
in the ideals of equity, access and social
justice, among others, is also a vehicle for
the practice of active citizenship, which,
in all its diversity, contributes to the con-
tinuing evolution of an Australian iden-
tity. This identity is not weakened but is
nourished by the activism evident in eth-
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nic association at the lowest level and
among some of the least powerful members
of the body politic.

A BRIEF OVERVIEW OF
CROATIAN IMMIGRATION
PATTERNS

Croats have been arriving in Australia
since the mid nineteenth century. A large
proportion of Croatian settlers in Australia
came from areas along the Croatian coast
and had lived with a long tradition of de-
partures from their islands, towns or vil-
lages. It could be said that emigration was
part of their historical memory and cul-
ture. The number of Croats present in
Australia in the nineteenth century re-
mained hidden as they were variously
known as Austrians, Italians and
‘S(c)lavonians’. 13  In Australia, Croats
formed networks emanating from patterns
of traditional family or chain migration
but they also made connections with their
co-nationals from regions much further
afield than their local village or town. In
nineteenth-century Australia, Croats
travelled great distances to maintain con-
tact with each other and celebrate import-
ant milestones in their lives from cradle to
grave, including events such as marriages,
christenings and funerals in what were,
in essence, small Croatian communities. 14

Croats arriving in Australia in the twenti-
eth century continued to establish strong
networks with each other. In the interwar
period, they were known as and, indeed,
referred to themselves as Yugoslavs. They
were actively engaged in ethnic publishing
ventures, musical and folkloric ensembles
and featured prominently in labour activ-
ism, especially in mining communities in
Western Australia and Broken Hill. 15

All of the history of Croats in Australia
since the end of World War I was medi-
ated through the presence of a strong
Yugoslav state, which, as the product of
the collapse of empires in the wake of the
Great War, became important strategically
in international relations. The meaning of
the word ‘Yugoslav’ was often contested.
It was used differently by different people.
For example, most ‘Yugoslavs’ in Mildura,
Broken Hill and Kalgoorlie in the 1930s
and 1940s were left-leaning or communist
Croats, some of whom had left the King-
dom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes because
of its repressive politics. 16  During World
War II, Croats in Australia were involved
in lobbying support for the Partisans led
by Tito and complained to the Australian
Government about the Yugoslav Consuls
in Sydney and Perth because they were
regarded as Serbian royalists and followers
of the Chetnik resisters turned collaborat-
ors and their leader, Draža Mihailovi . 17

After 1945, these Croats and others among
the immediate postwar arrivals still re-
ferred to themselves as ‘Yugoslavs’. This
was often to distinguish themselves from
the stereotype of Croats as anti-communist
and as supporters of the wartime collabor-
ationists, the Ustaša, or of the political far
right. 18 This distinction between ‘Croats’
and Croatian Yugoslavs was constant
through to the collapse of communist
Yugoslavia in the 1990s and it is important
to recognise that in the Australian Croatian
context it related less to ideas about ethni-
city and nationhood than to attitudes to-
wards the Yugoslav state or simple politic-
al affiliation—of the Croats and their out-
side observers. 19

The post-1945 period saw a massive
increase in the numbers of Croatian-born
settling in Australia. They came in the first
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instance as displaced people or as refugees.
Limited numbers also came on assisted
passage, some after having crossed the
Yugoslav borders illegally. Later, they ar-
rived as ‘economic migrants’ and in accord-
ance with the agreement reached between
the governments of Australia and
Yugoslavia in 1970. 20 The definition of
those departing Yugoslavia as ‘economic
migrants’ in this second wave of post-1945
immigration was problematic from at least
two perspectives: first, political factors
governed the deteriorating social and
economic situation in Yugoslavia in gener-
al; and second, those people who left often
did so for a complex set of reasons—per-
sonal, economic, political and often, in the
case of Croats, national—which made it
difficult to demarcate strictly between
economic and political migrants at that
time. The numbers of Croatian immigrants
dropped significantly from the 1980s. In
spite of the fact that Australia received
refugees from the wars of the 1990s, the
total number of arrivals (many of whom
were of a higher socioeconomic group) did
not alter significantly the social makeup
of the Croatian-born. 21

A SERIES OF PARADOXES

One of the common ways of viewing
Croatian settlement in Australia emphas-
ises conflict and division. This perception
is often then offset by a defensive and in-
ward-looking story of ‘success’. Neither
approach takes into account the range of
Croatian immigrant experiences. Both ap-
proaches are one-dimensional and ahistor-
ical, reinforcing stereotypes with recourse
to the usual dichotomies (of class in partic-
ular). Each approach, in its own way, un-
dervalues aspects of Croatian association

that accommodate (rather than exclude)
difference and have led to a sense of social
cohesion, the accumulation of social capital
and a strong affinity with Australian
democratic processes. 22  (Interestingly,
discussions on the link between social
capital and active citizenship identify high
socioeconomic status as one of the signific-
ant contributing variables, which may in
part explain why the relationship between
ethnic association and activism and social
capital is largely overlooked.) 23  In order
to broaden the base of evidence on which
we can draw to amplify our understanding
of these important issues, we can identify
the examples of and reasons for the emer-
gence of a Croatian civic identity in the
Australian context. An obvious way to do
this is to look more closely at some of the
features of association and activism that
have hitherto been treated in only a curs-
ory fashion or, indeed, thought to militate
against cooperative social action and
against integration. The four features or
patterns of Croatian settlement I have
chosen to discuss suggest ways in which
Croats have mediated a reciprocal relation-
ship between the old and the new,
between maintaining elements of their
ethnic identity and adapting to their
changed circumstances, thereby exhibiting
the qualities of active citizenship. Again,
it is important to recognise that aspects of
this discussion may apply to other immig-
rant groups, which also displaye high
levels of engagement and voluntarism in
the same time span.

The first point or paradox of note is
that while for most of the period of Croa-
tian immigration to Australia under review
here there was no official acknowledgment
of the settlers as ethnically or nationally
distinctive, there was a high degree of
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community activism and political lobbying
by Croats as Croats. This culminated in
their recognition by the Australian Gov-
ernment as a distinct national and lan-
guage group. 24  Before ethnic and multi-
cultural initiatives received financial
aid—that is, before Australia embraced
multiculturalism in the 1970s—Croats
displayed a remarkable degree of flexibil-
ity, initiative and determination in setting
up a range of structures to meet their so-
cial, cultural and welfare needs and did so
without material or moral assistance from
governmental agencies, either Australian
or Yugoslav. They had no administrative
or institutional support and relied on the
voluntary work of Croats for their success.
Thousands of individuals gave their time
and skills freely in fundraising for the
purchase of land on which they built halls,
ethnic schools, sports centres and
churches. In many regards, the achieve-
ments of the Croatian activists in South
Australia stand as representative examples
of the immigrants’ resourcefulness in
Australia as a whole. 25  Approximately
6.9 per cent (3580) of Australia’s Croatian-
born live in South Australia. 26 The first
Australian ‘Croatian club’ was established
in Adelaide in 1950 and others followed
thereafter in capital cities and regional
centres. Through sport, soccer in particu-
lar, Croats were able to find a social outlet
and to have an impact on Australian
sporting culture. The soccer team Adelaide
Croatia, established in 1952, was the first
of its kind in Australia, enjoyed a number
of successes in the state league and still
exists today. Adelaide is also home to the
oldest continuously running Croatian eth-
nic school in Australia. 27  In addition,
there are folk ensembles and local pro-
grams in Croatian have been produced for

South Australian community radio stations
since 1976. There are activities for elderly
members of the community (as befits the
ageing demographic of the Croatian-born)
as well as an Australian-Croatian Chamber
of Commerce. While several associations
have existed in South Australia since the
1950s and 1960s, others, such as the
writers’ group, are recent initiatives and
reflect the changing social landscape of
community centres across the country. 28

The range and intensity of this activity
over several decades attest to a desire for
broad social and cultural experiences and
to the fact that these immigrants place a
high value on participation in activities
outside the home and workplace and
whose benefits could not be quantified or
are not measured in terms of direct (person-
al) material gain. 29  David Hogan and
David Owen argue that there is a link
between ‘levels of social capital and levels
of engagement in important citizenship
practices, especially “voluntarist” prac-
tices within community organisations’. 30

Placing the example of immigrant volun-
tarist practices, not just that of Croats but
of many other equally active groups,
within this broader context presents us
with a view that is different from the per-
spective of ethnic activism as ‘closed’ and
amplifies our understanding of active cit-
izenship. Moreover, privileging association
as ostensibly more outward looking and
more ‘civic’ purely on the basis that it
emanates from the ‘host’ culture is, as we
have seen, problematic on many counts.

The second point that invites reflec-
tion is the fact that while Croatian women
are absent from most of the upper echelons
of Croatian organisational structures, they
have been remarkably active in com-
munity life. The Croatian women’s contri-
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bution has generally been deemed a simple
extension of traditional female pursuits or
domestic duties and as such has not been
studied seriously. However, as historians
of gender have demonstrated, women who
seem to be publicly ‘absent’ from com-
munities in the past have in fact been act-
ive in many different aspects of social and
cultural life through their sociability and
networks grounded in their associational
life. For a long time, the wider import of
this ‘hidden’ history was neither under-
stood nor seen to be something from which
we could learn and this was especially the
case for immigrant women in Australia. 31

The raw facts on Croatian-born women
in Australia would seem to confirm the
findings of general studies of migrant wo-
men in the workforce that show they are
generally unskilled and poorly paid. 32

In Victoria, for example, Croatian women
have traditionally been employed in textile
industries, in light manufacturing plants
and, on occasion, as seasonal farm work-
ers. 33 There is not much deviation from
this pattern in other states, but Croatian
working-class women have had a broader
social engagement and have been more
active than statistics about their employ-
ment history and levels of education might
suggest. They established and ran ethnic
schools and folkloric ensembles while also
providing social support and caring for
the welfare of their communities. 34  Often,
as intimated above, this activism reflected
their traditional (gendered) role in Croatian
families and the population at large, but
it also reflected the kind of associational
life not ordinarily identified with work-
ing-class women. 35  Historians typically
describe these as middle-class pursuits
whereby women of a certain social stand-
ing who do not work outside the home

draw on the kinds of skills gleaned in
bourgeois households. 36 The inherent
class bias in analyses of Croatian women’s
lives needs to be redressed: their experi-
ence amplifies the received wisdom about
migrant women in Australia and the evid-
ence of women’s organisational skills ex-
hibited at the time of Croatia’s war for in-
dependence (1991–95), for example, in-
vites closer analysis.

During this war, Croatian women su-
pervised large-scale aid projects and major
fundraising events. They came to clubs
and community centres after long hours
of work, bringing their sewing machines
with them. Having purchased hundreds
of metres of material in bulk, they took to
cutting it and sewing children’s pyjamas,
tracksuits, sheets and other items for dis-
patch in sea containers. They organised
the collection of non-perishable foodstuffs
for the victims of the war and the refugees.
They purchased medicines and other ne-
cessities of life. They supported and con-
tinue to support orphans. 37 These actions
were the product of goodwill but also of
a kind of self-actualisation made more
visible by the special circumstances, to be
sure, but prepared for over many years
by the commitment to voluntarism and
the (unstated) recognition of its social and
psychic benefits. Anecdotal evidence
suggests these values are generally not
shared by the waves of immigrants arriv-
ing since the 1980s (especially in the wake
of the collapse of Yugoslavia), who equate
voluntarism with ‘unpaid work’. A pos-
sible interpretation of this difference in
attitude may be that there is no longer a
need for such intense activism and that
recent arrivals have greater scope to pur-
sue a range of professional opportunities.
However, one might also consider this at-
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titude a consequence of the erosion of civil
and social life under communism and trace
it to the perversion of the idea of voluntar-
ism from the first years of communist im-
plantation. In the aftermath of the destruc-
tion of World War II, brigades of youth
‘volunteers’ literally built the new socialist
state through obligatory participation in
construction programs. At the same time,
the State did not tolerate ‘social’ or volun-
tary activities emanating from private ini-
tiatives (for example, church-run charit-
able work) because they were deemed in-
appropriate in a setting in which the State
fulfilled its citizens’ material needs. 38

Interestingly, the emergence of non-gov-
ernmental organisations as representative
of different interests in former communist
states is often considered one of the
markers of the relative health of the
democratising process.

The third paradox, which is telling of
the general and evolving social and civic
experience of Croats, relates to the fact
that post-1945 Croatian immigrants have
a had very low socioeconomic status in
Australian society and yet have been able
to achieve a degree of fluency in political
processes and lobbying combined with a
high level of financial security. Further-
more, they placed a significant value on
investing in community infrastructure and
in what I referred to above as social capit-
al. Theirs is an impressive financial and
cultural legacy of community centres and
structures across Australia for use by fu-
ture generations. 39 This is the case in
spite of the fact that Croatian-born men
and women are less educated and less so-
cially mobile than their counterparts in
the population at large. For example, in
the 1990s, Croatian-born immigrants living
in Victoria were less than half as likely to

be employed as professionals than the
Victorian population as a whole. 40  Never-
theless, Croats, along with other Southern
European settlers, do have a very high per
capita rate of home ownership relative to
the population at large. 41 Their early
postwar patterns of settlement in urban
centres, common to many immigrants,
whereby, for example, they moved from
inner-city rented dwellings to their own
homes either in established working-class
suburbs or in newer housing develop-
ments, indicated a degree of economic
stability and continuous employment. 42

The almost complete absence of a profes-
sional cadre of Croatian teachers, public
servants and white-collar workers relative
to comparable immigrant groups invites
us to consider the possibility of barriers
existing to their social advancement over
time arising from the slow recognition of
Croats as an identifiable national group
with specific needs. Significantly, while
an obvious impediment in certain areas of
social advancement and mobility, the ab-
sence of this professional cadre did not
pose a barrier to the establishment of a
range of Croatian community groups. One
possible explanation for this is that Croats,
feeling they had an inferior status vis-a-
vis other ‘Yugoslavs’ and other immig-
rants, expended greater effort ensuring
their community structures did well. 43

Their collective business acumen and their
recognition of the need to plan for the long
term have remained unexplored by histor-
ians who have interpreted their efforts
(superficially) as narrowly nationalistic or
insular. 44  Moreover, the more recent
tendency to focus on Croatian business
elites, on the obvious and highly vis-
ible—the millionaire ship-builder or the
owner of the three-times winner of the
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Melbourne Cup, for example—has left a
story that obscures the collective and indi-
vidual experiences of the less spectacularly
productive but nonetheless socially active
Australian Croats. The greater emphasis
on the outcomes rather than the process
of immigrant community activism explains
this imbalance as does the general absence
of ethnic associational life from mainstream
discussions about the relationship between
active citizenship and the generation of
social capital.

Finally, we had the paradox whereby
Croatia was not an independent country
but Croats in Australia were known for
having a strong national identity. The
partial explanation for this is that their
high public profile was the product of
their reaction against negative stereotyp-
ing. 45  One of their chosen methods of
political lobbying—in group demonstra-
tions and, where possible, near buildings
housing Yugoslav consular staff or other
official Yugoslav agencies—led to the
conflation of all Croatian nationalist activ-
ism (anti-Yugoslavism) as potentially viol-
ent and rooted in the politics of collabora-
tionism in World War II. This was the in-
ternational framework for the teleological
interpretation of all modern Croatian his-
tory and for the interpretation of the his-
tory of Central European and Balkan col-
laboration as exceptional. It was also the
starting point for any analysis of Croatian
émigré activities. This framework of inter-
pretation persisted at least up to the fall
of Yugoslavia, when some of the boundar-
ies between Croats and Croatian
‘Yugoslavs’ became more blurred or disap-
peared. 46  It is also true that the Yugoslav
Government’s attempt at discrediting
Croatian activism by referring to it as ‘ex-
treme’, ‘fascist’ or ‘separatist’ in inspira-

tion as well as its crude attempts at ‘neut-
ralising’ Croatian ‘troublemakers’ eventu-
ally lost its capacity to undermine Croatian
communities as a whole, either in Australia
or elsewhere. 47 The reality of the situ-
ation meant that the media and govern-
ment-manufactured Croatian ‘type’ was
no longer sustainable because it was not
rooted in the lived experience of Croats in
Australia, or indeed the lived experience
of Australians who came into contact with
Croatian people. Croats did not exist in a
vacuum nor were they simply reactive.
They were contesting a negative and one-
dimensional interpretation of their identity
and positing another in its place. At times,
this led to a certain defensiveness on their
part. 48  On the whole, however, their re-
action to the slurs against them led Croats
(collectively) to be more outward looking:
their behaviour was less ‘conspiratorial’
and ‘nostalgic’ than it was flexible, for-
ward looking and adaptable. For example,
a ‘petrified’ backward-looking community
trapped in a time capsule could not have
achieved what no other Croatian émigré
community had achieved: official recogni-
tion of the integrity of the Croatian (as
opposed to the so-called Serbo-Croatian)
language, financial support for Croatian
interpreting and translating services and
Croatian language teaching in ethnic and
public schools, and the establishment of
the Croatian Studies Centre at Macquarie
University in Sydney. The specific argu-
ment Croats had with the official use of
‘Serbo-Croat’ made their lobbying on this
score distinctive.

CONCLUSION

It would be wrong to suggest that the
story I have told relates uniquely or
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equally to all Croats in Australia or that
theirs is a narrative of unequivocal success
in terms of community relations and cit-
izenship formation. However, this article
has argued that superficial and essentialist
observations about the Croats’ predisposi-
tion to a certain kind of narrow and in-
ward-looking nationalism are wanting in
many respects. Events leading to the col-
lapse of Yugoslavia were not precipitated
by conspiratorial émigré ‘separatists’ but
by the breakdown of social, political and
economic life, the absence of social cohe-
sion, a serious deficit of social capital and
the collapse of communism in Europe. As
is well documented, the fall of Yugoslavia
occasioned a series of terrible wars of suc-
cession and great suffering. 49  Some
feared that there would be unrest and vi-
olence among and between South Slav
groups in Australia, but this did not
eventuate. On the contrary, in their relief
work, Croats drew on the skills of active
citizenship they had acquired over many
years from the model of their ‘multicultur-
al practice’ in the microcosm of their clubs
and social and religious centres. It could
be said that it was understandable that
they should embark on concerted action
given the circumstances of the war. But as
any student of the social history of modern
warfare can testify, there is nothing inev-
itable about a ‘united front’ at times of
crisis or in war. It seems reasonable to
suggest that having negotiated their accul-
turation without compromising their
multiple (mutually compatible) identit-
ies—ethnic, social, political and profession-
al—Croats could now draw on their exper-
ience of decades of activism. They had
pursued this activism in the face of indif-
ference at best, and hostility at worst, and
for the duration of the war managed vast

shipments of aid in many forms as well as
rallying moral and political support among
the wider population for the cause of
Croatian sovereignty.

The war of succession in Croatia was
therefore a defining moment for regional
and urban Croatian community life in
Australia. It brought together, in concer-
ted action, Croats from different centres
including, for example, the Port Lincoln
fishermen who donated tonnes of canned
seafood. The experience of decades of in-
tense associational life and voluntary
activity for non-material gains schooled
them and prepared them to manage aid on
a substantial international scale. It was the
persistent efforts of these Croats them-
selves to maintain a sense of national
identity through language, music, sport
and welfare work that ultimately produced
a community that balanced the inward
push to preserve their heritage and the
outward pull towards integration. For ex-
ample, many of the offspring of the Croa-
tian-born who have successfully negoti-
ated their dual national identities have
founded, and now run, structures appro-
priate to the changed circumstances. These
include, for example, the Australian-
Croatian Chambers of Commerce. Such
Australian Croats are also products of the
socialisation experienced in the Croatian
ethnic schools system. 50 The formation
of social capital, as we have seen, is linked
to voluntary activity, which is ‘socially
patterned’: family background is an import-
ant variable in adult civic participation.
This suggests that if we look beyond the
structures of ethnic association we may
find a high predisposition towards active
citizenship of the Australian-born off-
spring of immigrants who are engaged in
their communities. 51
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Some have depicted Croatian immig-
rants arriving soon after 1945 and in the
1960s and 1970s as incapable of accommod-
ating multiple identities and more crudely
‘nationalistic’ than a later generation of
educated immigrants who do not seek so
much to ‘preserve’ Croatian identity or
even distinguish themselves by it but to
cultivate (personal) professional satisfac-
tion and success. Possibly this dichotom-
ous view is compromised by a superficial
understanding of the dynamics at work in
the established ethnic organisations and
the limited data and small sample available
in the study of recent immigrants. 52  I
have argued that there is much of interest
in the lives of the earlier waves of postwar
Croatian immigrants to the historian of
Australian multiculturalism, active citizen-
ship and national identity. There is also
much that the current Croatian Govern-
ment could learn from the example of
members of its most far-flung diasporic
community, including those returning to
their country of birth permanently or
temporarily, as it prepares for its admis-
sion into the European Community. 53

We have seen that theorists of citizen-
ship and multiculturalism note one import-
ant way of integrating minorities into the
body politic is to foster strong ties across
various social strata in a vigorous associ-
ational life that allows individuals and
groups to promote their interests and par-
ticipate in political life, conventionally
and less conventionally defined, for the
greater good. There is a long tradition of
discourse on civic life along these lines.
For example, the keys to the final (success-
ful) implantation of republican and demo-
cratic values in France 80 years after the
French Revolution of 1789 were a vigorous
civic life evident across different regions

and within different social groups. In
France, women and men, separately or to-
gether, involved themselves in organisa-
tions ranging from those arguing for pris-
on reform and agricultural progress to
those sponsoring charitable ventures for
the sick, the infirm and the outcast: there
was not uniformity but a plurality of inten-
tions and identities as people demonstrated
their attachment to the centre through
their intense activism at the local level. 54

The Croats to whom I refer here may, in-
deed, have been ‘anti-Yugoslav’ but, pre-
dominantly, they expressed this through
the positive affirmation of their identity
as Australian citizens and through their
legitimate desire to maintain aspects of
their Croatian heritage, which was in turn
tolerated and then nurtured in their new
home. Overwhelmingly, their silent and
hitherto unacknowledged contribution to
social cohesion and to the presence of a
robust Australian citizenry, inside their
communal structures and within Australia
as a whole, has remained hidden by the
worn but well maintained fabric of their
associational life.
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impact of the community association of ethnic groups
may stimulate more debate on this subject.
54 This process is evocatively illustrated by Philip
Nord in The Republican Moment: Struggles for demo-
cracy in nineteenth century France (1995, Harvard
University Press, Cambridge, Mass.).
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CITIZENSHIP AND INTEGRATION

A snapshot of the Polish migrant community in Australia

STEFAN MARKOWSKI

INTRODUCTION

Australia has long been regarded as a
country of immigration. In 1901, 23 per
cent of Australians were born overseas. 1

This share of overseas-born declined to 10
per cent in 1947, but grew again to reach
23 per cent in 1995. 2  Since World War
II, Australia’s population has grown
quickly due to a combination of high fer-
tility and high net overseas migration (im-
migration less emigration). 3  In the 2006
Census, 4.4 million people, more than one-
fifth of the total population, stated that
they were not born in Australia. 4 The
2001 Census of Population showed that
3.5 million people born in Australia (26
per cent of the total population) had at
least one parent born overseas and nearly
half of these had both parents overseas-
born. 5  If all those Australia-born with at
least one parent born overseas were
defined as second-generation immigrants,
then by the end of the past century, nearly
half of all Australians were either first or
second-generation immigrants.

The structure of immigration and,
thus, the composition of the overseas-born
resident population have changed signific-
antly over time. In the early days of Feder-
ation, the White Australia Policy ensured

that immigrants were mostly of European
origin and predominantly Anglo-Celtic. 6

In the aftermath of World War II, short-
ages of labour prompted a change in policy
and Australia accepted about 300 000 dis-
placed persons (DPs) from Eastern Europe.
7  Further policy relaxation was aimed at
attracting settlers from other parts of
western and northern Europe, from
southern Europe (in the 1950s) and Eastern
Europe and the Middle East (1960s). 8 The
White Australia Policy was gradually re-
laxed throughout the 1960s and com-
pletely dismantled by the 1970s. Since
then, the proportion of immigrants of non-
European origin, especially from Asia, has
grown.

Of the overseas-born population, the
United Kingdom continues to be the main
migrant source country, accounting for 24
per cent of all overseas-born in 2005. New
Zealanders were the second-largest group
(9 per cent) and their number had trebled
in the past 30 years. Italy was the third
migrant source country (5 per cent) fol-
lowed closely by China (4 per cent). The
China-born group has increased nearly
eightfold since 1981. 9  On the other hand,
between 1996 and 2006, of the 50 most
common countries of birth, Poland, Hun-
gary and Italy-born groups have recorded
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the largest absolute declines: on average,
down 2 per cent per annum. 10

Australian citizenship is especially at-
tractive for those immigrants whose inter-
national mobility has been impeded by
onerous entry and exit visa requirements
(particularly former displaced or ‘stateless’
people). Not surprisingly, DPs and immig-
rants from former Soviet-bloc countries
(for example, Poland) have had high rates
of take-up of Australian citizenship (see
below). On the other hand, New Zealand
and UK-born residents have been less in-
clined to take up Australian citizenship
(38 per cent and 66 per cent respectively)
even though they account for the highest
number of new citizens in absolute terms.11

Also, as it is difficult and costly to re-
nounce previous citizenship, a large pro-
portion of immigrants who became Aus-
tralian citizens by naturalisation or mar-
riage are likely to have retained their home
country citizenship. However, surpris-
ingly little is known about the dual citizen-
ship of Australian nationals and there is
little systematic information about the ex-
tent of migrant identification with ‘Aus-
tralia’. 12

The Australian Bureau of Statistics
(ABS) has long collected data on migrant
communities in Australia. The Census
provides regular snapshots of these com-
munities and many of them have been
profiled and analysed by the ABS and the
research arm of the Department of Immig-
ration and Citizenship (DIC, formerly DI-
MIA). Most of this research has focused
on the extent of integration of migrant
communities into the broader Australian
society (for example, their English profi-
ciency or propensity to take up Australian
citizenship). Some data have also been
collected on distinct ethnic and/or national

characteristics of migrant communities (for
example, their countries of birth, ances-
tries and languages spoken at home). Giv-
en the impact of immigration on the Aus-
tralian social make-up and its significance
for the national economy, it is important
to know whether the process of immigrant
absorption into the broader Australian
community has been as effective as it
might have been. Such knowledge has
wide-ranging implications for immigration
policies, in particular for the targeting of
the most desirable migrant groups. There
has also been much debate about condi-
tions that have been and/or should be im-
posed on those resident immigrants who
wish to become Australian citizens and
the pros and cons of dual citizenship. The
official statistics are incomplete in this re-
spect and additional sources of data are
needed to learn about the incidence and
significance of dual citizenship and the
extent of migrant identification with the
broader Australian society.

In 2006, this author conducted a small
survey of the Polish migrant community
in Victoria, New South Wales, South
Australia, Queensland and the Australian
Capital Territory, mostly in the capital
cities of these states, where 67 per cent of
all Australians of Polish ancestry (about
110 000 people) were reported to live. To
access members of the Polish migrant
community, the study solicited the help
of the Polish Community Council of Aus-
tralia and New Zealand Incorporated. In
particular, it was assisted by the Polish
Community Councils of New South Wales,
Victoria, the Australian Capital Territory,
Queensland and South Australia. 13 The
purpose of the survey was to probe the
community’s links with Poland, the likely
impact of Poland’s accession to the

76

Humanities Research Vol XV. No. 1. 2009



European Union on people’s attitudes to
Polish citizenship and the likelihood of
reverse migration. A total of 1030 question-
naires were posted to people listed on
various ‘official’ mailing lists and 335
completed questionnaires were returned
by mail and processed by the research
team (for a brief description of the sample,
see the Statistical Annex). 14  Although
the size of the study was limited to 335
valid responses (0.003 per cent of all those
who stated their ancestry as ‘Polish’ in the
targeted area in 2006) and its findings were
biased by exclusion of all those not connec-
ted to community councils, the survey
yielded a wealth of information on various
aspects of the ‘Polishness’ of the Polish
migrant community. There also appears
to be a strong concordance between its
findings and data drawn from the 2006
Census.

This paper draws on general, census-
based information to profile Australians
of Polish descent. The survey-based data
are used to complement official statistics
and, in particular, to shed some light on
the dual citizenship of Polish migrants and
the extent to which they identify with the
broader Australian community. Four ‘re-
search questions’ are implicit in this exer-
cise:

1. What differentiates Australians of
Polish extraction from the broader
Australian community?

2. How well are they integrated into
that community?

3. How many members of the Polish
migrant community are dual citizens
and what does it mean to be a dual
citizen of Australia and Poland?

4. To what extent do Australians of
Polish extraction identify with Aus-
tralia and/or Poland?

While the absorption of Polish immig-
rants into the broader Australian com-
munity should not be taken as represent-
ative of all such adaptive processes, it is
nevertheless instructive to consider the
experience of a particular group that has
blended successfully into the host com-
munity and the extent to which Polish
migrants and their descendants have re-
tained their ethic distinctiveness and, in
particular, their Polish citizenship.

The paper is organised as follows. The
first section introduces the evolving
concept of citizenship in Australian and
the related debate about the implications
of citizenship policy for migrant integra-
tion into the broader Australian com-
munity. Next, we review ‘measures of
migrant distinctiveness’: these are con-
cepts used to differentiate migrant groups
from the broader Australian population
(for example, country of birth, stated an-
cestry and language spoken at home). This
is followed by a description of Polish mi-
gration to Australia, which examines mi-
grant inflows and outflows and general
characteristics of Polish settlers in Aus-
tralia. The next section focuses on the
changing characteristics of Australian
residents of Polish ancestry. Finally, cit-
izenship and national identity are dis-
cussed: this section draws extensively on
the Polish survey data. The paper con-
cludes with a summary response to the
four research questions.

CITIZENSHIP AND
INTEGRATION

The concept of ‘Australian citizenship’ is
a relatively recent one, having its origins
in the Australian Citizenship Act 1948
(Commonwealth). Before the inception of
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the act on Australia Day in 1949, Australi-
ans were British subjects. 15  And, until 1
May 1987, when the Australian Citizenship
Amendment Act 1984 (Cth) came into force,
‘Australia resisted the move to create a
distinct Australian citizenship outside of
British subject status’ and Australian cit-
izens continued to be both Australian na-
tionals and British subjects. 16 The 1948
Citizenship Act was also inequitable in that
it allowed, de facto, overseas-born people
to retain their former citizenship when
granted Australian citizenship, while its
Section 17 mandated its loss for an Australi-
an citizen who acquired a citizenship of
another country. Consequently, dual cit-
izenship was accepted as a matter of legal
reality for those who had another citizen-
ship before becoming Australian citizens.
As many countries make it difficult for
nationals to renounce their citizenship,
pledging allegiance to Australia upon be-
coming Australian citizens was insufficient
to divest immigrants of their former citizen-
ship. 17 This inequity was finally removed
in 2002 when amendments to Australian
citizenship legislation made it possible for
Australian nationals to acquire citizenship
of another country, when previously it
would have meant forfeiting their Australi-
an citizenship. In 2007, a new Australian
Citizenship Act was introduced, which re-
pealed the contentious s. 17 and broadened
citizenship provisions to include dual cit-
izenship. Thus, the act has made it possible
for Australian citizens to maintain their
former citizenships or acquire a new one
without fear of losing their Australian cit-
izenship. 18

A further amendment was also intro-
duced in 2007 to allow formal testing of
prospective citizens’ English language
proficiency and civic knowledge. The

amendment requires prospective Australi-
an citizens to demonstrate their commit-
ment to ‘Australia’s common values’ and
basic ‘knowledge of Australia’. A review
commissioned by the Rudd Government
in 2008 found the test ‘flawed, intimidat-
ing to some and discriminatory’ in that it
resembled a general knowledge quiz that
required the knowledge of ‘obscure histor-
ical or sporting facts’. 19  Not surprisingly,
some migrant groups have contested the
‘prescribed’ notion of Australian identity
as an attempt to homogenise the inherently
hybrid migrant community. 20  Neverthe-
less, this uniform national identification
will continue to be tested, albeit in a
modified form, as ‘[t]he Rudd Government
is committed to the citizenship test’ that
‘encourages potential citizens to find out
more about Australia and understand the
responsibilities and privileges of citizen-
ship’. 21  More importantly though, the
amendment highlights the duality inherent
in the concept of ‘Australian citizenship’:
those born into it may have little commit-
ment to Australian values and a very lim-
ited knowledge of Australia, even though
they are obliged to vote, while those
seeking citizenship-by-grant have to
demonstrate their eligibility for the mem-
bership of ‘Club Australia’. As Kim
Rubenstein points out:

If the Government expanded its
thinking about citizenship policy
for all Australian citizens, not only
those seeking out Australian cit-
izenship and indeed considered
moving the portfolio of citizenship
outside of the Immigration depart-
ment, it would promote a greater
attention to thinking through
what is meant by membership of
the Australian community. 22
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Elsewhere in this volume, Nolan and
Rubenstein argue that a uniform national
identification implied by the amended
2007 act sits uneasily with the legal accept-
ance of dual citizenship in the 2007 act.
They also argue that in a hybrid society
such as Australia, people should be free
to assume a blended, complex identity
rather than be expected to fit into a com-
mon social mould imposed by the coun-
try’s dominant ethnic group. This writer
is not qualified to discuss the extent to
which the legal acceptance of dual citizen-
ship is compatible with the uniform nation-
al identification implicit in the admittedly
ill-conceived and insensitively implemen-
ted citizenship test introduced by the
Howard Government in 2007. In logic, a
degree of ‘uniform identity’ is implicit in
laws about Australian citizenship that
differentiate rights and obligations of
Australian citizens from those of non-cit-
izen residents of Australia and citizens of
other countries. And, regardless of how
this uniform identity is determined in
practice and embodied in successive pieces
of legislation, the membership of Club
Australia inevitably restricts members’
freedom to assume a blended, complex
identity of their choice. 23 While the accept-
ance of social ‘diversity’ and ‘hybridity’
implies a broad interpretation of ‘uniform
identity’ (as opposed to a common social
mould imposed by the country’s dominant
ethnic group), no national ‘club’ is ever
diverse and hybrid enough to satisfy all
those who demand citizenship rights but
resent the notion of reciprocal social oblig-
ations.

The 2007 test notwithstanding, mem-
bership requirements of Club Australia
have been quite liberal by international
standards and barriers to entry not partic-

ularly high. 24 This is best demonstrated
by the proportion of overseas-born in the
total population (about one-fifth) and the
proportion of immigrants who acquire
Australian citizenship. Since 1949, more
than three million overseas-born Australi-
an residents have acquired Australian cit-
izenship and, in 2001, 74 per cent of
overseas-born Australian residents (of two
years or more) were Australian citizens.25

Also, of 3.7 million overseas-born people
who responded to the ‘ancestry question’
in the 2001 Census, 76 per cent stated their
citizenship as ‘Australian’ and only 23 per
cent as ‘Other’. 26

MEASURES OF MIGRANT
DISTINCTIVENESS

Country of birth differentiates those
born overseas from those born in Aus-
tralia. While the concept of ‘overseas-
born’ population is relatively straightfor-
ward—that is, it refers to those residents
of Australia who were not born in Aus-
tralia 27  —that of ‘country of birth’ is of-
ten ambiguous. For example, the post-
World War II boundary changes in Europe
have made it difficult to determine the
country of birth of many displaced per-
sons. 28  Not surprisingly, boundary
changes and the resultant population dis-
placement make concepts such as ‘country
of birth’ and ‘nationality at birth’ highly
contentious. 29 The ABS approach to these
issues is to code people to the country they
name as their country of birth—that is,
‘all persons who give their country of
birth as “Poland” are coded to Poland’ and
‘Birthplace responses which relate to par-
ticular cities or regions which are now in
one country, but which may have been in
another country at the time of birth,
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should be coded to the country, the city
or region is in at the time of collection of
the data. For example, the response “Dan-
zig” should be coded to Poland not to
Germany.’ 30 Thus, a person born in the
pre-1939 Polish city of Lvov who lists
‘Poland’ as his/her country of birth is coded
as ‘Poland-born’ while those who are eth-
nically Polish but give Lvov as their city
of birth are coded ‘Ukraine-born’. Simil-
arly, not all those Poland-born are ethnic-
ally Polish. In 1986, 84.7 per cent of Po-
land-born residents of Australia stated
their ancestry as Polish, 7 per cent de-
scribed themselves as Jewish, 1.7 per cent
German, 1.5 per cent Ukrainian and 4.2
per cent ‘Other’. 31

Concepts such as ancestry and ethnicity
may also be used to identify migrant
groups within the broader Australian
population. In the census, ancestry is self-
determined. 32  But, the concept of ‘ances-
try’ is even more ambiguous than that of
‘country of birth’. A person may also have
more than one ancestry. 33 The concept
of ancestry also depends on how it is
probed in terms of past generations. For
example, the 2001 Australian Census asked
respondents to consider their ancestry as
far back as three generations. 34 Thus, a
person’s perception of ‘ancestry’ may not
depend only on where he/she was born
but on their nationality, country (or
countries) of birth of their parents, lan-
guage spoken at home, religion and numer-
ous cultural factors. For example, one of
our survey respondents described his/her
identity as ‘by birth: Canadian; by citizen-
ship: Australian; by parentage: Anglo-
Polish; by culture: Polish; and by upbring-
ing: European’. In 2001, the most com-
monly stated ancestries in Australia were
Australian (38 per cent of respondents),

English (36 per cent), Irish (11 per cent),
Italian (5 per cent), German (4 per cent),
Chinese (3 per cent) and Scottish (3 per
cent). 35  Polish ancestry was stated by 150
900 respondents (0.9 per cent). 36 The
‘revealed ancestry’ also depends on how
the population at large feels about various
national groups and, thus, a person’s
willingness to reveal their ancestry. Con-
sequently, a person’s ‘stated ancestry’ may
change over time. 37

In the 2006 Census, nearly 164 000
people stated their ancestry as Polish while
more than 52 000 gave Poland as their
country of birth (see Table 5.1). 38  Al-
though those of Polish ancestry were the
thirteenth-largest ancestry group, this
was, to use a sporting analogy, only the
‘fifth division’ in the ‘ancestry league’
with the ‘first division’ English ancestry
group numbering 6.4 million people and
the ‘fourth division’ Greek ancestry group
totalling 376 000 people. And, while the
number of Australians of Polish ancestry
has increased over time, the number of
Poland-born residents has declined (on
average by 2 per cent per annum between
1996 and 2006).

English proficiency and the use of anoth-
er language at home are also useful meas-
ures of migrant distinctiveness. The 2001
Census revealed that 2.8 million people (16
per cent of the Australian population)
spoke a language other than English at
home. 39 This represents an 8 per cent
increase since 1996 and reflects the grow-
ing multicultural make-up of the Australi-
an population. It also reflects changes in
the prevailing social climate, as, in contrast
with the 1950s and the 1960s, migrants to
Australia have recently been encouraged
to retain their distinct ethnic and cultural
identities. In 2001, the five most com-
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monly spoken second languages were
Italian, Greek, Cantonese, Arabic and Viet-
namese. Polish was the twelfth-most com-
mon ‘other language’, with 59 000 people
(0.3 per cent of the population) speaking
it at home.

The propensity to speak the ‘home
country’ language can also be used as a
proxy for the ethnic distinctiveness of a
migrant group, in particular when it is
spoken by those born in Australia. But, as
immigrants assimilate, successive genera-
tions tend to lose their command of the
‘home country’ language. For example, in
2001, 51 per cent of people speaking Greek
at home were born in Australia, 43 per
cent of those speaking Arabic and Italian
were Australia-born, 40 per cent of those
speaking Serbian and 39 per cent Macedo-
nian. But only 20 per cent of Polish
speakers were Australia-born, 15 per cent
Dutch and 9 per cent German. 40  In com-
parison with their Australian-Greek, Aus-
tralian-Italian or Australian-Lebanese
compatriots, the second generation of
Polish immigrants appears to have lost a
great deal of its language-related ethnic
identity. Nevertheless, people may contin-
ue to identify with a particular ancestry
or ancestries even if they no longer relate
to their ancestral language, religion or
culture.

In migrant communities, English lan-
guage proficiency tends to be age related.
For example, 88 per cent of the people
aged under twenty-five who spoke a lan-
guage other than English at home de-
scribed their command of spoken English
as good or very good, compared with 60
per cent of those aged sixty-five years and
over. 41  And 91 per cent of those born in
Australia who spoke a language other than

English at home described their English
as good or very good.

POLISH MIGRATION TO
AUSTRALIA

Two migrant waves
When ‘Polish-born’ residents of Aus-

tralia were first enumerated as a separate
migrant group in 1921, the census tallied
them at 1780. Their number quadrupled
by 1947 to reach 6573. 42  After World
War II, two distinct ‘waves’ of Poland-
born immigrants arrived in Australia.

The first wave consisted of Poland-
born displaced persons. Between 1947 and
1954, the Poland-born population of Aus-
tralia increased more than eightfold to 56
594. The total population kept increasing,
albeit at a decreasing rate, until the 1966
Census, when it peaked at 61 641 people
(see Table 5.1). It subsequently declined
to 56 051 in the 1976 Census.

The second wave of migrants started
in 1980 and ended in the early 1990s.
Between 1980 and 1985, 15 570 Polish
settlers arrived in Australia. This more
than doubled the number of arrivals in the
previous 15 years. 43  In 1981–82, 5732
settlers arrived from Poland (the fourth-
largest group of immigrants and nearly 5
per cent of all new arrivals). 44 This rate
of inflow continued in the second half of
the 1980s. In 1989–90, the number of set-
tlers from Poland increased to 8052 (nearly
7 per cent of all settlers and the fourth-
largest group of immigrants). 45  At the
1991 Census, the Poland-born population
increased to 68 496 people—an all-time
high. 46 The inflow of Polish settlers de-
creased again in the 1990s: 3998 arrived
in 1991–95 but only 1780 followed in
1996–2000. 47
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By the first decade of this century, the
stream of arrivals of new settlers from Po-
land had decreased to a trickle: 2285 ar-
rived in 2001–05 (0.0035 per cent of all
immigrants to Australia during that peri-
od). 48  In 2005–06, only 338 settlers ar-
rived from Poland while 30 407 arrived
from Europe as a whole and 131 593 in
total. 49 With the large decline in new
arrivals and the natural rate of attrition,
the number of Poland-born people de-
creased to 52 256 in the 2006 Census (see
Table 5.1). Not surprisingly, then, the Po-
land-born population has been one of
those overseas-born groups that has re-
cently recorded high rates of absolute de-
cline: decreasing at 2 per cent a year. 50

GENERATIONAL CHANGE AND
INTEGRATION

Interestingly, this very small inflow
of Polish settlers to Australia in the early
2000s occurred during a period of massive
outflow (perhaps as many as two million
people) of migrants from Poland. 51  Set-
tlers migrating to Australia are normally
defined as those arriving with a permanent
visa regardless of the intended period of
stay. 52 Those who departed Poland after
the country’s accession to the European
Union largely fell into the ‘grey’ area of
transnational job seekers rather than
emigrants—that is, they were taking ad-
vantage of opportunities provided by the
EU labour market enlargement rather than
looking for a chance to leave Poland for
good. 53  Nevertheless, we would expect
the pull effect of ‘chain migration’ to be
stronger—that is, the established com-
munity of earlier immigrants normally
helps to attract further arrivals as the cost
of settlement (to the settlers) is partially

reduced through access to established
ethnic networks and other intra-com-
munity support mechanisms. 54 The
Australian labour market was also quite
strong in the early and mid 2000s.

While Australia has long been per-
ceived as a final destination of choice for
international migrants, it appears to be
increasingly harder to attract highly
skilled immigrants. 55  Global competition
for skilled and adaptable migrants intensi-
fied in the 2000s, especially for the inter-
nationally mobile labour force seeking job
opportunities that are not necessarily tied
to permanent resettlement. 56  Australia’s
traditional preference for permanent im-
migration may be unattractive to those
seeking short-term job opportunities. The
‘tyranny of distance’ is also a factor likely
to deter Eastern European job seekers
when jobs are available in Western
European labour markets since the EU en-
largement. Clearly, as a migrant destina-
tion, Australia was not attractive enough
to divert Polish migrants away from
Europe in the early 2000s.

REVERSE MIGRATION

As G. Hugo observes, ‘For most of the
twentieth century the dominant paradigm
in Australian international migration has
been one of permanent settlement.’ 57

Polish migrants fit well into this paradigm.
By and large, the two waves of migrants
arrived in Australia to stay and reverse
migration has been negligible. Between
1996–97 and 2006–07, for example, per-
manent departures from Australia to Po-
land totalled 862 people, on average fewer
than 80 people per annum. 58  In 2005–06,
135 Poland-born people permanently de-
parted from Australia, a very small num-
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ber considering that 67 853 people perman-
ently departed Australia during that peri-
od and only 88 of all those departing gave
Poland as their intended country of resid-
ence. Of Poland-bound departees, 14
people were Australia-born and 74 over-
seas-born (but not necessarily Poland-
born). 59  In the early 2000s, the two-way
flow of permanent migrants between Po-
land and Australia was negligible.

SPATIAL DISTRIBUTION OF
IMMIGRANTS

Polish immigrants have largely concen-
trated in Victoria and New South Wales.
In 1986, 36 per cent of Poland-born people
(24 635) settled in Victoria (89 per cent of
whom settled in Melbourne), 31 per cent
(21 008 people) in New South Wales (80
per cent of those in Sydney), 12 per cent
(7934) in South Australia (92 per cent in
Adelaide), 10 per cent (6534) in Western
Australia (81 per cent in Perth), 7 per cent
(4854) in Queensland (69 per cent in Bris-
bane) and 2 per cent in Tasmania (1301)
and the Australian Capital Territory
(1275), respectively, with only 150 people
settling in the Northern Territory. 60 This
broad pattern of settlement has largely
continued to the present day, except that,
in line with movements of the broader
Australian population, the number of
those living in Queensland has increased.
With the decline of the Poland-born pop-
ulation, ‘Polish ancestry’ provides a better
measure of the dispersion of Australians
of Polish descent. At the 2006 Census, 32
per cent of Australians of Polish ancestry
lived in Victoria (27 per cent in Mel-
bourne), 28 per cent in New South Wales
(21 per cent in Sydney), 13 per cent in
Queensland (8 per cent in Brisbane), 11

per cent in South Australia (10 per cent in
Adelaide), 11 per cent in Western Aus-
tralia, 2 per cent in the Australian Capital
Territory, 2 per cent in Tasmania and less
than 0.5 per cent in the Northern Territ-
ory. 61  In sum, Australians of Polish ances-
try tend to be big-city dwellers with
nearly half of the group living in Mel-
bourne and Sydney conurbations.

MIGRANT GENERATIONS

Table 5.1 also includes estimates of
different generations of Polish migrants.62

The first generation are Poland-born mi-
grants (column a); the second generation
comprises Australia-born people with one
or both Poland-born parents; the third and
subsequent generations are those with
both parents Australia-born. The Polish
identity of the second and subsequent
generations of Polish migrants depends on
the extent to which their members are
prepared to state their ancestry as Polish.
The second and third generations are
shown in columns c and d in the table (no
data are available for years before 1986).

As migrant streams age, the first gen-
eration of settlers decreases, mostly due
to deaths, while the second and sub-
sequent generations are normally expected
to increase. In the early 2000s, the second
generation of Polish migrants out-
numbered the first generation. With the
growing third, and soon fourth, generation
of Australians of Polish ancestry, and no
new arrivals from Poland to replace the
loss of Poland-born settlers, the share of
Poland-born in all those who claim Polish
ancestry has declined and will continue
to decline in the years to come (see Table
5.1, column f).
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POLISH ANCESTRY

About one-third of people of Polish
ancestry also stated another ancestry,
which suggests the relative ‘openness’ of
the Polish settler community. 63 The cor-
responding figures for Greek and Croatian
communities are 21 per cent, Chinese 15
per cent, Macedonian 10 per cent and Vi-
etnamese 6 per cent. 64

Intermarriages provide another meas-
ure of the ability and willingness to melt
into the broader host society. In 2001, 41
per cent of men and 38 per cent of women
of the first generation of Polish migrants
had a spouse of different ancestry. For the
second generation, the corresponding fig-
ures were 83 per cent for men and 81 per
cent for women, and for the third genera-
tion, 95 per cent for men and 94 per cent
for women. 65  In comparison, only 68 per
cent of third-generation Greek men and
26 per cent of women marry someone of
different ancestry. Intermarriages between
those of Polish and Australian ancestry are
also indicative of the extent to which dif-
ferent generations of Polish settlers have
‘gone native’. In 2001, 8 per cent of men
and 10 per cent of women of the first Pol-
ish generation married partners of Australi-
an ancestry. For the second generation,
the corresponding figures were 22 per cent
and 19 per cent; and for the third, 13 per
cent and 16 per cent. 66

LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME

English proficiency
In 1996, the Bureau of Immigration,

Multicultural and Population Research
(BIMPR) introduced the concept of English
Proficiency (EP) Country Groups. 67 The
EP index is defined in terms of migrants’

(self-assessed) ability to speak English. EP1
is the highest level of deemed English
proficiency (migrants from countries such
as the United Kingdom, New Zealand, Ire-
land, Canada or South Africa) and EP4 is
the lowest. In the 2001 Census, 57 450
Poland-born people who answered the
English proficiency question scored 87.6
per cent on the English proficiency scale,
which ranked them as EP2. In five years
before the census date, arrivals from Po-
land numbered 2038, and 1487 people
spoke good English. This gave the recent
arrivals the score of EP3—that is, 73 per
cent of them met the ‘good English’ cri-
terion. 68

Overall, Poland-born Australians
speak English relatively well. In the 2006
Census, 18 per cent of Poland-born people
revealed that they speak ‘English only’ at
home, 64 per cent speak ‘other language’
(mostly Polish) and very good or good
English, and only 11 per cent stated that
while they speak another language at
home their English is poor. 69  Proficiency
in English appears to be more of a problem
for the older Poland-born people who ar-
rived in Australia relatively recently. For
example, at the 1996 Census, of those aged
sixty-five and above who arrived in Aus-
tralia before 1986, 84 per cent claimed to
be proficient in English. For those in the
same age group who arrived between 1986
and 1996, only 34 per cent claimed to be
proficient in English. 70

The census-based findings are suppor-
ted by the results of the Polish survey: 17
per cent of survey respondents described
themselves as ‘native English speakers’.
Of these, 60 per cent were aged
twenty–twenty-nine, 24 per cent aged
thirty–fifty-four and, somewhat surpris-
ingly, 18 per cent aged over fifty-five.
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Australia-born native English speakers
accounted for 66 per cent of the group,
Poland-born for 18 per cent and else-
where-born for 16 per cent. Further, 47
per cent of respondents described them-
selves as very proficient in English, 28 per
cent as proficient, 5 per cent as not very
proficient and 1 per cent as not at all pro-
ficient. 71  Of those not proficient in Eng-
lish, 94 per cent were aged over fifty-five
and all those with no English at all were
over sixty-five. These numbers are similar
to those drawn from ‘official’ statistics and
confirm the relatively high level of English
proficiency in the Polish migrant com-
munity. Of the 6 per cent of respondents
whose English was poor, half considered
themselves to be native Polish speakers
and another quarter to be very proficient
in Polish. And of the 17 per cent who are
native English speakers, 63 per cent are
also proficient or very proficient in Polish
while 7 per cent claim to be native Polish
speakers (completely bilingual).

Polish proficiency
Not surprisingly, given the tendency

of Polish migrants to assimilate more easily
than many other migrant groups, the
ability to speak Polish as the ‘second lan-
guage’ has declined in the second and
subsequent generations. At the time of the
2001 Census, 40 per cent of those stating
Polish ancestry spoke Polish at home but
only 20 per cent of those born in Australia
continued to speak it at home. 72 This is
a much smaller proportion than that for
Greek, Italian or Arabic-speaking groups.
Overall, the number of those speaking
Polish at home peaked in the early 1990s,
and has been declining since (see Table
5.1, column g).

The census does not probe the profi-
ciency of those who speak Polish at home:

59 per cent of Polish survey respondents
described themselves as ‘native Polish
speakers’, 19 per cent stated they were
‘very proficient’ and 13 per cent were
‘proficient’ in Polish. Only 8 per cent de-
scribed their command of Polish language
as poor and 1 per cent as no Polish at all.
Of those who stated their national identity
as Polish (see below), nearly three-quarters
considered themselves to be native Polish
speakers, 22 per cent were very proficient
Polish speakers and 4 per cent were profi-
cient. Of those who stated their national
identity as Australian, 27 per cent con-
sidered themselves as native Polish
speakers, 16 per cent were very proficient
in Polish, 22 per cent were proficient, 30
per cent were not proficient and only 5
per cent had no Polish at all. Some 89 per
cent of native Polish speakers had parents
speaking Polish at home, 95 per cent were
born in Poland and 90 per cent spoke
either Polish only or Polish and English at
home. Also, 53 per cent of those who have
lived in Australia for at least 20 years
considered themselves to be native Polish
speakers and another 21 per cent were
very proficient in Polish. These survey-
based figures suggest that regardless of
their actual, as opposed to stated, com-
mand of the Polish language, Polish mi-
grants appear to be very confident about
their Polish language proficiency.

RELIGION

We have left out ‘religion’ as a factor
differentiating the Polish community in
Australia. While Poland is predominantly
Catholic and Catholicism is the dominant
religion of the Polish immigrant com-
munity in Australia, Poland-born Catholics
accounted for less than 1 per cent of all
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those who stated their religion as ‘Catholi-
cism’ in the 2001 Census. 73

CITIZENSHIP AND NATIONAL
IDENTITY

Australian citizenship
In 1981, 85 per cent of Poland-born

Australian permanent residents were
Australian citizens. The proportion was
about the same in 1986, although the
number of Poland-born increased (see
Table 5.1, columns a and h). In comparison
with other overseas-born groups, these
numbers are above average. 74 With the
recent slowdown in arrivals from Poland,
relatively few Poland-born residents have
acquired Australian citizenship in the past
decade. 75

In 1981, 14 per cent of those who were
Poland-born had ‘other’ (that is, non-
Australian) citizenship and a similar pro-
portion had no Australian citizenship in
1986. 76  In 2001, only 4171 (7 per cent)
of Poland-born people had ‘other’ citizen-
ship. 77  However, it is very likely that
many Poland-born people who have ac-
quired Australian citizenship by marriage
or naturalisation have also retained their
Polish citizenship (see below). 78  In Polish
law, those born in Poland who have not
renounced or been deprived of Polish na-
tionality are deemed to be Polish nationals
regardless of whether they are Polish
passport-holders or not.

Some 323 Polish survey respondents
(96 per cent of all) were Australian cit-
izens, 10 were not (3 per cent) and two did
not describe their citizenship. The propor-
tion of Australian citizens in this sample
is somewhat larger than that for the Polish
community in Australia while the propor-
tion of non-citizens is smaller. Of those

respondents who were Australian citizens,
82 per cent acquired it through naturalisa-
tion, 12 per cent at birth and 2 per cent
by marriage. 79  Again, these figures are
broadly consistent with the ‘official’ cit-
izenship data that show high rates of
Australian citizenship-by-naturalisation
in the Polish migrant community.

Polish citizenship
The Polish survey complements official

statistics in that it provides data on dual
citizenship, in particular the dual Australi-
an-Polish citizenship of respondents.

As expected, a large proportion of
Polish survey respondents (66 per cent)
has retained their Polish nationality and
of these 94 per cent are Poland-born (see
Table 5.2). Since 96 per cent of all respond-
ents have Australian nationality, most of
those who are Polish nationals are also
dual Australian-Polish nationals. Only 3
per cent of Australia-born respondents are
Polish nationals. And of those who are not
Polish nationals (one-third of all respond-
ents), 8 per cent have a third-country na-
tionality (for example, British).

Polish passport-holders tend to include
many of those dual nationals who are
likely to travel to Poland. 80  In the five-
year period immediately preceding the
survey, 80 per cent of Polish passport-
holders travelled to Poland at least once.
Of those, 59 per cent of Polish passport-
holders visited Poland once or twice, 16
per cent three or four times and 5 per cent
at least five times. After Poland’s accession
to the European Union, we expect a larger
proportion of Polish nationals to acquire
Polish passports as the possession of a
valid Polish passport will make it easier to
travel to, reside and work in all EU mem-
ber states.
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Of those who are Polish nationals, 68
per cent are also Polish passport-holders
(see Table 5.3) and 29 per cent are not. 81

Polish passport-holders can be described
as the de facto dual citizens as opposed to
those who are dual citizens but who have
no active involvement with Poland. Some
93 per cent of Polish passport-holders are
Poland-born and only 4 per cent are Aus-
tralia-born. However, only 21 per cent of
Polish nationals vote in the Polish elec-
tions. 82

NATIONAL IDENTITY

Polish survey respondents were also
asked to state their ‘national identity’ (see
Table 5.4), and 11 per cent of them de-
scribed their identity as ‘Australian’, 33
per cent as ‘Australian-Polish’, 7 per cent
as ‘Polish’, 44 per cent as ‘Polish-Australi-
an’ and 4 per cent as ‘Other’. 83  Interest-
ingly, half of those who described them-
selves as ‘Australian’ and 70 per cent of
those ‘Australian-Polish’ were Poland-
born. Nearly all (96 per cent) of those who
considered themselves to be ‘Polish’ were
Poland-born and only 4 per cent were
born in Australia. Of those who stated
they were ‘Polish-Australian’, 93 per cent
were born in Poland and only 3 per cent
in Australia. Surprisingly, of those aged
twenty-nine or less, only one-fifth de-
scribed themselves as ‘Australian’, nearly
one-third as ‘Australian-Polish’, 11 per
cent as ‘Polish’ and 26 per cent as ‘Polish-
Australian’. Those over thirty are more
evenly spread across all identity groups
compared with those over sixty-five.

CONCLUSION

Four ‘research questions’ were posed
in the introduction to provide focus for
this paper. I conclude by briefly respond-
ing to each of these questions.

Although the number of Poland-born
Australian residents has been declining
with deaths of first-generation migrants
and insufficient new arrivals to replace
them, ancestry data help to differentiate
Australians of Polish extraction from the
broader Australian community. The total
number of those of Polish ancestry is in-
creasing slowly as the second and third
generations of Polish migrants replace Po-
land-born arrivals (see Table 5.1). There
has been very little reverse migration, but
the number of people speaking Polish at
home peaked in the mid 1990s and only
one-fifth of those born in Australia contin-
ue to speak Polish at home. Unless a new
migrant wave arrives from Poland, those
of Polish extraction will increasingly blend
with the broader Australian community.
Descriptors such ‘country of birth’ or
‘language spoken at home’ are less useful
as a means of differentiating second and
subsequent generations of migrants as
ethnic groups intermarry and people re-
veal multiple ancestries.

Overall, Polish migrants have integ-
rated well into the broader migrant com-
munity and appear to represent the type
of migrant stream that Australian policy-
makers have tried to attract. This is reflec-
ted in particular in the ability of first-
generation migrants to speak English as
the second (and in some cases first) lan-
guage. But, as is evident from the decline
in new arrivals of permanent migrants
from Poland in the 2000s, this type of mi-
grant stream is becoming increasingly
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difficult to attract away from other host
nations. This has major policy implications
as the emphasis shifts from permanent
immigration to policies aimed at attracting
more mobile international job seekers.

The 2006 Polish survey provides new
insights into the nature and incidence of
dual citizenship. As expected, a large
proportion of new Australian citizens have
retained their previous (mostly Polish)
citizenship. With Polish accession to the
European Union, the propensity to retain
or seek Polish citizenship is likely to in-
crease for the second and third generations
of Australians of Polish extraction. But,
for many dual Australian-Polish citizens,
the retention of Polish citizenship appears
to be a matter of convenience (for example,
the ease of travel to Poland and the
European Union) rather than a commit-
ment to Poland as a home country. For
example, only one-fifth of Polish passport-
holders voted in Polish elections.

The latter point is further emphasised
by the extent to which Australians of
Polish extraction identify with Australia.
Even though nearly 80 per cent of our
survey respondents were Poland-born, 44
per cent of them described their national
identity as ‘Australian’ or ‘Australian-
Polish’ rather than ‘Polish’ or ‘Polish-
Australian’. Relative to some other migrant
groups, Polish migrants have been more
ready to embrace the uniform national
identity of the host community.

STATISTICAL ANNEX—POLISH
COMMUNITY SURVEY

Of 335 respondents in the Polish sur-
vey, 47 per cent were male, 50 per cent
female and 3 per cent did not state their
gender. One respondent was under nine-

teen years of age, 19 (6 per cent) were aged
twenty–twenty-nine years, 115 (34 per
cent) were aged thrity–fifty-four, 92 (28
per cent) were aged fifty-five–sixty-four
and 97 (29 per cent) were aged sixty-five
and over. 84 This age distribution was
broadly similar to the age profile for the
Poland-born community in the 2006
Census, of whom 5 per cent were under
twenty-five, 42 per cent were aged
twenty-five–fifty-four, 16 per cent were
aged fifty-five–sixty-four and 37 per cent
were over sixty-five. 85

A total of 263 people in the sample
were Poland-born (79 per cent), 41 (12 per
cent) were born in Australia and 27 (8 per
cent) were born in another country. 86

Table 5.A1shows the age distribution of
respondents by their country of birth. The
sample is more representative of the Po-
land-born population of Australia than of
those of Polish ancestry, as only 32 per
cent of Australians of Polish ancestry were
born in Poland (see Table 5.1).

A majority (92 per cent) of respondents
had their mother born in Poland and 90
per cent had a Poland-born father. Only 2
per cent had an Australia-born mother and
1 per cent an Australia-born father; 4 per
cent had their mother and 6 per cent their
father born in another country. Less than
1 per cent of the respondents had both
parents born in Australia and 85 per cent
had both parents born in Poland.

Three-quarters of the respondents had
lived in Australia for at least 20 years and
18 per cent for between 10 and 19 years.
This reflects the ‘vintage’ structure of
Polish migrant inflows: the two major
waves of Poland-born arrivals (1947–66
and 1980–91), with a very small inflow
since the 1990s. Table 5.A2 shows the
length of residence by the country of birth

88

Humanities Research Vol XV. No. 1. 2009



of respondents. Interestingly, 17 per cent
of those who lived in Australia between
only five and nine years were born in
countries other than Poland or Australia.

Table 5.A3 shows the distribution of
respondents by language spoken at home,
their country of birth and age. Only 21
per cent of respondents speak ‘English
only’ at home, 22 per cent speak ‘Polish
only’ and 56 per cent are bilingual Eng-
lish-Polish speakers. Of those who speak
only Polish, 93 per cent are Poland-born.
However, those who speak only English
are more likely to be born in Poland (54
per cent) than Australia (36 per cent).
Polish-only speakers are concentrated in
two age groups: thirty–fifty-four (32 per
cent) and over sixty-five5 (35 per cent).
English-only speakers are predominantly
aged thirty–sixty-four and the bilingual
group is spread quite evenly across all age
groups. Of those who speak English only,
79 per cent have lived in Australia for at
least 20 years and 10 per cent for 10–19
years. Also, broadly similar proportions
characterise Polish-only speakers (69 per
cent and 22 per cent, respectively). Of the
bilingual group, 76 per cent have lived in
Australia for at least 20 years and 20 per
cent for 10–19 years.

Not surprisingly though, of those born
in Poland, 82 per cent grew up in house-
holds where parents spoke Polish at home
and only 9 per cent in households where
both English and Polish were spoken by
parents. Another 9 per cent had their
parents speak a language other than Polish
or English. Of those born in Australia, 5
per cent grew up in households where
parents spoke only English and 51 per cent
where they spoke only Polish. Some 44
per cent of Australia-born respondents

had parents that spoke both English and
Polish at home.
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Table 5.1 Australian residents of Polish ancestry
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1 The ‘ancestry’ question was first asked in the 1986 Census but no ancestry 
data were collected in the 1991 and 1996 Censuses.

2 For 2006, the second-generation estimate was obtained by subtracting 
Poland-born persons from all persons of Polish ancestry who had at least one 
parent born in Poland (that is, 133 972 less 52 256 less 2711; country of birth 
of either/both parents not stated). This is likely to be an overestimate of the 
second-generation total.

3 This category represents third and subsequent generations of persons of 
stated Polish ancestry. Also, Polish ancestry means that at least one parent 
had Polish ancestry.

4 These figures may be overstated as some Poland-born people who speak 
another language at home are not Polish speakers. However, changes over 
time—that is, the first increasing and then declining numbers of Polish 
speakers—reflect the declining proportion of first generation immigrants in all 
those claiming Polish ancestry. Figure for 1991 from Jupp, op. cit., Table 1.

5 This figure has been calculated by subtracting those of Polish ancestry who 
stated their citizenship as ‘Other’ at the 2001 Census (4171 persons) from 
those who described themselves as Poland-born (column a).   

Sources: For 1921–86: Bureau of Immigration Research 1991, Community 
Profiles Poland Born, Statistics Section, Bureau of Immigration Research, 
Canberra, Tables 1, 4 and 17; for 1991: Jupp, J. 1995, ‘Ethnic and cultural 
diversity in Australia’, Year Book Australia, 1995, 1301.0–1/01/1995, 
Australian Bureau of Statistics, Canberra, Table 1; for 1996–2006: Australian 
Bureau of Statistics 2007, 2006 Community Profile Series, Cat. no. 2003.0, 
Australian Bureau of Statistics, Canberra, Tables T08–10; Australian Bureau 
of Statistics 2003, Australian Social Trends, 2003, 4102.0–03/06/2003, 
Australian Bureau of Statistics, Canberra, for second generation in 2001; and 
Australian Bureau of Statistics 2004, Year Book Australia, 2004, 1301.0–
27/01/2004, Australian Bureau of Statistics, Canberra, Table A.2, p. 92.
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Table 5.2 Polish nationality by country of birth and age

Polish 
nationality

Born in Respondents
Poland
(%)

Australia
(%)

Other
 (%)

Not stated
 (%)

Count
(no) 

Per cent of 
respondents 
(%)

No 48 32 19 1 109 33
Yes 94 3 2 1 220 66
Not stated 75 0 0 25 6 1
Total 79 12 8 1 335 100

Polish 
nationality

Age groups (years) Respondents
<29
(%)

30–54
(%)

55–64
(%)

<65
(%)

Counta

(no.)
Per cent of 
respondents 
(%)

No 9 23 31 34 109 33
Yes 5 41 26 26 220 66
Not stated 0 25 25 50 6 1
Total 6 34 28 29 335 100

a This count also includes all those who did not state their age (11 people or 3 per 
cent of the sample). Thus, percentages in rows may not add up to 100 per cent.

Source: Polish survey.

Table 5.3 Polish nationality, Polish passport-holders and voters

Polish 
nationality

Polish passport-holders (%) Respondents
No
(%)

Yes
(%)

Not stated
(%)

Count
(no.) 

Per cent of 
respondents 
(%)

No 100 0 0 109 33
Yes 29 68 3 220 66
Not stated 0 0 100 6 1
Total 52 44 4 335 100

Polish 
nationality

Vote in Polish elections (%) Respondents
No
(%)

Yes
(%)

Not stated
 (%)

Count
(no.)

Per cent of 
respondents 
(%)

No 100 0 0 109 33
Yes 65 21 14 220 66
Not stated 0 0 100a 6 1
Total 76 14 10 335 100

a One person was a Polish voter but did not state his/her Polish nationality and has 
therefore been excluded from the group of Polish voters. 

Source: Polish survey.
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Table 5.4 National identity by country of birth and age
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Table 5.A1 Country of birth by age group of sample respondents and country of 
birth of their parents

Age group
(years)

Survey respondent born in (%) Respondents
Poland
(%)

Australia
(%)

Other
(%)

Not stated
(%)

Count
(no.) 

Per cent of all 
responses (%)

20–29 53 37 5 5 19 6
30–54 77 19 3 1 115 34
55–64 72 11 16 1 92 28
65 and over 93 1 6 0 97 29
Not stated 82 - 9 9 11 3
Total 79 12 8 1 334a 100

Parent
Respondent’s parent born in (%) Respondents
Poland
(%)

Australia
(%)

Other
(%)

Not stated
(%)

Count
(no) 

Per cent of all 
responses 
(%)

Mother 92 2 4 3 335 100
Father 90 1 6 3 335 100

a As there was only one respondent in the ‘age under 20’ group, this age group has 
been excluded from the table.

Source: Polish survey.

Table 5.A2 Length of residence in Australia by country of birth

Length of 
residence in 
years

Born in (%) Respondents

Poland
(%)

Australia
(%)

Other
(%)

Not stated
(%)

Count
(no.) 

Per cent of 
respondents 
(%)

Less than 5 0 0 0 0 1 0
5–9 75 8 17 0 12 4
10–19 93 2 3 2 60 18
20 and over 76 15 9 0 252 75
Not stated 60 20 10 10 10 3
Total 79 12 8 1 335 100

Source: Polish survey.
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Table 5.A3 Language spoken at home by country of birth and age

Language 
spoken at 
home

Born in (%) Respondents

Poland
(%)

Australia
(%)

Other
(%)

Not 
stated
(%)

Count
(no.) 

Per cent of 
respondents 
(%)

English only 54 36 10 0 70 21
Polish only 93 3 4 0 74 22
English and 
Polish

82 7 9 2 186 56

Other 60 20 20 0 5 2
Total 79 12 8 1 335 100b

Language 
spoken at 
home

Age groups (years) Respondents

<29 
(%)

30–54 
(%)

55–64 
(%)

<65
(%)

Counta

(no.)
Per cent of 
respondents 
(%)

English only 7 40 33 19 70 21
Polish only 10 32 19 35 74 22
English and 
Polish

4 33 29 30 186 56

Other 0 20 40 40 5 2
Total 6 34 28 29 335 100b

a This count also includes all those who did not state their age (11 people or 3 per 
cent of the sample). Thus, percentages in rows may not add up to 100 per cent. 

b Percentages of respondents do not add to 100 per cent due to rounding errors.

Source: Polish survey.
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