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Abstract  
Policies regulating immigrant integration constitute a core element of nation-buil-
ding through the compliance they prescribe with cultural and linguistic norms. The 
recognition of multiple national belongings in states with national minorities and 
Indigenous peoples nevertheless challenges majority-centred notions of what inte-
gration should entail. Research on connections between integration and recognition, 
however, has mainly focused on minority substates such as Quebec and Catalonia, 
where local integration policies align with the respective minority nationalist project, 
leaving other contexts of recognition largely unexplored. 

By employing critical and interpretive approaches to the study of politics, this 
study aims to explore connections, separations, and synergies between policies of 
national minority recognition and immigrant integration in Europe. Using a com-
bination of document analysis, interviews, and ethnographic observation, it asks how 
integration policy produces or counters expressions of majority nationhood in states 
with recognized minorities, how colonial or imperial legacies shape such policies, and 
what normative tensions can be identified between the promotion of majority and 
minority identities. Theoretically, it draws on scholarship on liberal multiculturalism, 
settler colonial studies, and theories on belonging and boundary-making. 

The four articles of this compilation dissertation combine empirical findings with 
normative questions. States with recognized minorities in EU27 are shown to re-
produce majority nationhood through integration, which clashes with minority pro-
tection and with some migrants’ aspirations. In Finland, where the Swedish-speaking 
minority enjoys equal linguistic recognition with the majority, the minority and mi-
grants are shown to mobilize to ensure the implementation of minority elements in 
the predominantly majority-centred integration. In Indigenous Swedish Sápmi, state-
led integration is found to largely reproduce colonial practices, which are nevertheless 
also occasionally challenged. In Bulgaria, Turkish-speaking, Muslim minorities are 
othered in society and marginal within integration, even though post-Ottoman Muslim 
institutions have come to function as spaces of belonging for recent refugees. 

Integration policies are shown to misrecognize minorities and thereby fail to re-
present the actual heterogeneity faced by migrants. Past and present linguistic, re-
ligious, racial, and societal contestations are shown to intersect in complex, layered 
ways that contemporary monolingual, territory-based models of minority recog-
nition and integration fail to capture. The study’s findings have normative im-
plications for research on minority recognition and integration and call for context-
ually sensitive perspectives to rethink present policies that serve the goals of majority 
nation-building rather than mirror actual societal belongings. 

Keywords: Immigrant integration, nation-building, national minorities, Indigenous 
peoples, recognition, language policy, Bulgaria, Sápmi, Finland, Sweden, liberal mul-
ticulturalism, settler colonialism, belonging, boundary-making. 



 



 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 

Sammanfattning (summary in Swedish) 
Integrationspolitik har en viktig nationsbyggande funktion då den ställer krav på 
kulturell och språklig kunskap som vanligtvis reproducerar majoritetsnationalism. 
Integrationskravens utformning utmanas emellertid i stater med erkända nationella 
minoriteter och urfolk där flera tillhörigheter officiellt erkänts och därmed kan för-
väntas ta plats i nationsbyggande narrativ. Tidigare forskning om kopplingar mellan 
integrationspolitik och minoritetserkännande har i huvudsak fokuserat på federala 
autonoma minoritetsterritorier såsom Quebec och Katalonien, där de lokala integra-
tionspolicyerna stödjer det minoritetsnationalistiska projektet. Hur övriga former av 
minoritetserkännande förhåller sig till integration är i stort sett outforskat i litteraturen. 

Denna avhandling har som syfte att utforska kopplingar, skiljelinjer, spänningar 
och synergier mellan minoritetserkännande och integrationspolitik i Europa. Av-
handlingen tillämpar kritiska och tolkande perspektiv på material bestående av doku-
ment, intervjuer och etnografisk observation. Den kretsar kring tre forskningsfrågor: 
Hur producerar eller motverkar integrationspolitik uttryck av majoritetsnationalism 
i stater med erkända minoriteter? Hur formar koloniala arv och stormaktsarv denna 
politik? Vilka normativa spänningar kan utläsas mellan minoritetserkännande och 
integration? Avhandlingens teoretiska ramverk bygger på forskning om liberal mång-
kulturalism, bosättarkolonialism, samt teorier om tillhörighet och gränsdragande. 

De fyra artiklarna i denna sammanläggningsavhandling kombinerar empiriska 
resultat med normativa frågor. I en policygenomgång visas att EU:s 27 medlemslän-
der i hög grad reproducerar majoritetsnationalism i sin integrationspolitik, vilket kan 
anses krocka med målet att skydda minoriteter från majoritetens dominans samt 
vissa invandrares minoritetsspråkliga omgivning. I Finland, där den finlandssvenska 
minoriteten enligt lag har lika stark språklig ställning som den finskspråkiga majo-
riteten, visas hur minoriteten och invandrare mobiliserar sig för att säkerställa att 
även minoritetsspråket inkluderas i den majoritetscentrerade implementeringen av 
integrationspolitiken. I den svenska delen av Sápmi visas att den statliga integrations-
politiken till stor del reproducerar koloniala praktiker, vilka dock till viss del utmanas 
framförallt i implementeringen. I Bulgarien visas hur språkliga, religiösa och geogra-
fiska gränsdragningar bidrar till att få kontakter uppstår mellan den turkiskspråkiga, 
muslimska nationella minoriteten och nyanlända flyktingar, även om post-osmanska 
muslimska institutioner har kommit att skapa tillhörighet för nyanlända flyktingar i 
ett land där staten är frånvarande vad gäller integrationsstöd. 

Avhandlingen visar att integrationspolitiken i de undersökta länderna endast ger 
marginellt utrymme för minoritetstillhörigheter och därmed misslyckas med att 
representera den faktiska samhälleliga heterogenitet som invandrare möter. Historis-
ka och samtida spänningar kopplade till språk, religion, etnicitet och ras interagerar 
på komplexa vis, som nutida enspråkiga, monokulturella och territoriella modeller av 
minoritetserkännande och integration inte lyckas fånga. Avhandlingens resultat har 
normativa implikationer för forskningen om minoritetserkännande och integra-
tionspolitik och efterlyser kontextbundna perspektiv för att ompröva den nuvarande 



 

 politiken som tjänar majoritetsnationsbygge snarare än speglar samhällets faktiska 
mångfald. 

Nyckelord: Integration, nationsbyggande, nationella minoriteter, urfolk, erkännan-
de, språkpolitik, Bulgarien, Sápmi, Finland, Sverige, liberal mångkulturalism, bosät-
tarkolonialism, tillhörighet, gränsdragande. 
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1. Introduction 
National minority and Indigenous recognition in the 

politics of immigrant integration 

This dissertation investigates tensions, connections, synergies and separations between 
politics of recognition for historically present “old” minorities, and politics of im-
migrant integration targeting “new” minorities. Together, they form a distinct part of 
the governance of ‘others’ taking place within the borders of nation-states, units of 
governance where cultural and linguistic boundaries are expected to correspond with 
territorial boundaries. In processes of nation-building, where national boundaries are 
to become congruent with state borders, the policies have different and even contra-
dictory aims. Whereas policies that target “old” minorities are guided by a quest to 
protect minority identities from the homogenizing pressures of nation-building, 
policies of immigrant integration are instead guided by an aim of making newcomers 
approach the cultural “core” of the nation-state. 

Two categories of minorities are in this study investigated as old minorities: 
national minorities, who are culturally, ethnically or linguistically distinguished from 
the majority, with a presence that usually predates the foundation of the nation-state, 
and Indigenous peoples, who in addition have a connection to ancestral homelands 
targeted by colonialism. Many states award limited linguistic, cultural, or religious 
recognition in public space to minorities recognized as national or Indigenous, from 
which new minorities are excluded. As new minorities, this study investigates the 
category of immigrants, here understood as non-citizens who have moved to the 
country from another state either permanently or on a long-term basis. Under the 
label of integration, immigrants are targeted with policies in which linguistic and 
cultural knowledge is linked to various rights, such as residency, welfare, or family 
reunification. A core interest of this dissertation lies in what version of nationhood 
these requirements put forward, in particular what position national minorities and 
Indigenous peoples are awarded in processes of nation-building that take place 
through the politics of immigrant integration.  

Previous research on the position of “old” minorities in immigrant integration has 
mainly focused on minorities whose recognition extends to territorial autonomy. 
This autonomy enables minority-dominated substate nations to be formed in federal, 
multinational states, where the minorities also rule over local politics. Studies have 
shown how in substates such as Catalonia, Quebec, and Flanders1 the minority 
language has become the language of immigrant integration, which thereby supports 
— 
1 Flanders is commonly conceptualized as minoritized despite its de facto majority position. 
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ONE NATION, ONE LANGUAGE? 

the goals of minority nation-building. A minority recognition strong enough to 
enable control over integration policies is nevertheless an exception. Most national 
minorities or Indigenous peoples are either demographically weak, lack nation-buil-
ding ambitions, or simply do not hold legislative power over a territory. Whereas 
almost all countries in Europe have recognized national minorities,2 those with sub-
states are only a handful. Even though most national minorities do not live under 
substate arrangements, the scholarship that investigates immigrant integration has 
barely engaged with questions of national minority or Indigenous recognition but 
rather tends to take the majority identity markers in linguistic or cultural integration 
for granted. Since linguistic and civic competencies have become increasingly 
important aspects of integration policy, by disregarding recognized minorities po-
licies may falsely reflect a homogenous version of the nation-state, while simul-
taneously perpetuating a homogenizing nation-building that further marginalizes old 
minorities within nation-building narratives and practices. This dissertation not only 
seeks to initiate a dialogue between research on national minority recognition and 
immigrant integration, but also takes as a starting point the idea that joint interro-
gations of differently aimed nation-building policies are crucial for understanding 
nationalisms in an era with increased mobility, nationalist mobilizations, and iden-
tity-based politics of integration. 

This study carries out critical, empirical and minority-centred investigations into 
the politics of immigrant integration in Europe. Given the gatekeeping functions of 
language for access to social rights in integration policy, but also its significance in 
policies of minority recognition, the inquiry places a special focus on language. In 
doing so, it continuously connects linguistic matters to other political identities and 
to larger societal processes. The dissertation is based on interviews, documents, and 
ethnographic observations, following critical and interpretive approaches to the 
study of politics (Yanow 2007; Yanow and Schwartz-Shea 2006; Bevir and Rhodes 
2016). Both existing connections between minority recognition and integration and 
those that were absent could thereby be explored. By relating the findings from 
empirical inquiries to normative discussions, this study contributes to ongoing efforts 
to generate a dialogue between normative theories of citizenship and their empirical 
conditions (cf. Bloemraad, Korteweg and Yurdakul 2008, 155). 

This dissertation is a compilation of an introductory chapter and four individual 
papers. The first paper develops ideal types of minority-integrationist regimes, shows 
how most countries in the European Union (EU) do not acknowledge recognized 
national minorities in integration policy, and discusses normative tensions between 
— 
2 Out of the 47 Council of Europe member states, 25 have ratified the European Charter for Regional 
or Minority Languages (ECRML) and 39 have ratified the Framework Convention for the Pro-
tection of National Minorities (FCNM), entailing some forms of minority recognition on state level. 
Indigenous peoples are in some cases covered by both national minority and Indigenous recog-
nition and have in other cases chosen to remain outside of the weaker national minority recog-
nition. When referring to the category of national minorities in this work, however, Indigenous 
peoples are also included. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

policies of minority recognition and immigrant integration. The second paper carries 
out an in-depth case study in Swedish-speaking Finland, where the minority has 
mobilized to facilitate integration policy implementation in the minority language 
even in areas with clear majority domination. The third paper shows how integration 
policy reproduces colonial narratives and Swedish nation-building in a location in 
Indigenous Sápmi, but also shows instances where majority-centred narratives are 
occasionally challenged. The fourth paper shows how boundaries are drawn between 
“new” Muslim refugees and “old” Turkish/Muslim national minorities in processes 
of settlement, integration, and belonging in post-Ottoman Bulgaria. The four studies 
make (dis)connections between immigrant integration and national minority policies 
visible, identify how imperial and colonial legacies and dynamics shape the re-
cognition-integration nexus, and explore normative tensions that emerge when these 
policies are connected, by employing theoretical perspectives from within liberal 
multiculturalism, settler colonial studies, and beyond. 

By constantly centring minority perspectives in a joint interrogation of national 
minority recognition and immigrant integration, this dissertation continues the 
emerging scholarly endeavours to combine two literatures commonly treated as 
separate, while bringing inquiries to novel, theoretically critical empirical contexts. It 
thereby enables us to reconceptualise, expand, connect, and bridge theories of mig-
ration and minority governance in an era where the rights of migrants are increasing-
ly connected to knowledge of majority identity markers, minorities mobilize to 
ensure their rights, and nationalist mobilization is on the rise globally. 

1.1. Dissertation outline 
This introductory chapter presents the overarching aims and research questions of 
the dissertation, summarizes its main contributions, clarifies the logics behind the 
case selection, and presents reflections on chronology and order in the process of 
writing, as well as limitations of the research undertaken. Thereafter, significant 
literature is reviewed, gaps are made visible, and the contributions of this dissertation 
are highlighted in relation to previous literature. After the theoretical elaboration, the 
interpretive methodology is presented, together with a discussion on how interviews, 
documents, and ethnographic observations were carried out, collected, and analysed. 
Finally, the findings of the four papers are brought into dialogue in a discussion that 
answers the research questions in a synthesized manner and provides ideas for future 
research. At the end of the introductory chapter, the four papers are summarized, 
after which the introduction is followed by the four full individual papers. 

1.2. Aim, research questions, and summary of  
main contributions 

This dissertation aims to explore connections, separations, and synergies between 
policies and practices of national minority recognition and immigrant integration in 
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ONE NATION, ONE LANGUAGE? 

Europe. It is concerned with three questions that are discussed in each of its four 
constituent papers, with varying emphases: 

1. How are expressions of majority nationhood produced and/or coun-
tered through immigrant integration policy in states with recognized 
national minorities and/or Indigenous peoples? 

2. How do colonial or imperial legacies shape formulations of immigrant 
integration in states with recognized national minorities and/or 
Indigenous peoples? 

3. What normative tensions can be identified in the politics of immigrant 
integration with regard to the promotion of minority and majority iden-
tities? 

In addition to answering the three overarching questions, each paper also focuses on 
one or more narrowed-down, paper-specific questions. Paper I asks how national 
minority recognition is acknowledged in integration policies in EU27, and what nor-
mative tensions are revealed between the policy aims of promoting national minority 
recognition on the one hand, and immigrant integration on the other. Paper II asks 
how and whether integration governance in Finland, where the linguistic minority 
enjoys identical legal rights to the majority, may pave a way for multilingual inte-
gration. Paper III asks how immigrant integration policies and their implementation 
in Swedish Sápmi reproduce colonial practices on Indigenous territory. Finally, paper 
IV asks how boundaries are drawn between settled minority communities and new 
refugees in processes of refugee reception, integration, and belonging in Bulgaria. 

The contribution of this dissertation is threefold. Empirically, it shows the rich-
ness, layers, complexities and tensions between the politics of national minority re-
cognition and immigrant integration as investigated in EU27, one Indigenous 
context, and two post-imperial contexts of which one has included, and one excluded, 
the national minority from its nation-building. Through all the contexts studied, the 
dissertation shows how minority identities are given a marginal position in inte-
gration policies and practices, but also what the consequences of an inclusion of 
minoritized identities in integration may be for immigrants’ belonging. Methodo-
logically, it shows how immigrant integration provides a fruitful lens to studying 
national minority recognition. Since immigrant integration policies are not subject 
to monitoring by international organizations (IOs) who aim to safeguard compliance 
with international minority rights’ conventions, they may reflect the position of 
minorities within national narratives more accurately than explicit minority policies, 
which are regularly monitored by IOs. Theoretically, it shows how integration in 
weak or non-territorial contexts of minority recognition is a complex process that 
challenges current territory-based models of minority recognition and majority-
centred policies of integration. The dissertation argues that integration in minority 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

contexts can be understood and analysed through a layered perspective on inte-
gration, which both captures intersections between recognition and integration and 
has normative implications for theories on integration and recognition. 

1.3. Case selection 
The dissertation revolves around empirical cases selected among the member states 
of the European Union.3 I will now elaborate on the value of choosing a European 
focus, why the specific cases were selected for this research, and briefly describe how 
each case study contributes to the overarching aims and questions of this dissertation 
both theoretically and empirically. 

The focus of the dissertation, cultural and linguistic integration requirements in 
contexts of minority recognition, is a phenomenon that can be characterized as 
Western. It can be found especially within European “old” democracies and welfare 
states, as well as Anglo-Saxon settler states, namely states that were founded by 
European migrant settlers whose descendants still dominate over the Indigenous 
populations. This dissertation therefore contributes to debates on the governance of 
minorities and integration formulated primarily within Western knowledge produc-
tion. Hence, it does not in the first instance produce knowledge for the large number 
of mostly post-colonial nation-states where multilingualism and the governance of 
difference is the norm. Rather, given the policy impact of present theories on minority 
governance formulated not only in the West but, more specifically, within the para-
digm of liberal multiculturalism in North America, the goal of this dissertation is to 
develop the scholarship within a European context. This includes investigating cases 
that are European but not clearly captured by dominant theorization within Western 
scholarship – one Indigenous context and one Eastern European context. Even 
though the findings may be applicable outside of Europe or the West, such connec-
tions should nevertheless be made with caution and contextual sensitivity.  

Influential parts of the scholarship on liberal multiculturalism draw from the 
Anglo-Saxon settler states Canada, the US, and New Zealand that form predominant-
ly English-speaking jurisdictions following principles of civic nationalism. Research 
on the French minority in Canada has been particularly important in shaping our 
understanding of national minority governance. The minority in question was, 
however, a competing European settler group that also displaced Indigenous peoples, 
and today holds subnational power over a Canadian province with nearly nine mil-
lion inhabitants. With regard to migration, these settler regimes have been seen as 
comparably inclusive to migrants. As Janoski describes, it can historically be connec-
ted to the need to replace Indigenous peoples displaced through settler colonialism 

— 
3 The EU is in this work not equated with Europe, nor are non-EU member state per definition 
considered less European than EU member states. Rather, the EU has guided the case selection since 
it forms a main institutional framework for nation-states that are considered European, with shared 
frameworks of mobility. 
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and genocide with naturalised, assimilated immigrants (Janoski 2010, 12-13). 
Theories stemming from Anglo-Saxon settler contexts are therefore not directly com-
parable with the processes of nation-building, immigration or national minority 
recognition in Europe. 

This dissertation addresses a phenomenon that has attracted scarce attention 
within the otherwise vast literature on nationalism, minorities, and migration in 
Europe. Within European minority research, empirical foci have been on auto-
nomous minority contexts such as Catalonia and Scotland, which in a European 
context “fit the description of ‘nations without a state’ better than that of a national 
minority” (Sasse and Thielemann 2005, 660). Research on integration and migration 
in Europe has furthermore been deemed to require context-specific frameworks 
rather than merely applying conceptual tools developed elsewhere (Modood, Trian-
dafyllidou, and Zapata-Barrero 2006, 6-7). As the authors further note in relation to 
scholarship on multiculturalism, European multiculturalism has dimensions that are 
not covered in the largely North American literature (Ibid.). Hence, translating 
concepts and frameworks from Anglo-Saxon settler states to a European context 
requires contextual sensibility when it comes to different nation-building projects, 
different trajectories of post-imperial minority formation, as well as legacies of 
civilizing, racist, and assimilatory ideas practiced within and beyond the territories of 
present-day Europe. The migratory histories and the colonial legacies targeting 
migrants as well as Indigenous peoples in Europe differ from those in Anglo-Saxon 
settler states that were built on settler migration. Furthermore, Islam is commonly 
presented in contemporary discourses on migration and integration in the West not 
only as a barrier to integration (Foner and Alba 2008, 368), but also as a threat to 
cultural unity in liberal societies (Parekh 2006). At the same time, unlike in North 
America, Islam is a religion with long historical roots in a number of European states, 
in some of which it is in majority and in others in minority position.  

The empirical, in-depth studies of this dissertation are carried out with the aim of 
gathering context-dependent knowledge (Flyvbjerg 2006, 4) in settings where the 
national minorities, as is common in Europe, do not have territorial4 autonomy. 
What unites the cases is that, despite the lack of minority political power over lin-
guistic and cultural matters, each case leads us to expect minority influence in inte-
gration, due to either a strong recognition (Swedish-speaking Finland/Paper II), a 
normative justification for strong minority recognition (Swedish Sápmi/Paper III), 
or minority institutions filling the role of an absent state (Turkish-speaking, Muslim 

— 
4 Many of the national minorities that in this work are referred to as non-territorial (or rather, non-
substate minorities) are de facto recognized territorially, e.g. on municipal or regional level. How-
ever, their recognition is weaker than those of substate minorities, where the minority language is 
dominant or in a strong position in local linguistic policies, including in immigrant integration. By 
drawing a line between substate and non-substate (i.e. non-territorial) minorities, this study fur-
thermore acknowledges the many persons who belong to or are connected to national minorities 
but reside outside of minority territories/substates due to increasing mobility and urbanization, a 
position that a territorial focus fails to describe. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Bulgaria/Paper IV). At the same time, the cases differ with regard to some key attri-
butes of interest for this dissertation, not least when it comes to language require-
ments for naturalization, the languages of orientation courses, the societal status of 
minorities, their political representation, migration patterns, and colonial or imperial 
pasts. Table 1 provides a more thorough overview of the various differences between 
the cases, which enable rich explorations of the research questions. Through the in-
depth case studies, tensions, layers, connections, and complexities in policies tar-
geting “old” and “new” minorities are unravelled, thereby advancing our understan-
ding of the politics of integration in contexts where minorities do not hold territorial 
autonomy, are weakly recognized, or clearly minoritized. 

Table 1. Differences between selected cases 
Finland  
(Swedish language) 

Sweden 
(Sámi languages) 

Bulgaria 
(Turkish language) 

Minority-linguistic 
integration regime* 

Co-constitutional Majoritarian Exclusionary 

Proportion of 
minority members 
within state 

5,3% 0,2% 8% 

Language / civic 
requirement for 
citizenship 

Certificate of Finnish or 
Swedish knowledge 

None Passing language test 
and interview in 
Bulgarian language 

State-funded orien-
tation courses 

In Finnish or in Swedish In Swedish only None/in Bulgarian only 

Imperial/colonial 
past 

Minority formerly 
privileged in Swedish 
Empire 

Colonized by present 
state 

Minority formerly 
privileged in Ottoman 
Empire 

Current status High status minority Revitalization Post-assimilation, 
stigmatized minority 

Recognition (consti-
tutional or other) 

Co-national Indigenous people / 
national minority 

None / ethnic group 

Form of domination Majority nation-building 
under equal legal recog-
nition 

Majority nation-building 
through (settler)coloni-
alism 

Majority nation-building 
with assimilatory ten-
dencies 

Minority identity Linguistic Indigenous Religious/linguistic 

Migration pattern 
since WWII 

From country of 
emigration to country of 
immigration 

Country of immigration Country of emigration 

Minority language 
vitality 

Slightly declining 
sociolinguistic status. 
Bordering state where 
minority language is 
dominant (Sweden) 

Lule Sámi and South 
Sámi: severely endan-
gered. Pite and Ume 
Sámi: critically endan-
gered. North Sámi: 
Definitely endangered** 

Weakened by 
assimilation, emigration. 
Bordering state where 
minority language is 
dominant (Turkey) 

Minority represent-
tation in national 
level politics 

Party in government 
(Swedish People’s Party) 

None Party in parliament 
(Movement for Rights 
and Freedoms) 

Main body of minor-
ity representation 

The Swedish Assembly of 
Finland 

Sámi Parliament Grand Mufti’s Office 
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* See paper I in the dissertation where four ideal types of minority-linguistic integration regimes 
are developed – the co-constitutional, territorial, majoritarian, and exclusionary types. The 
territorial ideal type, assigned with substate nations already prevalent in research, is not investigated 
through an in-depth case study. 
** The degrees of language endangerment are taken from the UNESCO Atlas of the World’s Lan-
guages in Danger (ed. Moseley 2010). Definitely endangered means that “children no longer learn 
the language as mother tongue in the home”. Severely endangered means that the “language is 
spoken by grandparents and older generations; while the parent generation may understand it, they 
do not speak it to children or among themselves”. Critically endangered means that “the youngest 
speakers are grandparents and older, and they speak the language partially and infrequently”. (See: 
UNESCO Interactive Atlas of the World’s Languages in Danger, available on: http://www.unesco. 
org/languages-atlas/). Out of the languages studied in this dissertation (Swedish in Finland, Turkish 
in Bulgaria, and Sámi in Sweden), only Sámi languages figure as endangered in the Atlas. 

In order to present how each case contributes to the overall research aim, I now 
briefly elaborate on how each of them relates to questions central for this dissertation. 

In paper I, the aim is to explore and identify (dis)connections and value conflicts 
between policies of national minority recognition and linguistic-cultural immigrant 
integration in the European Union. It brings attention to different contexts of recog-
nition and shows empirically that the scarcely researched contexts of weak minority 
recognition are the most prevalent in Europe yet do not extend their minority 
recognition to policies of immigrant integration. In addition, the study initiates a 
discussion on the multiple tensions between the preservationist aims of present, 
territorially based minority recognition frameworks and the politics of integration 
with regard to its homogenizing aims. 

In paper II and paper IV, in-depth case studies are carried out in Finland and 
Bulgaria, which exemplify states with post-imperial minorities who used to belong to 
the imperial “core” group. Paper II aims to investigate the applicability of scholarship 
developed in substate nations to Finland,5 a co-constitutional minority regime with 
strong national rather than subnational recognition. Its main contribution is to show 
how, unlike substate nations that strive to make integration policy on local level 
inclusive of the minority identity through coercion, migrants can by law select their 
language of integration in Finland. Since the implementation of Swedish-language 
integration possibilities nevertheless is largely lacking, Finland Swedes have mo-
bilized to implement the far-reaching constitutional right of integration in Swedish 
even in locations where the language is in minority position. It thereby shows how 
the strong recognition could be mobilized beyond subnational or territorial limits, 
making the minority identity an option for immigrants even in places where the 
language is spoken by few. The formerly dominant Swedish-speaking minority was 
co-founder of the Finnish nation-state and has not been targeted by assimilation, 
forced settlement, or other repressive state policies aiming to weaken it but is 
weakened by linguistic developments resulting from majority Finnish nation-buil-
ding. The case then enables an investigation of a context where past injustices do not 
— 
5 For the Finnish case, the Swedish monolingual, autonomous Åland islands are excluded from the 
analysis, which instead focuses on continental Finland. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

play into concerns for the future survival of the minority. The significance of 
historical domination and the conditions of present minoritization can thereby be 
studied from the perspective of a high-status, formerly dominant minority that enjoys 
possibly the strongest minority language legal rights in Europe.  

In contrast to Finland, the post-imperial nation-building of Bulgaria has aimed at 
excluding the Turkish minority (Todorova 1997; Eminov 1997). Paper IV aims to 
investigate how settled minorities, including Turkish-speaking, Muslim national 
minorities and Arabic-speaking diasporas, are part of shaping the belonging of 
recently arrived refugees in Bulgaria. Both settled minorities and recent refugees are 
found to be targeted by othering discourses and practices. On the one hand, settled 
minorities are kept separate from refugees through linguistic, geographical and 
religious boundaries that can be connected to past and present practices of nation-
building. On the other hand, settled minorities are shown to perform significant 
actions for refugee reception, integration, and belonging under conditions where the 
state is absent in providing integration support. Conducting research on an ex-
clusionary case in Eastern Europe thus brings our focus to the multiple consequences 
of policy absences, of weak recognition, and the intersecting exclusions of minorities 
and migrants. 

Unlike Swedish-speaking Finns and Bulgarian Turks who historically were part of 
imperial core groups, the Swedish domination over Sápmi has colonial attributes of 
an ongoing nature. Even though settler colonial injustices play an important role in 
the normative justification for minority-led integration policies as set out by 
Kymlicka (2001), little or no attention has been directed to connections between 
colonialism, Indigenous recognition, and immigration policy. Whereas scholarship 
on settler colonialism has traditionally been applied to contexts such as the United 
States, New Zealand, and Australia, such frameworks have recently also increasingly 
been applied to colonial processes in Sápmi (Kuokkanen 2020; Hennessey and Fur 
2020; Össbo 2020). The investigation of the dynamics in Sápmi through a settler-
colonial lens undertaken in paper III offers an exploration of theoretical connections 
between Indigenous recognition and integration in a context of ongoing colonialism. 
The aim of paper III is to understand connections between integration and Indi-
genous recognition in a European context by asking how immigrant integration 
policies and their implementation in Swedish Sápmi reproduce colonial practices. 
The study found that settler colonial attributes are identifiable in the Swedish context, 
that integration policy generally reproduces colonialism but also that integration 
policies and practices occasionally challenge the premises of settler colonialism.  

All four papers and all three in-depth case studies show how majority domination 
and majority nation-building characterize integration in the contexts of weak or non-
territorial minority recognition here investigated. They show how the phenomenon 
explored takes different forms depending on context and unravel complexities and 
tensions that challenge present theories and their normative starting points. In the 
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following, I describe how the work proceeded chronologically and raise some of its 
limitations. 

1.4. Reflections on chronology and limitations 
Writing a dissertation compiled of separate papers allows for concentrated, case-
specific theoretical explorations, while simultaneously addressing overarching ques-
tions that join the pieces to a whole. The order of the papers as they are presented in 
this dissertation does not reflect the writing process chronologically, and thereby also 
not fully the theoretical journey embarked on. The chronological order of the writing 
is here presented together with theoretical choices made during the writing process, 
after which some limitations are raised in the scope of this work. 

The writing process began with an exploration of the applicability of scholarship 
on immigrant integration in minority substate nations such as Quebec, Catalonia, the 
Basque Country and Flanders, to locations in mainland Finland where the Swedish 
minority is not territorially dominant. Applying the scholarship on substate nations 
to a case conceptualized as a non-territorial minority resulted in paper II, with con-
tributions to theories on minority nationalism and immigrant integration. Sparked 
by discussions within liberal multiculturalism on how past settler injustices justify 
national minorities having control over immigration, the dissertation proceeded to 
explore and develop connections between contemporary migration and colonialism 
in an Indigenous context in paper III. Instead of applying theories of internal 
colonialism or other frameworks suitable for the partly ambiguous settler context 
investigated, it turned to a framework based on scholarship on settler colonialism. 
The importance Kymlicka (2001, 67) assigns to settler domination in normative 
justifications for why minorities should have control over integration opened for a 
need to explore the structural aspects of settler colonialism in relation to integration, 
which is adapted here for the specific case of immigrant integration in an Indigenous 
territory located in Europe. 

The tensions identified between the different perspectives of nation-building, 
language policy, and integration guiding minorities, majorities, and immigrants in 
papers II and III, and the identified absence of synthetizing overviews of the research 
field, sparked the explorations undertaken in paper I. By investigating connections 
and tensions between policies of immigrant integration and national minority recog-
nition, it combines novel empirical material from 27 EU countries with findings from 
prior research, conceptualizes different minority-linguistic regimes into ideal types, 
and pushes normative debates toward acknowledging weakly recognized minorities 
and questions of migrant belonging. Since it is conducted on policy level, however, it 
does not address conditions of actual implementation or empirical realities, which is 
particularly a limitation in contexts characterized by an absence of policy, or by 
minority exclusion. Paper IV therefore expands the research to a context where the 
large, territorially concentrated Turkish-speaking, Muslim minority is weakly recog-
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1. INTRODUCTION 

nized and where the state offers marginal support for refugee integration. Further-
more, since not only language but also religion is a major identity marker for the 
historical minority, the mostly Muslim refugees enter a state with historically charged 
discourses on Islam. Thereby, the study does not only increase our understanding of 
contexts of weak recognition but brings religion too to the forefront of investigation 
in this dissertation. 

As a final step, this introductory chapter formulates what, in chronological terms, 
are the final words of the theoretical journey undertaken in this dissertation, where 
the individual contributions are brought together into a collected discussion that ends 
with suggesting a layered perspective on analysing integration in minority contexts. 

Like all research, this dissertation has its limitations in scope and approach. The 
conscious choice to focus on state officials, NGO representatives and official policy 
omits the voices of persons targeted by these policies. While we find both migrants 
and minority members among the interviewed representatives, the lack of personal 
testimonies raising minority and migrant perspectives limits this study and its 
knowledge claims to one on policies and perceptions by implementers. On a related 
note, an immersed participant observation during classroom activities, or when 
shadowing integration workers or migrants, could have contributed with knowledge 
on what is actually done in practice, rather than collecting perceptions. Notwith-
standing the limitations, the focus of this dissertation enables us to investigate state 
ideas and actions through policy and testimonies, while future research could bring 
persons targeted by policies to the centre of inquiry. 

Having introduced the questions and considerations guiding this dissertation, I 
now proceed to one of its core components, namely a theoretical discussion in which 
this work is positioned in relation to previous research, and where its theoretical con-
tributions are outlined. 
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2. Situating the study in relation to previous research 

In the following four sections, key scholarship is presented, gaps in the previous 
research are identified, and the contributions of this dissertation are highlighted in 
relation to the prior literature. The first section positions the study in relation to 
nationalism scholarship, defines key concepts, and reviews significant literature on 
minority recognition and immigrant integration. The second section goes through 
empirical and normative research where immigration is discussed in relation to 
minority nationalism and recognition, identifies gaps in the literature and outlines 
how this study will contribute to present scholarship in relation to the gaps and un-
explored dimensions identified. The third section introduces theoretical perspectives 
useful for addressing gaps identified in the literature relating to contextual and 
historical specificities of nation-building, othering, and mobility. The fourth and final 
section proceeds to discussing how a layered perspective makes it possible to capture 
the complexities of jointly analysing integration and recognition, through examples 
from this dissertation’s three in-depth case studies. 

2.1. Internal ‘others’ as a challenge for majority nation-building 
The phenomena of minority recognition and immigrant integration in their contem-
porary forms can be seen as reactions to, forms of, or consequences of nation-buil-
ding that have emerged within the modern nation-state. In this section, I review 
significant literature on nation-building, immigrant integration, and minority recog-
nition. I also clarify some key concepts and explain what the focus on language entails 
in this work. 

The nation-state, which has become the predominant way of organizing modern 
societies, can be defined as a sovereign state where national and political boundaries 
coexist, whose population is presupposed to be bound together by a common culture 
and civic ideology (see: Smith 1991, 11). Nationalism has been connected by many 
scholars to modernity (Gellner 1983; Hobsbawm 1990), as has the phenomenon of 
having a national language (Calhoun 1997). Even though the idea of the modern 
nation has been connected to the state (Gellner 1983, 6), there are more nations in 
the world than states. Some nations instead hold subnational power through ter-
ritorial accommodations in multination states (Keating 2001), which may have a 
common national identity and a shared lingua franca. Most minorities nevertheless 
form nations that do not hold significant political power or territorial control, but 
rather live under the dominance of majority nation-states. 

Even though some forms of nationalism may be more inclusive than others to 
minorities, what nation-states have in common is that one core nation typically 
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dominates politically over groups that form smaller minorities without significant 
political or territorial power within the state. The national, or non-national, ‘others’, 
with cultures or languages that differ from the core nation(s), nevertheless challenge 
the aspirations of majority nation-building. Triandafyllidou highlights how the 
presence of minorities within national borders “disrupts the cultural and political 
order of the nation, and thus challenges its sense of unity and authenticity” (1998, 
603). Many states have aimed to create such unity by political means through 
language policy, history and civic education, and by regulating who has the right to 
settle within it. At the centre of such governance we find politics targeting different 
minorities who are perceived to be deviant with regard to the national core.  

As political categories, national minorities and migrants are the most common 
groups assigned as internal ‘others’. National minorities are commonly understood 
as numerically inferior, historically established groups who are distinguished from 
the majority population through linguistic, ethnic, religious, or cultural character-
istics which they wish to preserve (Preece 1998, 28; Sasse and Thielemann 2005, 657). 
Indigenous peoples are further distinguished from national minorities through the 
connection to an ancestral homeland, which may currently be politically threatened 
or from where Indigenous peoples may have been expelled in the past (Corntassel 
2003, 91-92) due to colonialism. (Im)migrants are here understood as people moving 
from one country to reside in another on a long-term basis, who usually lack citi-
zenship in the country of residence. Crepaz (2016) claims that national minorities, 
with exceptions such as the Roma, have over the years become part of national 
narratives, whereas migrants are viewed as othered outsiders. Hence, both “new” and 
“old” minorities are targets of nation-building policies within the majority state, but 
through forms that take different expressions.  

The differences can be made clear using Mylonas’ (2013) conceptualization of 
three forms of nation-building policies – assimilationist, accommodating, and ex-
clusionary – that captures complex interplays between the national “core” and “non-
core” groups. According to him, assimilationist policies target non-core groups with 
the ultimate aim of creating loyal, obedient co-nationals. They include policies 
aiming for changes of behaviour, language use, or dress, but also practices of coloni-
alism and exclusion. The second form of policies identified by Mylonas consists of 
accommodating policies, which means that the state awards recognition as a national 
minority, but still demands loyalty and may discriminate the minority. The third 
strand of policies are called exclusionary, referring to policies aiming to remove non-
core groups from the state through massacres, deportations, but also in some cases 
segregation (Mylonas 2013, 21-22). Relating his division to the categories of interest 
in this dissertation, assimilationist policies can be connected not only to the past or 
present of many national minorities, but to contemporary integration policy too. In 
a similar manner, exclusionary policies can be related to both national minorities and 
immigrants. In contemporary policies, migrants obtain relatively weak accom-
modations compared to many national minorities. The accommodating nation-buil-
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ding policies that allow for cultural preservation within the state are then primarily 
directed at national minorities rather than immigrants.  

The accommodating features of nation-building accept a certain degree of dif-
ference within the nation-state. As Calhoun notes, nationalists can be inclusionary in 
the sense of developing institutions and cultural practices that approve of difference 
(Calhoun 2007, 162). Smith, too, claims that education systems in liberal demo-
cracies, rather than homogenizing the population, have attempted to unify it, 
allowing minorities to keep their own symbols while also seeking to accommodate or 
incorporate them into broader national culture (Smith 1998, 40-41). These practices 
of approving difference generally take place within what commonly is referred to as 
“politics of recognition” (Taylor 1994; Fraser 2000; Fraser and Honneth 2003), con-
nected above all to Western liberal democracies (Gutmann 1994, 2). As Taylor writes 
in his seminal essay, “with the politics of difference, what we are asked to recognize 
is the unique identity of this individual or group, their distinctness from everyone 
else” (Taylor 1994, 38). Fraser further defines the goals of recognition as “a difference-
friendly world, where assimilation to majority or cultural norms is no longer the price 
of equal respect” (Fraser and Honneth 2003, 7). The absence of recognition may in-
flict harm, as Taylor notes, since our identities are partly shaped by recognition 
(Taylor 1994, 25). In this dissertation, recognition is used to describe the inclusion of 
non-core national groups in official policy. The recognition of multicultural differen-
ce has been widely researched within the normative literature that has been called 
liberal (multi)culturalism. Patten summarizes the research field as being sympathetic 
to majority nationalism yet allowing for multiple majorities within the state through 
substate arrangements (Patten 2016, 5-6). Thus, scholars in the field do not reject 
nationalism but are open to accommodating multiple nations within a state. 

The large body of scholarship on liberal multiculturalism maintains that multicul-
turalism and multilingualism accommodations are to be strived for in multinational 
contexts for reasons of justice (Kymlicka 1995; 2007; Patten 2016; May 2012; De 
Schutter 2007). Liberal multiculturalist researchers hold that practicing neutrality in 
matters of culture and language would lead to the promotion of the majority culture 
and language through state institutions and thereby indirectly cause an unjust 
assimilation that harms the dignity of national minorities. The normative starting 
points of liberal multiculturalism can be viewed in contrast to research within po-
litical philosophy where a neutrality towards, or assimilation of, minority identities is 
seen as a path towards a just or equal society (Barry 2001; Pogge 2003; Laitin and 
Reich 2003). Within research on liberal multiculturalism, possibly the most influen-
tial, widely used, and often contested, theory of minority rights has been written by 
Kymlicka. As he states in relation to the direct policy influence of his theories, “I have 
been struck by the way [the ideal of liberal multiculturalism] has come to inform the 
work of many international organizations”. He further describes how the concepts, 
facilitated by IOs, have reached countries such as Syria and Moldova (Kymlicka 2007, 
7). The ideas, which have been treated as near-universal theoretical tools (Modood, 
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Triandafyllidou, and Zapata-Barrero 2006, 4-7), have thereby shaped not only 
academic thoughts central for this dissertation, but also the minority and integration 
policies that are its subject of scrutiny. 

At the core of Kymlicka’s work is the division of minorities into three different 
tracks, where national minorities and Indigenous peoples are granted limited cultural 
autonomy in order to counter past injustice, and immigrants are granted weaker, 
‘polyethnic’ rights. They are thereby expected to integrate into the host state’s cul-
ture(s), learn its language(s), while maintaining their own language in the private 
sphere (Kymlicka 1995, 78). As justification for the weak accommodations made for 
immigrants, Kymlicka claims that they have “waived” their rights to their original 
culture by “deciding to uproot themselves” (1995, 96). Unlike “voluntary” migrants, 
refugees have not made the choice, but they can still expect to be treated as im-
migrants with merely polyethnic rights (Kymlicka 1995, 99) and are thereby expected 
to integrate into the host state. The rigid division that removes immigrants from 
substantial cultural and linguistic rights has received a number of criticisms by 
scholars (see e.g. Parekh 1997, 62; Carens 1997; Pinto 2007, 151-152; Choudhry 2002; 
Benhabib 2002; Patten 2016). 

As a response to some of his critics questioning the exclusion of migrants from 
linguistic and cultural rights, Kymlicka has recently stated that: 

Enabling immigrants to assert self-governing rights over a particular chunk of the 
state’s territory would in effect be allowing them to colonize a part of the territory of 
the state. This is exactly what colonizing settlers did throughout the Americas, and if 
we grant immigrants the right to establish self-governing societies we would be re-
producing that injustice yet again. (Kymlicka 2018, 85) 

This statement points to an inability to imagine non-territorial models of recognition 
in present minority policies. Sasse indeed points out the multiple linkages between 
migration and national minorities – both groups are usually geographically concen-
trated and many national minority groups have formed as a result of earlier migration 
(Sasse 2005, 674). Indeed, some scholars have argued that especially when a migrant 
language has many speakers, it should also get some recognition (May 2016, 47). 

Many of the policy instruments used for national minorities are however founded 
on a clear separation between immigrants and minorities, and follow, as Palermo 
describes, “the ‘original intent’ argument: minority rights instruments were designed 
with a clear set of groups in mind, which in no way includes migrants” (Palermo 2019, 
16). National minorities are subject to limited protective measures partly steered by 
a number of supranational legal instruments. The only legally binding minority 
treaties in the world (Weller 2008, 1), the Council of Europe’s (CoE) European Char-
ter for Regional or Minority Languages (ECRML) and the Framework Convention 
for the Protection of National Minorities (FCNM) are among the main tools shaping 
policies protecting national minorities in Europe. EU accession mechanisms and the 
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) also have measures in 
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place promoting minority protection alongside a nexus shifting between security and 
rights (Sasse 2005). The UN’s Indigenous and Tribal Peoples Convention, 1989 (ILO 
169) protects the Sámi, who are the only recognized Indigenous people in Europe, 
but only in Norway (Ravna 2015). Sweden, Finland, and Russia who have also co-
lonized parts of Sápmi have not ratified the convention. The recognition of national 
‘others’ is then shaped by international actors in cooperation with national and local 
politics, which in part may have contributed to the broad consensus of only recog-
nizing historically present minorities, but also to the situation where many minorities 
across Europe do have official recognition. 

When recognizing minorities, the identity markers that become politically central 
may vary from one group to another. Language has been identified as an important 
identity marker and carrier of culture for many minorities (Schmidt 2008; Tannen-
baum 2009; Karoulla-Vrikki 2004; McCarty, Romero, and Zepeda 2006; Van Parijs 
2011), and has been analysed as central to the spread of nationalism through the 
creation of “imagined communities” facilitated by the print press (Anderson 2006). 
Language is, however, not the only, nor the most important identity marker for many 
groups, and should therefore not be analysed in isolation, as a number of scholars 
have observed. May (2006, 255-56) states that it is important not to investigate 
language in an ahistorical, apolitical manner, separated from other social structures. 
He further calls for a reconceptualization of “language and identity as inextricably 
interlinked, and inevitably situated within a wider nexus of power relations” (May 
2014, 388). An example of such power relations can be found in Perrino’s (2019) 
study on Veneto where revitalization, a common practice among minorities whose 
language and culture have been weakened, has been used for the purpose of excluding 
migrants as part of separatist and right-wing political mobilization. Regarding the 
position of language in individuals’ lives, Piller (2016) notes that “language intersects 
with race, socioeconomic status, legal status, and gender in complex ways”. Hence, as 
these scholars note, language is closely connected, if not inseparable, from the sur-
rounding society, and linguistic politics consequently also play out differently in 
individuals’ lives. 

The connections between language and social structures are exemplified when a 
lack of language skills functions as a proxy of exclusion that seems objective and 
neutral (Knutsen, Fangen and Žabko 2020; Blackledge 2005), in contrast to illegal 
religious or racial grounds. Language requirements for immigrants, which have been 
discussed in relation to concerns of justice and fairness (Kunnan 2013; McNamara 
and Ryan 2011), are also politically widely used and endorsed. In comparison, explicit 
requirements to follow the dominant state religion would in most Western states 
today be considered a repressive act. Acts aiming to restrict freedom of religion do 
nevertheless occur through measures framed as neutral, such as bans on religious 
dress for Muslim women in France and the Netherlands (see e.g. Heider 2012; 
Saharso and Lettinga 2008). However, unlike the more direct linguistic demands, they 
do not take the form of explicit requirements to practice the state religion.  
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Scholars within liberal multiculturalism have pointed out that a state can refrain 
from promoting a particular religion, but it cannot be linguistically neutral since its 
constitution, national anthem, passports, and education system operate in a chosen 
language (De Schutter and Robichaud 2015, 89; Kymlicka 1995, 111; Rubio-Marín 
2003, 55). Hence, all states need to officially privilege one or more languages over 
others in policy. Van Parijs furthermore claims that the communicative function of 
language makes it stand out compared to religion – when speaking to an interlocutor, 
there is an imperative to find a common language, while religious practices can be 
disagreed on and lived distinctly (Van Parijs 2011; Patten 2016, 222). Hence, since we 
operate, communicate, and organize through a language, we have to pick at least one 
for our societies, but do not need to be restricted to it since we can switch between 
languages. 

As part of wider political developments, linguistic and cultural requirements have 
become central in contemporary integration policies in Europe. Immigrant inte-
gration has come to characterize various state practices regulating immigrants’ adap-
tation to the nation-state in relation to employment, financial sufficiency, linguistic 
and cultural practices, or housing (Givens 2007; Joppke and Morawska 2003). Favell 
points out that immigration has only become a salient political issue following 
political and economic instabilities, taken up by politicians framing it as a cause 
behind other grievances (1998, 23). As a consequence of the rise of immigration as a 
policy issue, immigrant integration has become a widely researched academic topic 
investigated from different starting points – comparing philosophies or models of 
integration in different countries (Favell 1998; Koopmans 2010; Ersanilli and 
Koopmans 2011; Wright and Bloemraad 2012), measuring integration successes and 
failures (Phalet and Swyngedouw 2003; Harder et al. 2018) or investigating the 
concept itself from a critical perspective (Korteweg 2017; Schinkel 2018; Collyer, 
Hinger, and Schweitzer 2020). The central role assigned to linguistic and cultural 
knowledge in recent integration policies in Europe has inspired a range of research 
characterizing it as civic integration (Joppke 2007; Goodman 2010; Mouritsen 2013). 

Describing a ‘civic turn’ in integration policies (Borevi, Jensen, and Mouritsen 
2017; Bonjour and Duyvendak 2018; Mouritsen, Jensen, and Larin 2019), research 
has shown how access to citizenship is increasingly restricted and conditioned 
through a range of requirements. In such policies, access to citizenship, residency, 
welfare support, entry permits, or family migration depend among other things on 
financial, behavioural and linguistic compliance. The state’s active role in disciplinary 
actions, the expansion of good citizenship to personal conduct and values, as well as 
the connection to immigration control have been identified as key ideological 
underpinnings of the trend (Mouritsen, Jensen, and Larin 2019, 601). While the range 
and degree of civic integrationist policies differ between countries (see e.g. Goodman 
2010), the most extreme example is perhaps how entry to a country is made con-
ditional on demonstrating knowledge of the dominant language and civics through 
“integration from abroad” in the Netherlands, Austria, Denmark, France, Germany, 
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and the UK (de Leeuv and van Wichelen 2012, 203; Bonjour 2014). Persons aspiring 
to reunite with family members thereby need to fulfil criteria of integration before 
even arriving in the country. Triadafilopoulos (2011, 863) calls such practices “ag-
gressive integrationism”, stating that they stem from a strand within liberal thought 
concerned with a preservation of liberal core values in Western societies that, perhaps 
ironically, occurs through illiberal practices. 

Nationalism has also been identified as a central factor behind civic integrationist 
policy (Jensen and Mouritsen 2019, 838). Indeed, Larin states that, rather than 
preparing for integration into the actual dynamics in society, civic integration can be 
seen as a mirror of the (imagined) majority society and is “likely to fail because it 
reflects the ideological self-representation of the majority instead of the social bases 
of integration” (Larin 2020, 135). Similarly, Hadj Abdou labels integration as “a 
phenomenon that reveals more about those who articulate ideas about integration 
and decide on integration measures than it does about those who are the target of 
integration (i.e. the migrant ‘other’)” (Hadj Abdou 2019, 1). The supposed two-way-
ness of integration has also been criticized by Kostakopoulou for having “the ideo-
logical function of presenting society as a united national community represented by 
the government and simultaneously placing it in opposition to another party, namely, 
the migrants” (Kostakopoulou 2010, 952). Indeed, when policies of immigrant inte-
gration are determined, the “national” target culture(s) and language(s) need to be 
explicitly formulated, determining which language requirements are to guide 
contents of civics courses, requirements for naturalization, or residency, and which 
belongings are to be excluded from such formulations. As noted by multiple scholars, 
the official policy serves the interests of majority identities and majority nation-
building rather than reflecting the multitude of belongings in society. 

In contrast to such clearly defined majority-led integration formulations, the com-
plex processes of integration that take place in individuals’ lives are characterized by 
plurality and multilingualism. Research on integration in Western urban, multicul-
tural contexts of superdiversity (Vertovec 2007) has empirically shown how the idea 
of a single majority target culture of assimilation, as propagated in policies, is chal-
lenged (Grzymala-Kazlowska and Phillimore 2018). In contexts where the “minority” 
has a demographically dominant position, previous migrants may become significant 
for the settlement of new migrants (Crul 2016, 57; Castles 2002, 1148). For instance, 
in the UK, the role of migrants who are ahead in the settlement process has been 
deemed crucial for feelings of migrant cultural and linguistic integration, contrary to 
political discourses that link such processes to relations with white majority Britons 
(Wessendorf 2018, 11). Linkages to previously settled groups can nevertheless fuel 
exclusions, as it has been found that “[n]ew foreigners who bear a striking similarity 
to old foreigners are consequently ranked lower on a hierarchy of belonging” (Back 
and Sinha with Bryan 2012, 148) in the UK. Hence, not only are othered groups iden-
tified as valuable for belonging but being associated with them may also link indi-
viduals to exclusionary social processes fuelled by majority nation-building. Scholar-
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ship thus shows that integration policy and the society it promotes and images not 
only mirror the imagined majority population, but also inaccurately reflect and fail 
to recognize the multitude of belongings in society.  

To conclude, research has shown how minorities are perceived as challenges for 
fundamental premises of nation-states and nation-building, how the accommoda-
tions and requirements found in policies that target national minorities and immi-
grants differ, but also how integration policies are guided by ideas that do not reflect 
actual societal dynamics. In the following, I proceed to a more focused exploration of 
the nexus between minority recognition and immigrant integration, by reviewing 
literature specifically addressing connections between minority nationalism and 
immigrant integration. 

2.2. Minority nation-building through immigrant integration 
As previously noted, the preservationist aims of minority recognition may conflict 
with aims of nation-building. Characterizing them as two rival positions, Patten 
however finds an exception in substate nations where the goals of immigrant inte-
gration and minority nation-building align (Patten 2016, 195-96). In this section, I 
review literature that explicitly deals with normative and empirical connections 
between minority nationalism and immigrant integration, mostly in substate con-
texts. While Kymlicka remains the leading normative scholar in addressing the topic, 
a broad range of scholars has conducted empirical research that is presented here. 
Furthermore, I raise underexplored questions and identify significant gaps in the 
scholarship, after which I outline how this dissertation addresses and contributes to 
the gaps identified. 

Research in which national minorities are part of the receiving citizenry targeting 
non-citizen immigrants with integration policy focuses on a number of substate 
cases. Based on observations from Quebec, Catalonia, the Basque Country, Scotland, 
Flanders, and French-speaking Switzerland, Kymlicka set some theoretical foun-
dations for connections between minority nationalism and immigrant integration in 
2001. He shows how minority nationalism is not inherently more exclusionary 
toward migrants than majority nationalism and how minority nations have largely 
come up with similar (linguistic) solutions for immigrant integration to majority 
nations (Kymlicka 2001). Speaking in civic integrationist terms, the language and 
civics requirements placed upon immigrants follow the territorially dominant 
minority languages and narratives of minority nationhood rather than those of the 
nationally dominant majority. Thus, a linguistic territoriality principle can be iden-
tified in such cases, where each language gets to be the “queen” of a certain territory, 
thereby determining its linguistic rules (Van Parijs 2011). 

For immigrants, learning a minority language can however be a challenge. Accor-
ding to Kymlicka, the normative motivation for minorities having “some control over 
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the numbers of immigrants” and the terms of integration (2001, 75) is nevertheless 
rooted in past unjust, forcible, and massive state settlement policies: 

And if immigrants in a multi-nation state integrate into the majority group, the 
national minority will become increasingly outnumbered and so increasingly power-
less in political life. Moreover, states have often deliberately encouraged immigrants 
(or migrants from other parts of the country) to settle in lands traditionally held by 
national minorities, as a way of swamping and disempowering them, reducing them to 
a minority even within their historical territory. (Consider the fate of Indian tribes and 
Chicanos in the American south-west.) (Kymlicka 2001, 67) 

Past oppression, not least that of Indigenous peoples, combined with concern for 
future survival, is thus central to how Kymlicka justifies why national minorities have 
the right to impose demands on migrants. Even though the statement is shaped with 
a settler state in mind, asymmetric core-periphery dynamics that Hechter (1975) has 
characterized as internal colonialism can be found in most substates. The power 
exercised over migrants through integration is thereby normatively motivated based 
on past injustices. 

Over the years, a number of studies have interrogated the empirical conditions of 
minority-nationalist integration, starting largely from the substate contexts brought 
up by Kymlicka, namely Catalonia (Barker 2015), the Basque Country, Flanders 
(Jeram and Adam 2015; Adam 2013), Quebec (Barker 2010; 2015), Scotland (Barker 
2015; de Casanova 2014), but also South Tyrol (Carlà 2018; Wisthaler 2016), Galicia, 
and Wales (Bermingham and Higham 2018). In the scholarship we can identify how 
ideas and practices that can be connected to civic integration come to expression when 
substate parties and governments “counter the state-level ‘citizenship agenda’ by at-
tempting to foster belongings to the substate national community among immigrants, 
either through force and sanction or with persuasion and argument” (Jeram, van der 
Zwet, and Wisthaler 2016, 1234). The research field further shows that substates have 
power over local linguistic affairs that also extend to integration, while migrants at 
the same time are also subject to national-level naturalization and immigration 
policies. Migrants thus generally face demands on both the local and national level, 
becoming subject to both minority nationalist and majority nationalist policies. 

The ways in which substates politically react to immigration nevertheless differ. 
They are shaped by conceptions of who belongs to the minority, historical legacies of 
migration, and the relation of the minority to the majority state. The relatively in-
clusionary approach to migrants of Catalonia has been partly ascribed to positive 
experiences of past migration from other parts of Spain, while South Tyrol’s restric-
tive approach to migrants can be linked to negative past experiences of Italian im-
migration (Carlà 2018, 1111). Drawing on Conversi (1997), Jeram states that mig-
ration to Catalonia from other parts of Spain was driven by economic reasons rather 
than conscious state settlement, and that migrants were welcomed by Catalans as long 
as they attempted to learn Catalan (Jeram 2014, 228). In South Tyrol, regional parties 
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have favoured an assimilatory approach to immigration, calling for migration from 
contexts of “cultural proximity”. They also view immigration as a threat to the 
German and Ladin speakers who are separated by clear boundaries from the Italian 
national majority (Wisthaler 2016, 1285-1286). As a more inclusionary reaction, 
Jeram and Adam have shown that narratives of past oppression among Flemish and 
Basque substate elites have paved the ground for a multiculturalist rather than assimi-
latory approach to contemporary immigration (2015, 245). The divergent reactions are 
nevertheless bound by time, as Barker notes, drawing on evidence from Quebec where 
integration policies have been a result of the conceptions political elites have had of 
national identity and shift over time (Barker 2010, 12). Adam summarizes how 
“regional and substate responses to immigration are as diverse as those of states, but 
for different reasons” (Adam 2018, 264). Importantly, rather than necessarily being 
more inclusive, it seems that national minorities holding territorial power tend to 
target migrants as recipients of integration policy in a similar way to majority nations. 

Whilst an asymmetry exists between the receiving minority that sets demands and 
the migrants who are to integrate in accordance with them, the politics of minority 
recognition and immigration may reciprocally influence one another. Expressions of 
solidarity and connectedness have been observed when Basque nationalists have 
made connections between the plight of refugees and Spanish policies forcing Basque 
persons to emigrate (Jeram and Adam 2015). After living in Catalonia where Catalan 
is valued, migrants whose languages, such as Tamazight or Wolof, were minoritized 
in their home countries have been found to begin fighting for their native languages 
(Cortès-Colomé, Barrieras, and Comellas 2016). Catalan politicians have also been 
active in supporting the Amazigh movement (Maddy-Weitzman 2011, 139). Con-
versely, migrant languages have also been found to strengthen national minority 
languages. The language rights Sweden granted to immigrants came to pave the path 
towards the recognition of national minorities (Borevi 2017). Even though there are 
many examples where internal ‘others’ within the nation state have found support 
and solidarity across struggles, the links between minorities and migrants may also 
take opposite paths. Minority revitalization has, as part of anti-immigrant and pro-
separatist political dynamics, been used as a means to exclude migrants in Italian 
Veneto, which lacks territorial autonomy (Perrino 2019). In Britain, where “there is 
an understanding that national identity is multiple – English, Scottish and Welsh”, 
immigrants with Commonwealth citizenship were excluded from civil and social 
rights until the 1960s (Fekete 2008, 11). Also, in Switzerland, the well-functioning 
federal multilingualism is paired with an exceptionally strict approach to im-
migration (Manatschal 2015) that draws a firm boundary between those deemed as 
belonging and not. Hence, even though solidarities exist, research shows no inherent 
support between “old” and “new” minorities, nor is it always clear how connections 
emerge between policies that target the two categories. 

Returning from the empirical research to normative dimensions of the relation 
between old and new minorities, an exchange between Kymlicka and Miller has 
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addressed what kind of citizenship should be promoted for immigrants in multi-
nation states. Kymlicka (2011) suggests how multination states could foster a multi-
national citizenship through civic and linguistic education for immigrants by expan-
ding the number of narratives put forward. Rather than promoting a single narrative 
across England, Wales, and Scotland, the goal would be to educate all citizens on both 
the multinational (substate) citizenship and the postnational (majority) citizenship 
(Kymlicka 2011, 299). In reply, Miller instead calls for a ‘nested’ model of citizenship 
where each substate nation agrees on how questions of nationhood are to be handled, 
jointly agreeing on what a ‘nested’ identity might look like. An immigrant in Glasgow 
would, for instance, identify as both Scottish and British rather than either-or (Miller 
2011, 306). Both scholars, then, address the question of what policies of civic inte-
gration could strive for in states with national minorities.  

Whereas their exchange is valuable for approaching many core questions in the 
relation between immigration and national minorities, the empirical contexts that 
ground their discussion are limited. Just like Kymlicka and Miller in their exchange, 
research has closely followed the Canadian-inspired research on Quebec, leading to 
a focus on autonomous minority contexts such as Scotland. As previously stated, such 
cases can nevertheless better be seen as “nations without a state” than national minor-
ities (Sasse and Thielemann 2005, 660), entailing a territorial power that to some 
extent makes them closer to nation-states with regard to cultural or linguistic 
citizenship than to many national minorities. Patten, too, points out that “[c]ultural 
groups do not always have a nationalist agenda and are not always in position to pur-
sue one” (2016, 6). Indeed, Benhabib has identified some challenges with Kymlicka’s 
neat divide 

the assumption that ethnic groups form only through immigration, while national 
minorities are self-governing and territorially concentrated, is hard to sustain. […] 
Take the case of the large German-speaking minority in East  European, Baltic, and 
Russian territories. Likewise, a “national minority” may become more and more like 
and ethnic group through historical developments. (Benhabib 2002, 62)  

Multiple scholars have pointed out the difficulty of sustaining this divide in the face 
of empirical realities. Sasse, examining connections between the governance of 
national minorities and migrants, states that the distinction between “old” and “new” 
minorities “ironically points to the overlap rather than the distinction between the 
two categories” since there is no definition on when a migrant community becomes 
old, nor a consideration for when newly arrived migrants enter “old” communities 
and thereby blur the categories (Sasse 2005, 676). Other migrant groups have been 
recognized as “old”, such as Vietnamese and Belarusians in the Czech Republic, 
(Kascian and Vasilevich 2015). Recently, an edited volume has been published aiming 
to investigate possibilities of extending the protection of national minorities to 
migrants (Medda-Windischer, Boulter, and Malloy 2019). The work points to 
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limitations in Kymlicka’s divide and attempts to overcome the rigid divide between 
minority studies and migration studies. 

In a study of French speakers in Canada who reside outside of Quebec, Poirier 
shows how Kymlicka’s typology has a blind spot that overlooks the minority (Poirier 
2019). She compares French speakers outside of Quebec with minorities such as 
Roma and guest workers, groups that Kymlicka (2001) himself has acknowledged are 
not covered by his framework (Poirier 2019, 38). Toivanen (2019) shows how current 
minority typologies that require a connection to a homeland both misrecognize and 
overlook the needs of Roma, who do not know where their ancestors came from. She 
claims that they should be awarded Indigenous recognition, given that territorial 
frameworks exclude and misrecognize the largest (national) minority in Europe 
(Toivanen 2019). 

As multiple scholars have shown, empirical realities do not fit the strict division 
prevalent in research and policy, where national minorities are to have territorial 
autonomy, and immigrants modest linguistic and cultural accommodations. These 
categories are shown to overlap, to be expandable, and even to misrecognize minor-
ities. I argue that these observations, widely made within minority and migration 
research, also need to be transferred to inquiries on connections between minority 
recognition and immigrant integration by redirecting attention from minority 
nations with territorial autonomy to a wider range of minority recognition while 
acknowledging migrant belongings. 

The tendency to focus primarily on minority substates may be explained by the 
clear empirical connections in locations where, according to policy, migrants are to 
learn minority languages that are also widely used. However, substates too are under 
transformation with regard to their clear territorial attachments. O’Rourke (2018) 
notes that modernization, globalization, and urbanization have eroded traditional 
minority communities, resulting in deterritorialization and a wide range of new 
speakers of minority languages, in all kinds of minority contexts. Observing the 
marginal position of migrants within such processes, Ó Murchadha et al. illustrate 
how many national minorities live under conditions that marginalize them from 
discussions on migration: 

[N]ew speakers as a result of migration represent a relatively rare minority language 
new speaker profile, as the economic and social processes which contributed to the 
language’s minorisation mean that minority language communities tend to be sites of
out-migration rather than in-migration. (Ó Murchadha et al. 2018, 14) 

Even though virtually all minorities, including those forming substate majorities, 
have been affected by processes of urbanization, deterritorialization, and moder-
nization, this observation can be interpreted in light of contrasts between different 
minority contexts. The conditions of comparably wealthy substate nations that hold 
some political power over cities such as Barcelona, Bilbao, Glasgow and Antwerp, can 
be contrasted with recognized national minorities in Europe such as Roma, Turks, 
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Kvens, Russians, Gagauzes, Sámi, Tatars, and Occitans whose languages are, from the 
dominant majority perspective, considered as having either low instrumental value 
for immigrants, low status, or a marginal or weakening position within the nation-
state. Hence, if we wish to better understand connections between the heterogeneous 
category of national minorities and policies of immigrant integration in Europe, we 
need to go beyond the substate focus of current research that excludes a significant 
part of said minorities, investigate a wider range of minority recognition, acknow-
ledge migrant identities too, and ask different questions. 

Such an empirical shift has normative implications. By expanding the focus from 
substates to a wider range of minorities and minority belongings, the starting points 
and conclusions of the previously described normative debate between Kymlicka and 
Miller can be challenged. Firstly, the focus of the normative exchange is on multi-
nation federations with the institutional means to reproduce minority nationhood 
(Kymlicka 2011, 287). One may then question what remains for minorities that do 
not have such institutional means – who should promote their citizenship narratives? 
Furthermore, should the majority narrative not be reformulated in such a way that it 
does not clash with minority narratives? Also, the role assigned to migrants’ histories 
within both majority and substate histories is not discussed in the debate. Rather than 
assuming that migrants are merely passive recipients of the messages that civic 
education classes are to convey, it should be recognized as far from self-evident that 
migrants from, for instance, former British colonies would want to identify with 
hegemonic, colonial Englishness. Should former colonies not occupy a central place 
in citizenship narratives that are explicitly communicated to migrants rather than 
expecting colonized people to unite behind the master’s narrative? Finally, may not 
the citizenship narrative and history writing of the internally colonized, Welsh or 
Gaelic, be more plausible or relatable for some migrants than the majority narrative? 

The above-mentioned considerations partly reflect the state of the research field 
investigating connections between national minorities and immigration. Even 
though a number of studies have been carried out on the observation Kymlicka made 
in 2001 regarding the low scholarly attention directed to the intersections between 
minority nationalism and immigration, almost 20 years later scholarship combining 
minority recognition and migration is still seeking its paths. 

Building on the findings of previous research addressing questions of minority 
nationalism, integration, minority recognition, and nation-building, this dissertation 
identifies three areas of key interest for further developing the research on inter-
sections between minority recognition and immigrant integration. The first one 
relates to the overall lack of research on national minorities outside of models of ter-
ritorial recognition in integration policy. Apart from the scholarly gap already 
discussed, it also touches upon wider questions of minority recognition, the possi-
bilities of maintaining minoritized identities in a nation-state, and which national 
narratives are to be conveyed to newcomers. 
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The second area relates to Indigenous contexts and inconsistencies between the 
normative weight of past settlement and the little attention directed towards settle-
ment of an ongoing nature. Kymlicka states that forced settlement both forms an 
important normative motivation for national minorities to control immigration, but 
also gives reasons to prevent cultural autonomy for immigrants since he claims it can 
be equated with past settler injustices (2001; 2018). However, a recognition of im-
migrant identities would not need to be territorial as Kymlicka states but could follow 
other principles such as the personality principle (Réaume 2003, 271) where rights 
are assigned to individuals no matter in what part of the state they live. Furthermore, 
the parallel Kymlicka makes between past settler injustices and present (territorial) 
rights for migrants is questionable from two perspectives. First, the Americas are still 
under colonization, which is continuously pointed out by scholars within the field of 
settler colonialism (Wolfe 2006; Tuck and Yang 2012; Veracini 2015). Secondly, using 
injustices targeting Indigenous peoples in order to deny rights to present-day 
migrants could in this context be seen as primarily defending the current models of 
recognition rather than the product of concerns about past or present settler colon-
ization. For instance, Quebec and its integration policy focused on the French lan-
guage forms an important point of comparison for contemporary scholarship, which 
nevertheless fails to acknowledge Quebec’s role in Indigenous displacement. Being 
founded by a group of European settlers who became hegemonic only in a limited 
territory within what today forms Canada has led to conflicting quests for recognition 
between Indigenous peoples and French Quebecois (Salée 1995). Such tensions 
should be central in normative investigations of integration in Indigenous contexts. 

Finally, expanding the research focus from substates that partly function as 
nation-states to investigations on contexts of weaker minority recognition, minorities 
weakened by assimilation, and minorities in exclusionary states, demands novel ana-
lytical angles. Such endeavours should be carried out with an eye for the intricacies 
of directly observable empirical data, but also silences and layered historical con-
ditions that are not clearly noticeable due to legacies of domination and majority 
nation-building. Refined theoretical tools are needed to capture forms of recognition, 
nation-building, and minority/ness prevalent in such contexts. 

In the next section, theoretical angles are presented that can be used to address the 
gaps and neglected foci identified in previous research on national minority recog-
nition, immigrant integration, and the connections between the two. 

2.3. Postcolonial and critical perspectives 
on integration in minority contexts 

As concluded in the previous section, research on the intersections between minority 
nationalism and immigrant integration has been carried out on a limited number of 
cases in the West, which also has implications for the questions asked and the theo-
retical perspectives applied. In this section, I address how the research gaps, neglected 
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foci, and underexplored questions identified in the previous discussion can be ad-
dressed by considering scholarship applying postcolonial or critical perspectives. 
Also, I bring attention to some of the more repressive dimensions of European 
nation-building that have consequences for how different categories of people are 
targeted by different exclusions and inclusions.  

The weight given to past injustices in normative justifications of how integration 
policy should be formed has in the previous section been identified as a key aspect to 
be further explored in scholarship. Regarding liberal theory and the difficulties of 
addressing languages weakened by historical injustice in a fair way, Patten states that 
“we do not yet have a fully satisfying account of how fairness in today’s background 
conditions should be sensitive to unfairness in the past” (Patten 2016, 214). Indi-
genous, postcolonial, and settler colonial scholarship has nevertheless broadly ad-
dressed questions of past injustice. Using the example of Canadian institutions, 
Coulthard has shown how liberal discourses of recognition are materialized in ways 
that maintain the colonial status quo (Coulthard 2014, 39). Bell criticizes Taylor’s idea 
of recognition for, while focusing on French Canadians in Quebec, ignoring Indi-
genous struggles. She states that the Western subject aiming for inclusion within 
existing liberal frameworks is left untouched from any fundamental challenges in the 
process of recognition, as the asymmetry in the system enables them to reject 
Indigenous demands for self-determination (Bell 2008, 854-855). The frameworks of 
recognition in place, influenced by notions from liberal multiculturalism, thus fall 
short on a fundamental level in Indigenous contexts since they do not question the 
structural foundation of the settler jurisdiction.  

Scholars applying settler colonial perspectives on migration have furthermore 
discussed how contemporary migration also risks supporting settler colonialism 
since migrants enter, become part of, and operate within a settler system (Saranillio 
2013; Snelgrove, Dhamoon, and Corntassel 2014). Despite the fact that the theories 
discussed here stem from Anglo-Saxon settler contexts, they describe a colonial 
condition that is inherently European, yet commonly externalized as non-European 
history whose effects in making Europe and European nation-states are portrayed as 
marginal (Goldberg 2006, 336). Even though the application of postcolonial and 
settler colonial theories to European colonial and Indigenous contexts, such as 
Sweden and Sápmi, is gaining popularity, their use on empirical conditions is still in 
its early stages (Hennessey and Fur 2020, 379-380). A number of scholars have 
recently made use of scholarship on settler colonialism when discussing Sápmi (see 
e.g. Kuokkanen 2020; Össbo 2020), a theoretical endeavour that we can expect to 
continue working towards its context-specific language. 

Another context that constitutes a challenge to prevalent theories of recognition 
and integration mainly developed in and for Western civic nation-states, is Eastern 
Europe. Europe’s East/West divide is expressed through an attribution of otherness 
to Eastern Europe that according to Kuus (2004) has an orientalist underpinning. The 
commonly used yet contested binary divide between ethnic (bad) and civic (good) 
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nationalism (Yack 1996) has been used to strengthen divides between East and West 
in Europe in relation also to migration and minority policy, portraying the East as 
exclusionary and the West as inclusionary. Rather than dividing European national-
isms into “good” or “bad” based on geography, they can according to Yuval-Davis be 
viewed “as different facets of specific historical constructions of nationalisms which 
are often contested” (Yuval-Davis 2011, 86), thereby also capturing exclusionary and 
inclusionary processes that may take different forms on both sides of the civic/ethnic 
binary. However, different questions may have to be asked when investigating 
integration in high-status substate nations, and when studying territorial minorities 
in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), where the existence of large, territorial 
minority groups in particular tends to be unrecognized due to historical and political 
concerns (Weller 2008, 1). In such cases, there is simply no recognition to investigate, 
which nevertheless does not mean an absence of politics or lived minority/ness. 

Investigations into the recognition-integration nexus have had the minority as 
their main focus, perceiving migrants primarily as the targets of policy. Scholarship 
applying postcolonial perspectives to contemporary migration has shown how the 
way Europe views difference through racial lenses has colonial roots and targets 
migrants and ethnic minorities (Ponzanesi and Colpani 2015, 6; Marchetti 2015; 
Parvulescu 2015). Scholars have further highlighted how safe possibilities to migrate 
from (non-white) countries in Asia and Africa to Europe have largely been removed 
(De Genova 2018; van Houtum 2010), but also how integration has become a practice 
of border control (Lentin and Titley 2011, 204). The processes of othering and 
exclusion extend beyond national borders, specifically targeting certain categories in 
preference over others.  

Among national minorities, too, some categories stand out with regard to violent 
exclusions, with implications for the politics of recognition. Jews, subject to the 
undeniably European Shoah, are today recognized as a national minority in many 
European countries. In Hungary, a significant part of Jewish public opinion never-
theless opted not to be recognized as a national minority, partly for fear of the stigma 
and burden that such a recognition may bring (Kovács 2000). Jewish collective 
memory made people wary of the risks of visibility in a society where the official re-
cognition of Jews as a national minority was enthusiastically endorsed by nationalist 
groups with anti-Semitic agendas (Mars 2000). Roma, who still live with the legacies 
of slavery in Romania (Achim 2013), have been targeted by eugenic practices as 
recently as the past decade through forced sterilizations of Romani women (Toma-
sovic 2009; Albert and Szilvási 2017). Their victimhood in the Porajmos (Roma 
Holocaust) still balances between silence and recognition (van Baar 2011; Kelso 
2013). According to Imre (2005), the treatment of Roma reflects ideas of whiteness 
connected to an idea of authentic nationalism that is deeply embedded in CEE. As 
previously noted, frameworks of minority recognition have misrecognized Roma 
(Toivanen 2019). Some categories of internal ‘others’ are subject to more forceful 
powers of domination or exclusion than others. Minority protective frameworks are 
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not designed with non-territorial minorities in mind, do not reflect the needs of all 
minorities, or struggle with acknowledging the past. 

The asymmetries identified between certain categories of minorities and migrants, 
and between territorial and non-territorial minorities, lead to politics that target 
different minorities differently, also in terms of what is understood as “successful” or 
desirable accommodation, integration, or assimilation. Primarily writing on the 
situation of migrants, Kostakopoulou identifies similarities between integration and 
assimilation in their one-wayness and their linking of non-majority identities with 
inferiority: 

To a varying degree, both concepts presuppose the existence of deficit(s) on the part of 
migrants which must be overcome through learning to become a national (education 
to Anglicise or Americanise) or a national citizen (education to citizenship). Such de-
ficits normally include speaking another language, lacking the cultural traditions and 
values of the nation in question, having a foreign name, a different religion and a different 
cuisine or not knowing the history of the host state and its constitutional evolution. There 
is the expectation that some of these deficits would be overcome through the gradual 
process of acculturation to middle-class patterns of life and through learning and em-
bracing the nation’s ideals and civic culture. (Kostakopoulou 2010, 946) 

Not all groups are equally targeted by such policies, nor are all identities equally seen 
as deficient. Some will be seen as deficient despite fully assimilating to the core 
culture, whereas others will be perceived as belonging despite lacking knowledge of 
majority identity markers. For instance, white, wealthy work or lifestyle migrants are 
commonly viewed as expatriates rather than migrants (Lan 2011; Lundström 2017). 
Globally hegemonic identities, such as those dominant in white English-speaking 
states present in public spaces through popular culture are not among those primarily 
targeted by policy. Many other immigrant identities are “confined to the private 
space, removed from public spaces that would involve majorities, and […] from two-
way integration” (Miera 2012). At the same time, the majority can go through life 
with little, if any, involvement with non-dominant cultural or linguistic expressions, 
while the ‘others’, migrants and minorities, are constantly immersed in majority 
nationhood. 

As has been shown in the literature, different minorities face different challenges, 
migrants hold vastly different positions, and the two categories may overlap or be 
misrecognized. Giving space to contextual, historical, and power-based specificities 
allows layers to emerge that cannot be fully captured with the dominant perspectives 
used within research on national minorities, integration, or their connections. The 
following, final section of this part of the dissertation outlines how a layered per-
spective on integration in minority contexts can capture the richness and comp-
lexities that emerge when the policy strands here investigated meet. 
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2.4. Approaching the recognition-integration nexus  
through a layered perspective 

As outlined in the previous sections, present research combining integration and 
minority recognition has yet to capture the broad empirical range of recognized or 
non-recognized national minorities, by giving space to contextual specificities and 
trajectories rooted in the past. In this section, I suggest and present how applying a 
layered perspective can capture intersections between the politics of integration and 
minority recognition, and examine the multifaceted implications the attention given 
to layeredness has for belonging and for how we view integration and recognition.  

The three in-depth case studies of this dissertation, carried out in different con-
texts of minority recognition in Finland, Sweden, and Bulgaria, are all found to be 
permeated by a layeredness connected to the intersecting policy categories. By 
making visible through empirical examples how the layeredness may come into 
expression in policy, implementation, and in the lives of individuals, we can approach 
an understanding of how the layers are not only an empirical reality but can have 
normative and policy implications too. 

Yuval-Davis has proposed a multi-layered perspective on citizenship, which she 
has raised as particularly important when investigating citizenship through a gaze 
that does not centre the West. According to such a perspective: 

[C]itizenship needs to be understood as a multi-layered construct, in which one’s 
citizenship in collectivities in the different layers – local, ethnic, national, state, cross- 
or trans-state and supra-state – is affected and often at least partly constructed by the 
relationships and positionings of each layer in specific historical context. (Yuval-Davis 
1999, 122) 

Research applying the perspective of multi-layered citizenship has been able to 
describe ways in which different layers affect and interact with others. Rumelili and 
Keyman have for instance shown in their investigation on Armenian Turks how, by 
defending their minority identity, national minorities may risk second-class treat-
ment as national citizens, while claiming rights as citizens may require downplaying 
their minority identities (Rumelili and Keyman 2016, 68-70). When it comes to inte-
gration, Erdal has shown how approaching it as multi-layered can capture the dif-
ferent functions of integration “as a normative programme, as process of migrant 
adaptation (which can be viewed in relation to measures of integration), or as indi-
vidual experiences” (Erdal 2013, 984). Indeed, integration covers a range of practices, 
from linguistic support that may be needed and appreciated by individuals to more 
restrictive, gatekeeping functions, all of which may make themselves felt differently 
for each individual. 

Applying a layered perspective on integration in minority contexts, with Yuval-
Davis’ multi-layered citizenship as a starting point, would capture how multiple 
belongings, transnational, national, and local processes interact with individual tra-
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jectories of migration and minority/ness in a specific historical context. In line with 
this dissertation’s combined focus on minority recognition and immigrant inte-
gration, this perspective brings attention to the specific functions of both fields of 
politics. At the same time, it makes it possible to practice contextual sensitivity while 
simultaneously identifying more general patterns in this inquiry’s case studies, all 
identified as being permeated by layeredness.  

In minority contexts characterized by weak recognition or weak minority pre-
sence, a layered perspective makes minority belongings visible even though they will 
not be dominant enough to form a single narrative that fits the norms of mono-
lingualism and monoculturalism. Often, they rather form situations resembling what 
a vast scholarship drawing in particular from postcolonial contexts has characterized 
as hybridity (Bhabha 1994; 2015; Hall 1990). A layered perspective on integration 
makes visible intersections between the belongings of weak(ened) national minor-
ities, the majority culture that penetrates most societal dynamics, and migrant belon-
gings that may not be recognized or valued in public space. Furthermore, the pers-
pective brings attention to specificities of integration policies that may take different 
expressions in each state and locality, placing them in local, national, and trans-
national context. 

All of the three case studies in this dissertation, regardless of the strength of 
minority recognition, describe situations where past, present, local, national, and 
transnational matters are joined through layers, forming situations challenging to 
capture through dominant understandings of how integration should go about. In 
the Finnish case study, layers can be identified in the tensions between the strong 
legal position and weak implementation of minority language policy, the mono-
lingual policy and the multilingual reality, and the pressure of mobility between 
Swedish-majority and Finnish-majority regions. With consideration to possible 
future movement to Finnish-majority regions, some Swedish-speaking municipal-
ities discourage the provision of language courses in Swedish. The particular situation 
of migrants, who are viewed as less rooted and established than local populations in 
minority regions, thus contributes to a lack of opportunities to become part of the 
local societal culture lived in the minority language. Instead, they are encouraged to 
direct their integration efforts toward the hegemonic majority. Together with mig-
rants, the Swedish-speaking minority has mobilized in order to ensure that possi-
bilities for integration are implemented in the minority language, by requesting bi-
lingual solutions adapted to the particular situation of immigration. While the need 
perceived by migrants and integration workers for providing support in acquiring 
both languages rather than one challenges the foundation of present monolingual 
state policies, it also exemplifies how current frameworks fail to acknowledge the 
layeredness inherent when migration encounters policies drafted for other aims. For 
instance, some migrants select Swedish rather than Finnish as the language of 
integration and naturalization in part due to prior knowledge in related languages, 
but also with the possibility of easier transnational mobility in Scandinavia in mind. 
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Thus local, national, and transnational processes are shown to interact with 
individual preferences and identities in ways that can be captured by applying a 
layered perspective. 

Bringing attention to individual stories both challenges the view of asylum seekers 
as “flows” and avoids superficiality (Pöyhönen and Simpson 2020). In addition, the 
layeredness of integration itself can best be captured by following how layers are 
formed in the lives of individuals. We may for instance portray a refugee from a for-
mer British colony who resides in a reception facility in a Swedish-speaking muni-
cipality in Finland. They are confronted with the use of Swedish in local interactions, 
and with Finnish as part of national, hegemonic narratives portrayed as a belonging 
both rational and desirable to acquire. After being granted asylum, they nevertheless 
have to fight for the right to attend orientation courses in Swedish instead of in 
Finnish, a request that eventually is granted in a neighbouring municipality. Not only 
does learning Swedish help maintain the local relationships established, but it also 
speeds the fulfilment of the linguistic requirements of citizenship, since they are fully 
proficient in English, a related language. In addition, knowing Swedish makes it 
possible to obtain a job that requires knowledge of the minority language. Impor-
tantly, the high status associated with Swedish also means they are targeted by a dif-
ferent process of racialization than when speaking Finnish in public space, sometimes 
being perceived as an expat Swede rather than a migrant. The high status of Swedish 
connected with the “colonial” relation to Sweden softens some of the discriminatory 
expressions they would otherwise risk, even though it does not protect them from 
racism within the largely white minority community or society at large. Whereas 
skills in Swedish open many doors to minority communities, English proves to be a 
better-known and more widely used language in the society that predominantly 
operates in Finnish. As they struggle to master the majority language, a form of 
societal marginalization makes itself felt to an increasing extent. Over time, they 
become part of the continuous Finnish-Swedish emigration to Sweden, where they 
find a broader range of job opportunities, a larger diaspora from their country of 
origin – and a diverse group of persons with a Finnish heritage.  

The strong legal position for Swedish speakers in Finland shaped and enabled the 
pathways integration took in the example above. In Swedish Sápmi, the legal recog-
nition of the Sámi6 language, recognized as a national minority language, is however 
weaker. As a consequence, the aim of the state-led integration policy is to integrate 
people into Sweden in the Swedish language, even on Indigenous territory. Indi-
genousness is nevertheless constantly present as a layer, through bi/multilingual 
signs, Indigenous institutions, reindeer, and other attributes that signal the multi-
plicity of belongings. When integration policy is implemented on Indigenous ter-
ritory, such elements are also present in state practices of integration. Hence the 
— 
6 The Sámi were by Sweden recognized as an Indigenous people in 1977, as a national minority in 
2000, and as a people in 2011. The Sámi language (with its different varieties) was recognized as a 
national minority language in 2000. 
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recognition as national minority and Indigenous people, in addition to the strong 
Indigenous presence, contribute to the layeredness of integration in Sápmi.  

The case study provides examples of how layers are manifested in the lives of 
individuals. A refugee boy who had worked with animals when living in his country 
of origin was given a Sámi reindeer herder mentor who let the boy work with animals 
once again in Sápmi. Furthermore, another person with experience of assimilation, 
linguistic repression, and conflict in their country of origin identified with the 
Indigenous situation in the location of integration in ways that increased their sense 
of belonging. Gaining awareness of the Indigenous presence became a layer that tied 
their own belonging more firmly to Sweden as the nation-state within which they 
reside, not as an endorsement for its repressive, colonial acts, but due to shared 
experiences with Indigenous citizens affected by them. At the same time, the official 
recognition of Indigenousness and its presence in public space made them reflect on 
how precarious the conditions under which their own minority lives are in their 
country of origin. Layers identified on the local level are thereby extended to trans-
national dimensions. Despite the sense of belonging developed by many migrants in 
the locality, the difficulty of finding employment made it a temporary place of 
residency for several. Most individuals therefore eventually leave to other towns, 
within or outside of Sápmi, with knowledge of Sweden and the Swedish language 
gained in an Indigenous locality. 

In contrast to Finland and Sweden, where the state actively regulates integration 
and minority policy, Bulgaria has scarce integration measures and weak minority 
recognition in place. The absence of policy, as has previously been noted, nevertheless 
in no way means that national contestations are less significant, nor are they less 
political than in contexts where they are regulated by explicit policy. Indeed, a 
multitude of layers can be identified in the processes of integration that ensue when 
the mostly Muslim refugees enter a state where post-Ottoman discourses exclude 
Turkish-speakers and Muslims from the national core. The case study shows how the 
demographic fears of the majority target Muslim national minorities and refugees, 
who are portrayed as non-belonging and othered in societal discourses. Furthermore, 
it shows how linguistic, geographical, and religious boundaries largely keep national 
minorities separated from contemporary refugees, even though individual and insti-
tutional contacts do exist. Previously settled Arabic-speaking diasporas were never-
theless identified as important actors within processes of integration and belonging. 
Layers can then be identified in how narratives rooted in history are extended to 
contemporary othering that binds refugees and old minorities together but also to 
how previous migrations have come to shape possibilities of belonging for refugees 
who have arrived during the past decade. 

As an example of how the layers may play out in the life of an individual, we can 
portray a person who years ago fled the Syrian civil war from Aleppo and was finger-
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printed in line with the Dublin system7 after entering Bulgaria from Turkey. Even 
though other members of their family have already been granted asylum in Germany, 
the individual is required to await a decision on their asylum application in Bulgaria 
under the Dublin rules. Bulgaria, intended merely as a country to cross on the way to 
Germany, has become more than a transit stop during the waiting period. They can 
visit a state-funded mosque built by Ottoman architects and visit a café in the Arab 
neighbourhood where memories can be shared with other individuals from their 
home city. In addition, these settled migrants, who arrived in Bulgaria decades ago, 
have been providing help navigating the new society. Despite its restrictive attitude 
to Muslims, it is perhaps not so different from what has been recounted by the 
relatives residing in Germany. Thanks to prior knowledge of Russian, a language 
closely related to Bulgarian, the lack of language and orientation courses provided by 
the state has not formed a significant barrier to employment, which unlike in many 
other European countries is allowed soon after arrival in Bulgaria. After they even-
tually gain asylum, they do proceed to Germany, leaving Bulgaria behind like an 
increasing number of minority and majority citizens, refugees, and migrants. Layers 
manifest in this individual’s life through minority institutions, past migrations, 
present nation-buildings, and individual identities, all aspects that become significant 
for their belonging and integration not only in Bulgaria, but within the wider EU 
through the (im)mobilities its asylum governance fuels. 

In all three examples, the presence of “old” minorities in the nation and their 
position in integration shape the belongings of migrants in different ways. Minority 
presences may make the belonging of migrants deeper, more complex, or not have a 
significant impact on it. “Old” minority/ness may enter the lives of migrants through 
their initial location of residence in the country, or through other ways, and may 
follow them in their lives or be left at the initial location of arrival. It may shape their 
future trajectories of mobility, or simply be yet another layer in the already complex 
paths their lives have taken. Whereas a layered perspective could be fruitfully applied 
to substate cases too, the comparably weaker nature of minority presence in the cases 
here investigated makes the national minority belonging in these instances marginal. 
It is not the identity promoted by local authorities, but rather something to be dis-
covered or sought for under the majority domination in the nation-state. 

The individual experiences described here show how integration ultimately can be 
understood as a question of migrant belonging. As the review of prior literature has 
shown, migrant identities, preferences, or aspirations are rarely centred in inves-
tigations of integration in minority contexts. Even though the scope of this dissertation 
too is in the main limited to investigating national minority recognition through the 
lens of immigrant integration, a layered perspective should capture not only power 
asymmetries and inequalities targeting national minorities but also asymmetries and 
— 
7 The Dublin system is formed by the EURODAC Regulation establishing a centralized asylum 
fingerprint database, and Regulation (EU) No. 604/20133, determining that the first country of 
entry is primarily responsible for processing an asylum application. 
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commonalities between national minorities and migrants. As later will be elaborated 
in the concluding part of this introductory chapter, the layered perspective and the 
layeredness identified in the case studies have normative implications and call for a 
stronger position for migrants’ voices and agency in future research. 

In the following part, the research design, methodology, and methods of this dis-
sertation are presented and reflected on, ethical challenges are raised, and questions 
of positionality are discussed. 
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3. Research design, methodology, and material 

This part presents how the studies of the dissertation have been carried out. It clarifies 
how the interpretive approach is understood and applied in this work, presents the 
methods used for data collection, and explains how documents, interviews and 
observations complement each other. Matters of access, confidentiality, and consent 
are reflected upon in a discussion where ethical challenges and considerations taken 
during the course of the research are discussed. Finally, questions of positionality, a 
key component within the interpretive paradigm, are reflected upon. 

3.1. Critical and interpretive approaches to the study of politics 
This dissertation draws on critical and interpretive approaches to the study of politics. 
When investigating politics through a critical approach, attention is commonly direc-
ted to silent and silenced discourses (Yanow 2007, 116), with the aim of identifying 
power dimensions. For the present study, a critical approach entails a focus on taken-
for-granted reproductions of majority nationhood while also striving to identify 
silences relating to non-dominant minorities and migrants. Interpretive research 
directs attention to meanings behind policy formulations, highlights their contextual 
nature, and assigns importance to the role of the researcher in the process of extrac-
ting meaning (Yanow 2007, 111). Studying political phenomena through an inter-
pretive perspective acknowledges that governance consists of diverse (everyday) 
practices carried out by individuals with sometimes conflicting beliefs, while also 
bringing attention to new connections and aspects of governance (Bevir and Rhodes 
2006). This dissertation connects seemingly separate processes of governing ‘others’ 
and makes visible mundane practices of nationhood, while acknowledging “that 
political life consists of actions laden with meanings”, even if such actions are not 
always conscious (Bevir and Rhodes 2016, 3). 

Critical interpretations require an act of identifying dominant narratives and 
considering alternative sets of interpretation (Lynch 2006, 294-95). Central analytical 
foci in this dissertation have been any instances of minority influence on immigrant 
integration, but also expressions of dominant nationhood, the ideological functions 
of immigrant integration, and perceptions of local and national integration practices 
and needs. The material has been analysed with the aim of continuously exploring 
connections and separations between integration and minority policy, firstly, by 
seeking visible or hidden connections, and secondly, by identifying how boundaries 
are made between different groups and policies. 
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3.2. Methods and techniques for data collection 
In this work, a range of methods suitable for extracting silences, meanings, and power 
dynamics relating to immigrant integration in minority contexts are employed. 
Document analysis, interviews, and ethnographic observation are methods that are 
commonly used within interpretive research, but also methods that complement and 
support each other. 

3.2.1. Documents 
By collecting documents, a rich variety of text produced in different contexts and for 
different aims could be analysed. Policy documents and legislation were used to 
understand state actions, while newspaper articles were retrieved for “providing con-
temporaneous accounts of key actors and their views along with more general sen-
timent at the time, especially for periods when the researcher was not or could not be 
present” (Yanow 2007, 114). The set of documents analysed for this research consists 
of a variety of policy documents, legislative documents, media articles, press releases, 
blog posts, teaching material, and reports where issues related to integration policy, 
minority policy, language policy, or nation-building emerge. Written documents 
were found through organizations, via targeted internet searches, or with the help of 
informants. 

In paper I, the constitutions of 27 EU member states were investigated. Formul-
ations on official and recognized languages, “national groups” or, when applicable, 
separate laws regulating minority protection were at the centre of the analysis. In 
addition to constitutions, language requirements in naturalization legislation were 
also examined. To gather information about orientation courses, government web-
sites concerning integration were analysed. These documents, collected between 2019 
and 2020, consisted either of official English translations or material in the original 
language. Paper II is based on reports from Finnish-Swedish think tanks and organ-
izations, legal documents, press releases, newspaper articles, and blog posts, written 
in Finnish or Swedish, gathered in 2016 and 2017. For paper III, Swedish-language 
documents on integration, teaching material, and media coverage were collected 
between 2018 and 2020. For paper IV, a selection of Bulgarian newspaper articles in 
Turkish and in English collected in 2019 were used, describing connections between 
refugee reception, settled minorities, and nation-building.  

3.2.2. Interviews 
In this study, the interviewees spoke as representatives of their organizations and the 
interviews can thereby be characterized as expert interviews (Bogner, Littig, and 
Menz 2006). Interviews added to the information extracted from documents, as “in-
depth interviews can be used to pursue questions that are difficult to locate in docu-
mentary sources or everyday interactions and to explore such questions in intricate 
detail” (Soss 2006, 141). Interviews enabled clarifications of temporal aspects by 
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providing “a very convenient way of overcoming distances both in space and in time; 
past events or faraway experiences can be studied by interviewing people who took 
part in them” (Peräkylä 2005, 869). The temporal aspect was particularly helpful 
when building connections between documents from different points in time, and 
when contextualising observations that took place during a limited time frame.  

Interviews of different kinds and with different aims were conducted for each in-
depth case study (paper II, III and IV), guided by the availability of written material, 
and the specific questions emphasized in each study. Since documents constituted the 
principal material for paper II, the interviews provided an update on recent develop-
ments, helped contextualise the documents, and gave an opportunity to ask questions 
on topics not covered in detail in the documents. The function of the interviews was 
to connect written documents with present conditions rather than to generate inter-
view data to be analysed through a critical or interpretive lens. One structured expert 
interview was conducted, during which it was assumed that the researcher and the 
informant share a system of meaning (Lune and Berg, 2017, 69), namely that inte-
gration policy and minority policy is closely connected and the focus of discussion. 
The interview was conducted with a key person working with Swedish-language 
integration coordination on the national level in Finland. The interview was not re-
corded; however, notes were taken. In addition to the expert interview, several infor-
mal, conversational interviews (Patton 2002, 342) were conducted in connection with 
the Finlandssvenska integrationsdagarna [Finnish-Swedish Integration Days], a two-
day event in Helsinki at the end of November 2016. It was attended by persons 
working or having an interest in the integration industry, namely municipal workers, 
NGO representatives, politicians, immigrants and researchers. The informal inter-
views made it possible to discover questions that had been overlooked, moved the 
research in new directions, and facilitated further elaborations. They were mainly 
used for background information, contextual information, and for deepening under-
standing of the context and topic. 

For Paper III, interviews were conducted with the aim of generating new data. 
Through in-depth interviews, the experiences and motivations of persons implemen-
ting national policy locally could be accessed, complex and contradictory matters 
could be explored, and social processes could be portrayed in detail (Rubin and Rubin 
2011, 3-4). Seven semi-structured interviews were conducted in a municipality in 
Swedish Sápmi in February 2018. Interviews were conducted with four language 
teachers, one public servant working with immigrant integration, one public servant 
working with cultural issues, and one civic orientation teacher. The logic of purposive 
sampling was followed, with the aim of covering different roles within the implemen-
tation of integration policy (Lynn 2016, 248). The interviews, which were all recorded 
and fully transcribed, lasted between 20 minutes and 1 hour and were conducted in 
Swedish. The interviewees were recruited through email, phone calls, personal con-
tact, and snowball sampling. 
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For Paper IV, the larger number of interviews conducted made it possible to 
capture first-hand testimonies in the absence of official policy and prior scholarship 
on the topic. Fifteen semi-structured interviews were conducted in Bulgaria, of which 
eight were with organizations working with refugee integration (including one group 
interview with four persons representing the State Agency for Refugees), seven with 
Turkish and/or Muslim organizations, of which three have a cultural-linguistic focus 
(in Northeastern and Southeastern Bulgaria) and four are religious organizations 
operating under the state, namely the Grand Mufti’s Office in Sofia and three regional 
mufti’s offices in Southeastern Bulgaria. The interviews, which were carried out in 
Turkish (with Turkish and Muslim authorities) or English (with integration wor-
kers), lasted between 30 minutes and 2 hours, the most common duration being 1 
hour. They were fully transcribed, apart from two interviews during which notes were 
taken. Since I am not a native speaker of Turkish, a thorough interview guide was 
prepared to ensure that important follow-up questions would not be overlooked and 
parts of the interviews were transcribed by native speakers. Any unclarities during 
the research and analysis were clarified with native speakers, when needed. 

3.2.3. Ethnographic observations 
When interrogating complex and multifaceted phenomena such as nationhood and 
othering, analysing documents and interviews requires an understanding of the 
context in which the material was produced. Ethnographic observations made it 
possible to enhance understandings of the social phenomena investigated, by being 
“made aware of the range of meanings relevant to a particular phenomenon under 
study” (Wedeen 2010, 265), but also gave an increased understanding of the silences 
and implicit meanings that are important in interpretive research (Yanow 2007). In 
order to capture boundaries and power relations linked to nationhood in the contexts 
under study, observations were further used to facilitate the process whereby “the 
invisible and taken-for-granted can be made explicit and visible” (Pader 2006, 167). 

Rather than conducting a stand-alone, long-term ethnography seeking to generate 
data for analysis, observations were utilized in this research with the aim of increasing 
knowledge on the context, guiding data collection to paths relevant for answering the 
research questions and identifying significant silences. The observations carried out 
have been inspired by research on focused ethnography (Knoblauch 2005), in which 
short-term observations can be conducted during events, and research within 
political ethnography that views everyday phenomena or objects as political (see 
Pachirat 2009, 146-47; Schatz 2009, 306). The ethnographic elements of the research 
made it possible to capture the contested and intersecting nature of the otherwise 
homogenizing categories of minority, migrant, and majority, which fail to describe 
the varieties of experience within each category (Pachirat 2009, 157). 

At the core of these observations, subsequently documented in field diaries written 
at the end of each day, was the use of language in multilingual areas, both in spoken 
interactions and also in written form in public space. The physical locations of minor-
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ity institutions were also observed, in addition to reproductions of majority nation-
hood in museums, in the media, and in majority and minority neighbourhoods. This 
ethnographic approach thereby made it possible “to analyse the gap between the 
idealized representation and actual apprehension of events, people, and political 
orders” (Wedeen 2009, 85), in this case the position of minorities within the nation-
state when going beyond written policy or testimonies gathered through interviews. 
The observations also made it easier to see the research contexts as dynamic rather 
than static, and thus to give space to human agency in a study that focuses on policies 
formulated on a macro level (Schatz 2009, 11). Observations were used to shape inter-
view questions and as a background layer informing data collection and complemen-
ting academic texts and policies, following the principle by which ethnographies, 
“[r]ather than taking flight from abstractions, […] can and should help ground them” 
(Wedeen 2010, 257). 

The more focused observations were carried out in relation to events. For paper 
II, the observations took place in the same context as the informal, conversational 
interviews were conducted (Patton, 2002, 343), at the Finlandssvenska integrations-
dagarna [the Finnish-Swedish Integration Days]. Attending the event enabled me to 
immerse myself in how integration in the Swedish language in Finland is discussed, 
which discourses were dominant, and what issues were and were not brought up, as 
well as to map the actors in the field. The interviews for paper III were preceded by 
attending the Jokkmokk Winter Market in February 2018. The market has been held 
without interruption since 1605 and is an important celebration and meeting place 
for Sámi in Sweden and across Sápmi. The cultural events, lectures, exhibitions and 
conversations conducted gave an updated idea of present conditions under which 
minority recognition is lived in the locality during and after the mass event. Finally, 
for paper IV, participant observation was carried out when teaching during one day 
in a Turkish-majority school in northern Bulgaria, and when spending time in 
villages with only Turkish-speaking inhabitants in Southeastern Bulgaria. The obser-
vations from the school gave insights into actual practices of nation-building as lived 
by pupils and teachers of different origins within the institution. Observations from 
everyday life in Southeastern Bulgaria gave an understanding of lived minority-
majority relations in a location where the minority is demographically dominant. 
Furthermore, the minority and majority presences were actively observed when 
visiting different parts of the country, when discussing with people, and when visiting 
cultural monuments or institutions, which gave an idea of the marginality of minority 
identities in public space. 

As Kubik states, “It is hard to imagine a method other than ethnography that 
would highlight and clearly demonstrate that national-level meaning formation and 
similar local-level processes are often incongruous, and if related, their relations are 
complex” (Kubik 2009, 39-40). The ethnographic observations in the three cases 
opened for reflections relating to gaps between political discourses and local prac-
tices, minority aspirations and majority actions, but also to the clear disconnections 
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between the two phenomena at the core of this dissertation, namely minority recog-
nition and immigrant integration, which could take highly different expressions on 
the level of policy and in people’s lived realities. 

3.2.4. Access, confidentiality, and consent 
Research that involves human contact and immersion comes with a number of 
challenges relating to access and ethics. Gaining access to interviews with represen-
tatives of organizations working with integration was rarely a problem, and most 
interviews could be booked by simply sending an email to an address found on the 
webpage of the respective institution. The clearest explicit denials of access (Burnham 
et al. 2008, 292-93) occurred in Bulgaria, where minority institutions were also part 
of the research. Any contact by telephone with minority organizations without a 
personal referral from common acquaintances were either declined due to time con-
straints or hesitantly accepted, which could be understood in relation to the societal 
tensions surrounding Turkish and Muslim organizations, but also in terms of 
hesitation when being approached by a foreigner. When institutions were ap-
proached physically, through the reception, or through persons informally gathering 
or waiting, there was nevertheless a high willingness to share insights and experien-
ces, which can be attributed to the combination of being perceived as a white, Swedish 
student who formerly studied and worked in Turkey, but also to the difference 
between an in-person and a telephone interaction. At the same time, I exercised 
sensitivity when determining the reasons behind hesitance or reluctance on the part 
of minority or minority-led organizations, since providing access to their resources 
or insights is no obligation and any reluctance may be based on legitimate and ethical 
reasons (Burnham et al. 2008, 294). A possible reason for denials could have been the 
combination of scarce resources and “research fatigue” particularly prevalent among 
minorities who are often subject to research but observe little or no change in their 
lives (Glick et al. 2018; Craig and O’Neill 2013; Brunger and Wall 2016). Such 
positions have been observed not least regarding research on Indigenous groups. As 
Smith writes, “it has been taken for granted that indigenous peoples are the ‘natural 
objects’ of research. It is difficult to convey to the non-indigenous world how deeply 
this perception of research is held by indigenous peoples” (Smith 2012, 122). 

In the social sciences, providing informants with confidentiality through pseudo-
nyms is a common practice. Such a decision nevertheless holds meaning. As Guen-
ther states, “the decision to name or not to name is rife with overlapping ethical, 
political, methodological, and personal dilemmas” (Guenther 2009, 412), whether it 
be in relation to an individual, an organization, or a place. In this dissertation, all 
informants are provided with confidentiality and are described by their professional 
positions rather than names. This decision is in line with the research focus being on 
testimonies by representatives of organizations rather than the experiences of private 
persons. While many were indifferent to the offer of confidentiality, and others 
explicitly wished to be named, confidentiality is applied to all informants as selective 
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naming may risk revealing the identity of others. At the same time, the organizations 
are, if not explicitly named, described, as are also the positions the interviewees held 
within them. In combination with the mentioning of some geographical markers, 
anonymity may be compromised. The level of confidentiality selected is nevertheless 
the result of a balancing act between the commitment to anonymity, being trans-
parent about the positions from which interviewees speak as they are representatives 
of public (non)governmental institutions, and necessary disclosures of geographic 
locations. At the same time, confidentiality has potentially harmful dimensions: 
confidentiality poses ethical dilemmas in terms of it being something protecting 
secrecy and thereby hindering transformative political action (Baez 2002; Guenther 
2009). In relation to some interviewees this was a concern, since they were closely 
connected to a political cause they wished to represent under their own name. 

The interviewees spoke as representatives of their organizations and were with few 
exceptions interviewed in their offices. Informed consent is a central issue when con-
ducting ethical research (Crow et al. 2006). Consent was asked for prior to recording, 
and interviewees were given the option of ending the interview or the recording at 
any time. Only once did an interviewee wish to say something “off record”, and only 
two informants wished not to be taped. One interviewee wished to verify any quotes 
on their part that are included in this work. When conducting critical research aiming 
at challenging dominant ideologies, discrepancies may occur between the expec-
tations of the interviewees and the researcher (Hammersley 2014, 531), which in the 
case of this study concern the researcher’s interest in the production of majority 
nationhood and the experts' interest in topics central for their work. While all inter-
viewees were asked questions on the connections between integration and minority 
politics, the emphasis during interviews with integration organizations was put on 
integration, and on minority issues with minority organizations. Consequently, when 
approaching the interviewees, the research was presented to be on immigrant inte-
gration for integration organizations, and on minority issues for minority insti-
tutions. When the overarching aim of the study was initially mentioned prior to some 
of the interviews, reactions varied between confusion and curiosity. Sometimes, it led 
to interviewees imagining what I wanted to know and not (Crow et al. 2006, 90) which 
diverted the focus of conversation from the actual practices carried out by organizations 
to things that they did not do or know about. Indeed, interpretive research on topics 
framed around silences may come across as unclear and cause confusion for a policy 
implementer, possibly since the matter investigated is so peripheral, or even unthought 
of, in their everyday work. The study was therefore in several cases presented in line 
with the particular expertise of the respective organizations rather than emphasizing 
the interest in intersections between policy strands. The way the study was presented 
reflected the nature of questions asked to each organization, the kind of data that was 
aimed to be collected from each representative, and was the result of a reflexive 
process mindful of maintaining the integrity of the research while acknowledging 
potential vulnerabilities among the interviewed experts (Obelenė 2006). 
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With regard to the written documents collected for this dissertation, they were all 
publicly available, so access did not pose any challenges. Concerns related to con-
fidentiality emerged only in relation to persons interviewed in media articles. Even 
though they publicly figure with their names and pictures in the media, the decision 
was made to not mention their names in this work. 

When it comes to ethnographic work, the nature of informed consent as a process 
rather than a one-time event becomes an even more complex matter than when 
working with taped interviews in an official setting (Plankey-Videla 2012). No ma-
terial from the ethnographic work directly figures in the dissertation but has instead 
informed interview questions and framings. Everyone I interacted with during ethno-
graphic work was aware of my being a student and writing a dissertation, and during 
the one occasion where informal interviews were part of this ethnographic approach, 
I officially participated in the event as a researcher, presented myself as one, and 
disclosed the topic of my dissertation. 

As always when conducting research on marginalized populations, the researcher 
has particular responsibilities. Even though this dissertation focuses on state policy 
and has gathered narratives from representatives of state and non-state organizations 
rather than involving marginalized persons in the data collection, any research 
contributing with knowledge claims regarding minorities needs to consider what 
consequences it may have. The present dissertation strives to continuously centre 
minority positions by bringing attention to majority domination, in an attempt to 
avoid contributing to injustices toward minorities that take place through knowledge 
production. 

3.3. Reflections on positionality 
Following the interpretive paradigm, rather than objective executors of research, 
researchers are actors in the meaning-making processes when conducting analyses 
(Yanow 2007, 111). Instead of attempting to avoid any impact on the material such 
as “interviewer effects”, a central part of interpretive work is seeking for 

an awareness of how their own lived experiences shape and filter what they attend to 
in the research project, what they observe and to what they might be "blinded," what 
questions they ask (and don't), what they are told - and what might be being kept from 
them, who talks to them and who doesn't, and so forth. (Yanow 2007, 114) 

Consequently, the researcher’s positionality with regard to the topic of interrogation 
becomes an important element for assessing the plausibility of analyses conducted, 
not least regarding the ability to identify how power is expressed through silences and 
the ability to see beyond dominant debates (Yanow 2007, 116). 

In the present study, the most important attributes for a researcher include sensi-
bilities to capture power dynamics in regard to minority positions, majority positions, 
silences and taken-for-granted expressions of nationhood. Being a researcher with 
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experience of living within two differently positioned national minorities while 
simultaneously being a migrant has influenced the perspectives taken in this research. 
Following migration from Sweden to Finland at an early age, I have experiences of 
being immersed in majority Finnish and minority Finland-Swedish institutions, 
while living in a neighbourhood inhabited by majority Finns, different national 
minorities, and migrants. The experiences developed understandings on how status, 
privilege and othering come into expression between different groups in society and 
within specific majority and minority institutions. Following migration to Sweden in 
early adulthood, I have participated in a number of Sweden-Finnish contexts where 
status negotiations between the past as a stigmatized migrant group and the present 
emancipatory recognition as a national minority shapes the Sweden-Finnish political 
identity project and mobilization (Liimatainen and Carlsson 2020). 

The lived experiences within and between the minority contexts have cultivated a 
sensitivity for identifying minority perspectives, majority domination, and boun-
daries constructed between groups. As also discussed in this dissertation, these 
experiences have also given an understanding of how political categories may be fluid, 
overlapping, homogenizing, and misrecognizing. Having, in line with many persons 
categorized as national minorities in Europe, the privilege of whiteness and external 
“invisibility” in relation to the majority, and thereby holding experiences of both 
being perceived as majority and minority in two countries, has cultivated a sensibility 
for codeswitching that has been useful for perceiving layers behind the surface when 
conducting this research. Such experiences give perspectives that persons positioned 
as majority may not be able to fully capture. In respect of the fluid category of 
migration and citizenship, going through the process of denied naturalization in my 
home country has provided some insights on how exclusions take place through 
formal citizenship policies, and how low and rigid the bar of exclusion may be. 

When it comes to barriers to identifying phenomena relevant for the study, a 
number of factors may have impacted the course of the research. Coming from the 
wealthy Nordic countries, from a culturally Lutheran environment with language as 
the main identity marker, being embedded within the protections of a welfare state, 
holding a Nordic passport that is among the most privileged on a global scale, and 
being white and non-Indigenous, may have contributed to important silences, bor-
derings, and exclusions built into policy being overlooked. Such a position becomes 
a limitation when identifying meanings and silences in policies targeting mostly non-
citizen migrants racialized as non-white. Yanow states that “As a reader, I want to 
know that the researcher has thought about whether there might be silent, and 
silenced, voices, and, if so, what efforts have been made to identify them” (Yanow 
2009, 287). The most important effort can be found within the ethnographic ap-
proaches described above, where complexities, novel angles, and everyday experien-
ces were consciously sought out. Among the most important insights gathered through 
observations would be the complexity of identities, their layers, and ultimately, how 
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questions of nationhood are only one, albeit often important, aspect in the com-
plexities of life. 

While the case studies conducted in Finland and Sweden were part of minority-
political frameworks in large part familiar to me, the clearest instance of being in an 
outsider position for me came in Bulgaria, which may have had a number of con-
sequences for data collection and analysis. Being perceived as an “outsider” may have 
led to both additional disclosures of information, and information having been 
withheld. Having skills in Turkish enabled gathering data in Turkish-speaking con-
texts in Bulgaria. Not being Muslim may have resulted in more thorough explana-
tions regarding religion, nationhood and how boundaries are drawn in conversations 
with religious authorities, but also in silences on topics not disclosed to outsiders. 
Despite having experience of living in Turkey and in a majority Muslim country in 
the Western Balkans, interpretations may be limited by the lack of lived experience 
as a Muslim. Interviewees, however, found varyingly creative commonalities as part 
of attempts to bond, e.g. between protestant culture and Sunni Islam as opposed to 
Christian Orthodoxy. Othering and bonding based on perceptions of the researcher’s 
identity in fieldwork (Shehata 2006, 257) is indeed relational. Many persons asked 
whether I am Muslim, and women attempted to bond in relation to gender by 
discussing masculinity and patriarchal norms, or shared experiences of living in a 
certain country or city. Experiences of Turkey and the Turkish language, which many 
Turkish-speakers in Bulgaria struggle with, were also used to find common ground. 
Coming from a Swedish university, many discussions were held on Sweden, as several 
had family or friends who reside in Sweden. 

Having outlined the methodological considerations guiding this work, the intro-
ductory chapter now proceeds to its fourth part, where the research questions are 
answered, the contributions are developed, and ideas for future research are presented. 
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4. Discussion, contributions, and future pathways 

The aim of this dissertation has been to explore connections, separations, and syne-
rgies between policies and practices of national minority recognition and immigrant 
integration in Europe. It has done so in four papers that each take different angles on 
connections between recognition and integration. In this section of the introductory 
chapter, the three research questions are answered, the contributions of the disser-
tation are elaborated on, and pathways for future research are discussed. 

4.1. Revisiting the questions and contributions of the dissertation 
This dissertation has been concerned with three main questions, of which the first 
one asks: How are expressions of majority nationhood produced and/or countered 
through state integration policy in immigrant-receiving states with national minorities 
and/or Indigenous peoples? The starting point of the research question, namely that 
integration to a large extent is a political practice that reproduces majority nation-
hood, is constantly confirmed in the findings. Indeed, the three cases investigated in 
this dissertation all focus on minority contexts where majority nationalism is repro-
duced in integration, in contrast to much of the previous research that has focused on 
integration in substate nations where integration reproduces minority nationhood. 

A clear majority dominance in integration was not only found in the three case 
studies but also on policy level in the EU. In the analysis of integration and minority 
policies of 27 EU member states, only seven out of 27 states showed accommodations 
for minority identities in integration policies. The few instances of minority accom-
modation identified consisted of either substate recognition or the recognition of 
minoritized core national group extending to integration policy. In most cases, namely 
fifteen EU countries with recognized national minorities, and five with no or weak re-
cognition, existing minority recognition did not extend to integration policy. Hence, 
whereas instances where majority nationalism is challenged do exist on policy level, 
most forms of minority recognition were found to lead to a reproduction of majority 
nationhood, and thereby a misrecognition of minorities, in integration policy. 

In different ways, the three empirical case studies all show how majority nation-
hood is reproduced in integration, regardless of the grade and kind of minority 
recognition. In Finland, where the minority and the majority have the same legal 
position in integration, the minority language is legally assigned a central place in 
integration policy even in municipalities where Swedish is spoken only by small 
minorities. However, the implementation is majority-centred in practice, which 
undermines the possibilities of migrants to choosing Swedish as their language of 
integration. Despite the co-national status of the Swedish language, then, integration 
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policies support the aspirations of the majority state, even though they are occasionally 
countered due to the bilingual legislation. 

Exemplifying a case of Indigenous and national minority recognition, integration 
policy in Swedish Sápmi reproduces colonial majority Swedishness. It is mainly the 
societal presence of the Sámi language(s), culture(s), and institutions that makes 
Indigenous recognition occasionally come through in integration practices, rather 
than a strong policy inclusion of national minorities or Indigenous peoples. These 
practices, that challenge the colonial majority Swedishness otherwise promoted, are 
driven by teachers’ own agency, migrants’ participation in the local institutional 
environment, or the participation of Indigenous persons in immigrant reception. 
Thereby, they manifest that Sweden is not a homogeneous country to which majority 
Swedes alone belong. 

In Bulgaria, both the integration support offered for refugees and the recognition 
of national minorities can be characterized as weak. The belonging promoted in the 
scarce orientation courses is majority Bulgarianness, in line with official policy and 
naturalization that demands both civic and linguistic knowledge in Bulgarian. Even 
though majority nationhood is promoted through such measures, the actual presence 
of minority institutions, headed by national minorities or settled diasporas, expands 
the notion of what it entails to belong in Bulgaria. State mosques were found to 
function as spaces of belonging, and institutions such as schools where Arabic is the 
main language form alternative pathways of integration alongside majority Bul-
garianness. Whereas such possibilities can be stated to counter majority nationhood 
as reproduced through integration, they were described as paths of integration that, 
facilitated by Arabic-speaking diasporas, support integration and belonging in 
Bulgaria rather than contradict inclusion to the majority nation-state. 

In all four papers, majority nationhood is shown to be firmly established in policies 
of immigration, integration, and naturalization. This finding does not, however, 
mean that alternative, minority belongings take no space or do not challenge the 
mononational ideas promoted through policy or its implementation. The existing 
measures for minority recognition have indeed resulted in policies, practices, and 
institutional functions that directly or indirectly extend into integration, whether this 
be intended by the state or not. In contrast to substate nations, where a clearer 
countering of majority nationhood could be claimed to occur, the elements of 
minority nationhood present in integration in the contexts studied here often take 
modest forms. As such, they do not as clearly counter the stronger majority nation-
hood promoted in policy, even though occasions where they do so more distinctly do 
exist. Instead, the expressions of minority/ness can be viewed as a layer, or what 
Miller (2011) has characterized as a ‘nested’ identity. 

The second question of this dissertation asks: How do colonial or imperial legacies 
shape formulations of immigrant integration in states with national minorities and/or 
Indigenous peoples? As established in the literature review, national minorities often 
have a presence which precedes the foundation of the nation-state and have in many 
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cases become minorities due to dynamics provoked by the nationalizing of former 
empires. Since integration policies in the contexts here studied are shown to generally 
be formed without consideration for minority linguistic or cultural preservation, 
existing minority recognitions are found to hold a key significance for the position 
awarded to minorities within integration. Such forms of recognition have historical 
roots and are linked to wider contestations around nationhood. 

The strong position of the Swedish language in Finnish integration policies is a 
direct consequence of the independent Finnish nation-state’s initial language legis-
lation, which promotes bilingualism rather than making Finnish the main national lan-
guage. Even though Finland has shifted from being part of an administratively Swe-
dish-speaking empire to an independent nation where Swedish is spoken by merely 
5.3 per cent of the population, the post-imperial language legislation has made inte-
gration fully bilingual at least on official policy level. Hence, integration is deeply shaped 
by the imperial legacy, yet in a way that does not fully extend to implementation. 

In Sápmi, not only a colonial past but also its ongoing present thoroughly shape 
what integration policy is implemented. As a result of colonization and connected 
nation-building, Swedish is the language of integration throughout the Swedish 
nation-state, which includes a part of Sápmi. The present politics of integration is a 
Swedish state practice, in which Sámi elements are manifested in the form of extra 
information during teaching, some mentions in the teaching material, as well as the 
societal and institutional presence of Sámi when integration policy is implemented in 
Indigenous locations. As such, integration and its present practices are profoundly 
shaped by the colonial relation that is today firmly established on Indigenous territory. 

In Bulgaria, the Ottoman past and its role in national discourses portraying the era 
negatively target Muslim minorities and migrants in ways that also shape the con-
ditions of integration. Apart from restrictive reactions toward Muslims that can be 
attributed to post-imperial nation-building, Ottoman-era Muslim institutions also 
form the core of the modest minority elements involved in integration. Intended for 
the shrinking post-imperial Muslim minorities, these institutions have become part 
of life for many of the Muslims who have arrived in Bulgaria over the past years. Not 
an imperial legacy as such, communist international cooperation too has left its traces 
in the form of Arabic-speaking schools and a variety of diasporic communities who 
have settled in Bulgaria not as refugees or migrants, but as fraternal people. The 
historical legacies, then, have mixed consequences for minorities and integration, in 
which they on the one hand contribute to exclusionary discourses, and on the other 
hand facilitate institutional and societal belonging. 

As such, all three cases show how imperial and colonial legacies take different 
forms but are of importance for understanding present policy. In the Finnish and 
Bulgarian cases, the post-imperial minorities belonged to the “core” in the past. 
Finland includes the minority in integration policy on near-equal terms, and Bulgaria 
employs exclusionary measures in relation to the Turkish-speaking, Muslim minor-
ity. Religious accommodations made to the national minority are, however, to a 
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limited degree extended to Muslim migrants. In Sápmi, where both the past and the 
present are characterized by colonialism, formulations of integration hardly include 
the Indigenous people beyond the minor mentions associated with national minority 
recognition in teaching material, and the incorporation of local, Indigenous presen-
ces in practices of integration, partly shaped by Indigenous recognition. In all three 
case studies, the forms that present policies of integration take, the formulations of 
nationhood migrants are faced with, and the position national minorities and 
Indigenous peoples are given within them, are rooted in the past; in order to fully 
understand present-day conditions, this past needs to be revisited. 

The final question of this dissertation investigates tensions between the promotion 
of minority and majority identities by asking: What normative tensions can be iden-
tified in the politics of immigrant integration with regard to the promotion of minority 
and majority identities? A starting point of this dissertation was the tension between 
the preservationist dimension of minority recognition, and the integrationist, even 
homogenizing, ambitions of immigrant integration, a tension which has been present 
throughout the study. As noted in the answer to the first two questions, integration 
policies largely reproduce majority nationhood and thereby promote majority 
identities. Hence, integration counters the preservationist aims of minorities by ser-
ving the aims of majority nation-building. Whereas the goals of minority nation-
building can align with the goals of integration policy in substate nations, where the 
minority language is also widely used, such a situation forms an exception. 

In contexts of recognition weaker than in substates, integration policy ends up 
serving majority identities and nationhood rather than those of minorities. From the 
perspective of minority protection, requiring migrants to learn minority languages 
would support these languages’ preservation and vitality. However, the dissertation 
notes that such a requirement disregards the burdens that are placed on migrants 
with regard to majority language acquisition and other requirements that citizens do 
not face. At the same time, migrants who live within a national minority community 
may not get their linguistic or civic skills recognized for naturalization, residency, or 
the access to social rights. Indeed, present models of minority recognition, which in 
this study have been established to closely inform integration policy, fail to capture 
non-territorial recognition, mobility, multilingualism, and weakened minorities in 
ways that could otherwise bridge the tensions identified between the policy goals of 
minority recognition and immigrant integration. 

By exploring and bringing clarity to questions on the intersections between minor-
ity recognition and immigrant integration, the main contributions of this dissertation 
are made to scholarship on immigrant integration, on liberal multiculturalism, and 
more specifically to scholarship investigating connections between minority recog-
nition and immigrant integration. More broadly, it contributes to questions on 
minority and majority nationhood, the relation between new and established minor-
ity/ness, and how minority recognition and integration policy could be rethought 
beyond binary categories. The dissertation shows how institutions of historically 
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present minorities may function as important spaces for belonging for migrants, how 
the presence of national minorities may contribute to the belonging of migrants, and 
how adopting minority identities may open up a faster pathway to formal rights. It 
shows how the politics of integration, with few exceptions, is majority-centred, how 
minority belongings are missing or marginal in formulations on what the nation entails 
as communicated to migrants, and how policies of recognition and immigrant inte-
gration are governed separately, with few overlaps. The dissertation thereby shows not 
only how integration policy functions as a misrepresenting mirror of an imagined 
majority society, but also how narrow a space is given to minorities within narratives 
and policies on nationhood faced by migrants. The dissertation provides empirical 
insights, from contexts ranging from states with minoritized former elites, to Indi-
genous peoples, and minorities subject to othering discourses, on how integration as 
a policy of nation-building relates to minoritized identities. It thereby identifies and 
calls attention to tensions, conflicts, incongruences, contradictions and gaps that have 
implications for normative theories on integration and minority recognition. 

4.2. Implications and pathways for future studies 
In the theoretical discussion of this introductory chapter, a layered perspective on 
integration was suggested as a way to capture how multiple belongings, transnational, 
national, and local processes interact with individual trajectories of migration and 
minority/ness in a specific historical context. Apart from providing an analytical 
perspective on the intersecting policies, a layered perspective also has normative 
implications. Rather than simply applying it to existing policy, or merely using it as a 
way to understand empirical complexities, it could provide a first step toward solving 
some of the incompatibilities and tensions identified in this dissertation with regard 
to present minority recognition and integration.  

In terms of outlining what a layered perspective in policy could mean normatively, 
a first endeavour would be the inclusion of minorities alongside majority identities 
in the politics of integration. In most European countries, we find that the most 
explicit formulations of state nationhood that target migrants are found in courses 
on civics and language, as well as in requirements for residency or naturalization. The 
implications for an inclusion of minorities in such policies can be illustrated by 
returning to the empirical case studies of this dissertation. In the Finnish case, this 
could entail a possibility to attend both Finnish and Swedish orientation courses or 
integrating elements from both languages in each course rather than selecting only 
one language of integration. Instead of conveying a majority Finnish history, the 
treatment of Roma, the history of the Tatar minority, as well as colonial practices in 
relation to Sámi could be included, as could histories of migration. Furthermore, the 
preferences and identities of individual migrants could be acknowledged. As an 
example, for those for whom it is easier, namely speakers of related languages such as 
English, or other Indo-European languages, Swedish could be explicitly encouraged 
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as a language of integration that may enable a faster pathway to citizenship and full 
legal rights. 

Unlike in Finland, language is not a requirement for naturalization in Sweden. 
However, since orientation course attendance conditions access to social rights, they 
do perform a gatekeeping function, which accentuates the significance of the course 
contents. Applying a layered perspective, Sweden’s cultural and linguistic pluralism 
could be placed at the forefront in the curricula. Were language requirements to be 
imposed, knowledge of national minority languages would be recognized when gran-
ting rights that require language knowledge. In Bulgaria, an approach to the Ottoman 
past that does not simply see it as something negative, but rather provides some sup-
port for Muslim identities would pave the way for Muslim belonging, as too would 
acknowledging Turkish as a domestic language while continuing to provide space for 
Arabic institutions within processes of integration. 

A potential objection to the suggestions outlined above could be that they only 
seem to make the politics of integration more complex and constitute a combination 
of both unrealistic and largely symbolic actions. Indeed, any normative application 
of the layered perspective would need to dig deeper into the institutional side of 
integration, minority recognition, and the politics of immigration. A telling example 
of what a mere inclusion of minority identities in curricula would entail can be found 
in the Dutch civic integration test where knowledge of Anne Frank is included, 
meaning that residency and citizenship partly depends on demonstrating knowledge 
about her. While it confronts migrants with past atrocities, holds up a person who 
today would be a member of a national minority, and thereby challenges the idea of 
the Netherlands as homogeneous, such an inclusion is not merely symbolic but could 
even be characterized as misrecognition. Dutch civic integration policy is formulated 
in ways that would have kept Anne Frank herself excluded from citizenship, residency, 
and possibly also entry to the country. A layered perspective on integration applied in 
policy, in which importance is given to transnational, historical, and intersecting 
processes of inclusion and exclusion, would need to be guided by a fundamental 
scrutiny of the consequences and built-in exclusions of integration policies for minor-
itized people who are differently positioned in relation to majority nationhood. 

Whereas this dissertation has introduced and outlined in part how such processes 
are expressed in today’s policy, the normative possibilities for a layered perspective 
applied to integration could be explored in future scholarship. Such an endeavour 
cannot be conducted in separation from dominant discourses in society and narra-
tives on minorities within mainstream education. Challenging such narratives has 
been shown to be a continuous, demanding and disputed task filled with affective 
contestations. Integration policy could nevertheless be a suitable arena in which to 
conduct such reformulations. If integration is to actually foster inclusion, belonging, 
and democratic citizenship, would it not be important to be familiar with the multi-
plicity of national belongings that are present? Furthermore, migrants, depending on 
their specific circumstances, are likely to be subject to racist and othering practices, 
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4. DISCUSSION 

to confusing history descriptions, and to barriers to belonging that majorities do not 
face. Should not the targets of such policy be prepared for a more truthful version of 
what is awaiting within their new nation-state of residency and its agendas of 
nationhood? These questions could be explored in future scholarship outlining the 
normative basis of an integration policy attentive to layers. 

A further important focus for future studies could be giving a bigger role to agency. 
This could be done by investigating how differently positioned national minorities 
perceive migration, including continued explorations of how solidarities and ex-
clusions are formed between minorities of different categories, differently situated 
with regard to citizenship, belonging, or whiteness. Connected to this, collecting first-
hand experiences from migrants living within minority contexts, which may be 
sheltered from important discourses on racism and exclusion taking place in wider 
society, would be vital to understanding such processes of inclusion and exclusion. 
Taking a perspective from within policy-making, future research could explore how 
policy makers are confronted on the one hand with calls to reproduce majority 
hegemony in relation to newcomers through state integration, yet on the other hand 
with the need to acknowledge minority policies formed for different aims.  

Besides research on agency, future scholarship could also explore normative and 
empirical potentials for drawing in and engaging majority society, too, through 
minority-centred civics. Such inquiries could also investigate potentials for recog-
nition of migrant languages and belongings. Future research could push for not only 
acknowledging minority identities alongside dominant ones within existing institu-
tions but imagining a politics of recognition that goes beyond symbolic and perfor-
mative actions. Adding minorities to the list of recognized and acceptable belongings 
available to migrants, we may further inspire discussions about when and how civic 
formulations of integration are desirable and when not, moving towards a society 
more inclusive and supportive of minority belongings than those possible to imagine 
within the frameworks of present-day nation-states in Europe.  
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5. Summaries of papers 

Paper I aims to identify and explore (dis)connections and value conflicts between 
policies of national minority recognition and immigrant integration, a topic hitherto 
underexplored outside of minority substates. In contrast to substates, where inte-
gration policies align with minority nation-building, most states exclude recognized 
minorities from integration policy. Addressing the position of national minorities 
without substate recognition in integration policies in Europe, the study first asks: 
How is national minority recognition acknowledged in integration policies in EU27? 
Secondly, with the aim of identifying normative tensions between recognition and 
integration, it further asks: What normative tensions are revealed between the policy 
aims of promoting national minority recognition on the one hand, and immigrant 
integration on the other? The paper develops four ideal types of minority-linguistic 
integration regimes, which are applied to a mapping of policies of minority recog-
nition and immigrant integration in EU27. Most states with recognized minorities 
are shown to exclude national minorities from immigrant integration policies. The 
finding is discussed by identifying normative tensions between identity-based goals 
of minority language preservation, and instrumental goals of the majority-centred 
immigrant integration. Finally, commonalities are identified between the values 
guiding minority recognition and integration, suggesting that identity values connec-
ted to the majority shape the formulations of integration policy in significant ways. 
The study holds that investigations of contemporary language policy should jointly 
consider national minorities, Indigenous peoples, and immigrants, while acknow-
ledging the significance of majority identity interests in policy formulations. 

Paper II addresses the dilemma that emerges when states with strongly recognized 
linguistic minorities are to determine which language newly arrived immigrants 
should learn in the state-provided integration programmes. It explores how con-
stitutionally bilingual Finland, which has a Swedish-speaking non-territorial minor-
ity with the same linguistic rights as the majority, governs linguistic aspects of im-
migrant integration. It investigates the implications of the strong legal and the weak 
societal status of Swedish for immigrant integration by connecting scholarship on 
minority nationalism and immigrant integration to laws, reports and interviews on 
integration in Swedish-speaking Finland. It shows tensions between Finland-Swedish 
integration aspirations favouring Swedish as the language of integration, and state-
level policies promoting a Finnish-majority monolingual integration. Unlike substate 
minorities that have a political mandate to coerce migrants to learn the territorially 
dominant minority language, the non-territorial Swedish-speaking minority relies 
largely on the voluntary choice of immigrants to choose Swedish as their language of 
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integration. Structural obstacles, however, hinder this choice in bilingual regions, 
which has sparked political debates and actions. The paper bridges research on 
Finnish multiculturalism and research on integration policy in contexts where his-
torical minorities are present by introducing a non-territorial, formerly dominant 
minority to the research field. 

Paper III aims to understand connections between immigration policy and con-
temporary colonialism on Indigenous territory by asking how state-led immigrant 
integration policies and practices reproduce colonialism in Swedish Sápmi. It ex-
plores the applicability of scholarship on settler colonialism to Sweden and develops 
the notion of banal colonialism by combining scholarship on settler and everyday 
colonialism with banal nationalism. Drawing on state documents regulating im-
migrant integration and semi-structured interviews conducted with integration wor-
kers in Swedish Sápmi, the study shows that immigrant integration policy largely 
silences Sweden’s colonial past and present. While the implementation of national 
level policies on Indigenous land reproduces majority-centred narratives, practices 
challenging the colonial order are also identified. The study shows how the notion of 
banal colonialism captures mundane colonial practices in relation to integration, but 
also brings attention to instances where immigrant integration policy has the poten-
tial to challenge settler colonialism. 

Paper IV investigates the role of settled minorities for refugee belonging in Bul-
garia, a state with the largest historically present Muslim minority in the EU, where 
the state has minimal involvement in the reception of the mainly Muslim refugees 
arriving via Turkey. It asks how boundaries are drawn between settled minorities and 
new refugees in processes of reception, integration, and belonging in Bulgaria. Based 
on interviews conducted with state, NGO and Muslim representatives working with 
issues related to refugee integration or Bulgarian Turkish communities, it analytically 
connects settled minority communities with new, mainly Muslim, refugee migration. 
It identifies how spatial, linguistic, and religious boundaries are perceived to separate 
settled minorities from newly arrived refugees. Previously settled diasporas are never-
theless witnessed to overcome these boundaries through geographical proximity, a 
shared language, and a shared country of origin, and have thus functioned as key 
facilitators of refugee belonging and inclusion. Furthermore, Muslim institutions led 
by Bulgarian Turks have functioned as spaces of belonging and charity for refugees. 
The study finds that settled minority communities contributed to refugee reception 
in ways that compensated for the state absence, calling for further research on the role 
of settled minorities for inclusionary processes in society. 
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Integration policies typically require immigrants to demonstrate knowledge of the 
majority language and culture. Ofcial recognition of national minorities or Indi-
genous peoples nevertheless challenges the idea of one national belonging to be exclu-
sively promoted through nation-building practices such as integration. 

Tis study investigates previously unexplored tensions, connections, synergies and 
separations between the politics of immigrant integration and minority recognition in 
Europe. Drawing on material ranging from documents and interviews to participant 
observation, it carries out an overview of policies of integration and recognition in 27 
EU member states, as well as in-depth case studies on integration in Swedish-speaking 
Finland, Swedish Sápmi, and Turkish-speaking, Muslim Bulgaria. 

Immigrant integration policies are shown, with few exceptions, to reproduce majority 
nationalism. Integration and recognition are found to intersect in complex, layered 
ways that contemporary monolingual, territory-based models of minority recognition 
and integration fail to capture. Te study’s fndings have normative implications that 
call for context-bound inquiries to help rethink present policies in ways that ac-
knowledge the multitude of belongings in society instead of primarily supporting the 
goals of majority nation-building. 
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