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Introduction 

In the mid-90’s, the German conservative press rushed to interpret the extensive ethnic satellite television consumption by the Turkish minority as a confirmation of this group’s attachment and loyalty to Turkey. As the extensive popular conservative debates of the time suggested, the Turkish population living in Germany looked for its cultural references within Turkish television and thus rejected the German cultural project. Within this discourse, Turkish satellite television was seen as ultimately restraining the Turkish population’s integration in German society. Some even suggested that the domination of channels from Turkey in the Turkish households of Germany reconfirmed the impossibility of Turks becoming integral part of German society and culture – Turks would always be Others.  

Debates such as this have taken place in many different European countries and with different ethnic groups and media as targets. Almost all of them depend for their arguments on a particular interpretation of numbers: 1 million households in Germany are tuned into Turkish television every evening (Aksoy, 2000). This number is used to reconfirm the argument of Turkish segregation within the German society. However, this kind of popular maths fails to contextualise such numbers. The number of Turkish satellite users gets a different meaning if an interpretation is informed by the fact that more than 87 % of all German households have cable and satellite connection (Salzburg Research Forschungsgesellschaft mbH, 2000). The image becomes even more complex if we start studying and interpreting the ways in which Turks in Germany watch Turkish television (see especially Aksoy and Robins, 2000). Like all audiences, Turkish audiences are critical – they appropriate the media, they interpret them and use them differently depending on context and on audiences’ position in society, in time and in relation to their cultural identities – to gender, age, class, ethnicity (Ortiz, 1997).  While it is important to recognise the cultural changes that take place within the European space – especially those that relate to the new information and communication technologies – it is important to understand them in the context where they take place and in their consequences. 

Against the simplification of the meaning of numbers which has often caused moral and cultural panic about minorities and their media, we suggest a use of numbers in a more careful and, hopefully, intelligent way. We use numbers in an attempt to identify the diasporic minorities in the European Union. We use numbers in order to draw a map of multicultural Europe and to investigate the implications of the richness of the European cultural space. We use these numbers with care and hesitation and only as indicators of different groups’ numerical visibility and non-visibility
. We are aware that these numbers can only be suggestive about diasporic presence in the EU, as many ambiguities and uncertainties relate to their collection – e.g. in many countries second, third, and consequent generations are not recognised as belonging to an ethnic group, while many people do not have the legal status that guarantees their official recognition. We use numbers in our mapping of the diasporic communities, not as the final step but as the first; we argue that numerical visibility and invisibility gain their meanings if examined in relation to cultural visibility and invisibility, inclusion and exclusion. We want to construct a map that suggests operational categories for understanding the position of the more than 120 diasporic/ethnic communities that live within the European Union in historical, cultural, socio-economic and political terms
. Our conceptualisation of numbers is not static but dynamic; if numbers reveal something it is the continuous change in populations and the lack of any homogeneity within Europe. Numbers reveal that there are at least 120 diasporic/ethnic communities spread all over the EU; this number is only one of those that reveal European cultural diversity. 

Diasporas live among equally large numbers of indigenous, religious and linguistic minorities and majorities. These groups, unlike diasporas, do not consider any other country but the one they live in as their Home/Homeland. But neither the meaning of Home and Homeland, nor that of belonging are uncontested and homogenous within population that share ethnicity or religion or language. Cultural homogeneity is a non-existent quality of the experience of groups (Gillespie, 1995; Baumann, 1996; Hall, 1996), either these are majorities or minorities, either they have tight internal links or they do not. As very well stated in The Future of Multi-ethnic Britain Report (2000):

There are two things wrong with this mental picture of a large homogenous majority and various equally homogenous minorities. First, Britain is not and never has been the unified, conflict-free land of popular imagination. There is no single white majority. Second, the ‘minority’ communities do not live in separate, self-sufficient enclaves, and they do display substantial internal differences. They too must be reimagined (ibid.: 26).

Diversity characterises any cultural experience (Marcus, 1992; Papastergiades, 1998). As Hardt and Negri (2000, quoted in Robins 2001) argue, the identity of ‘the people’ has been constructed around an imagined unity that eliminates internal difference and identifies the whole group with a hegemonic group, race or class. Against the ideology of cultural homogeneity, Hardt and Negri suggest the category of ‘the multitude’. They argue that the multitude is a multiplicity, a plane of singularities, an open set of relations, which is neither homogenous nor identical with itself and bears an indistinct, inclusive relation to those outside of it (ibid.). This is an important point to make in discussing the multicultural character of Europe. Groups are not characterised by internal homogeneity, while their interdependence with Others is inevitable. There is no clear divide between the ‘Europeans’ and the ‘Others’, there is no such divide between ‘the culture’ of the ‘Europeans’ (or the Germans, the French, etc) and ‘the culture’ of the Others (‘the foreigners’). The complexity of the cultural relations within and between cultural, ethnic, majority and minority populations is extensive enough to make the investigation of diasporic significance much more interesting than a model assuming a division between a homogeneous majority and a homogeneous minority would suggest. 

The theoretical and methodological framing of this study has to be reflexive enough to understand what is unique, interesting and new in diasporic difference – within, in-between and vis-à-vis non-diasporic experience; and in particular, what is interesting about diasporic media cultures. 

The numbers that are of interest to us are those that help us understand what Europe and living within its cultural space has been about. Population and cultural mobility have been encountered within centuries; migration today continues. We investigate what continues from the past, while being reflexive about its changes; we investigate what is new and radically becoming different with communication and transportation revolutions; we investigate the altering possibilities in mobility (Silverstone, 2001) and belonging (Georgiou, 2001). In our study, we carefully seek understandings of the importance of  migrant and diasporic cultures. Are they important because of their rapidly increasing numerical visibility? Taking that only 3 % of the world’s refugees reach the UK (Human Rights Watch) and that in most EU countries the residents of foreign background do not surpass 2 % of the population (COE, 1993), the interest in diasporic cultures extends beyond a direct link to the numerical importance of diasporic populations. 

Husband (1993) emphasises how migrant communities had actively participated in the development of western European economies, while at present they remain important actors, especially in the development of the underground European economies. Yet, their participation in that economic growth often remains unrecorded. At the same time, popular debates about the inevitable dependence of diasporic minorities to their distant Homeland are often oversimplified, undermining the complexity of relations of belonging and loyalties. Rex (1994) argues that the vast majority of the ethnic minorities accept that they have an obligation of loyalty to the state of the country they live in. In other cases, it has been argued that minorities have a sense of dual loyalties, rather than being in a position of holistic belonging and adapting a sense of being in a situation of either/or (Demetriou, 2001). Though the cases of fundamentalism and segregation are not to be undermined, such extremist movements should be carefully examined in their consequences. What is their actual influence in the population they claim to represent? Do fundamentalist movements have a future in a multicultural Europe? Are they a threat for it?

We want to study the European cultural space as claimed, as imagined, as it carries internal inconsistencies and conflicts. In particular, we investigate culture as communication and mediation. We are interested in understanding how cultures evolve, how they are sustained, reformed and rediscovered around the media. We acknowledge that the media – especially minority media – have initiated communication potentials, worth investigating in their implications. These include newly-established communication connections within locales, within nations and across nations; the possibility for simultaneous consumption of media products beyond time and space limitations and the potentials for the mediation of diasporic relations. 

Mapping Media Cultures

This is an attempt to map difference and interpret it. We are mapping cultural difference as expressed in media cultures. Cultural difference can lead to segregation, to the emergence and sustaining of communities that are distinct and separate from the mainstream, but also to the emergence of communities that are becoming integral part of the mainstream, of the national and transnational European societies, though often radically innovative in appropriating diversity within their boundaries and outside. Cultural innovation, management and manipulation of difference all interestingly interweave in media cultures. Media and new communication technologies have challenged the meanings and significance of the nation, of locality and of identities as being embedded in specific place (Giddens, 1991) and initiated the emergence of cultural spaces for multi-staged and disembedded  (ibid.) dialogues and conflicts. 

New communication, next to transportation technologies, have allowed the local, the national and the transnational to actively interweave in emerging multi- and de-centred cultural spaces, where people experience everyday life (Morley and Robins, 1995). These multi-centred spaces are full of tensions, inequalities and inconsistencies and they entail unpredictable dynamics and possibilities. They are spaces where information is neither linear nor singular; they are spaces where possibilities for belonging, for choosing not to belong and for combining belonging in multiple communities emerge; they are spaces where the struggles for inclusion and exclusion are not between two sides: these of the powerful and the subordinate but between different powerful and subordinate actors. Media actively get involved in everyday life debates of what it means to belong, of what an identification with a group and a community consists, what the symbols of the imagined self, the Other and the community are and how the boundaries around communities and places are appropriated. Minority media propose agendas and cultural repertoires to diasporic minorities, they create new possibilities for communication beyond spatial and national boundaries and initiate the emergence of media cultures as alternative to mainstream and national media.  

Diasporic media can become powerful mouthpieces of the community they represent, they can create powerful images of self-representation for the group (Riggins, 1992; Husband 1994) and in their communal consumption they can sustain a sense of ethnic commonality (Georgiou, 2001). Minority media can become symbols of empowerment, they can inform and communicate symbols of community and they can potentially mediate a group’s participation in the public sphere of the country where they live in, in the public sphere of their country of origin and in transnational public spheres that emerge in the diasporic experience – as people who come from a common distant homeland and are presently spread around the globe seek communication and community. Such potentials for participation and inclusion in communities, for the widening possibility of being informed and part of an interpretative diasporic community are advanced by the ICTs. In the era of digitisation the space for alternative media is broader than ever – though so is the competition for audiences’ attention; the cost for developing and sustaining alternative minority media has decreased substantially and the spatial specificity and boundedness of the media – in terms of possibilities for broadcasting and circulation and of regulatory limitations – are presently much more flexible than in the past. 

Through the possibilities for production and consumption of different minority media, multi-sited and decentralised media cultures emerge. The meanings of spatial and temporal restrictions and boundaries (Harvey, 1989) have been challenged through the media – as images of a distant Homeland are disseminated on satellite television, as the image of the distant family is reinvented on a home-made web page, as the sound of a friend’s new-born baby is mediated and heard on a home video. The immediacy of access to images and sounds that once would be unreachable, the mediation of the experience and the way both are appropriated allow the media to become part of everyday culture, of our emotional and communicational experience. Everyday culture has become media culture (Alasuutari, 1999). In discussing media as part of everyday culture, we turn to the notion of mediation. ‘The notion of mediation therefore provides a route into a concern with the delicate, but always historically and sociologically specific, ways in which public (and inevitably private) meanings emerge and merge in the socially and culturally contested spaces of everyday life’  (Silverstone, 2001: 11). In the same paper, Silverstone argues that mediation is a dialectic concept, which ‘requires us to address the processes of communication as both institutionally and technologically driven and embedded…At the same time it requires a consideration of the social as in turn a mediator: institutions and technologies, as well as the meanings that are delivered by them, are mediated in the social processes of reception and consumption’ (ibid. 10).  

In this research, we want to investigate how media technologies, the institutions of minority media in particular and minority audiences interweave in everyday life and how they are involved in processes of community building, in processes of inclusion, exclusion and participation. Within this triangular relation our focus is on diasporic minority media production. Minority media production is of particular interest as it (i.) reflects the activity of different communities within media cultures; (ii.) partly reflects the cultural identity of diasporic groups (e.g. monolingual or multilingual media; local or/and global media) and (iii.) allows us to investigate how media production interweaves with media consumption in complex relations that go beyond a conceptualisation of a ‘sender – receiver’ relation. As we map the diasporic media, we set questions around the role of ICTs and their contribution in the development of the (new) diasporic media cultures. 

Everyday Life

The everyday is where we act, even in our passivity (Silverstone, 2001: 13)

Everyday life as a concept and as a context is ambiguous and it has been conceptualised in different ways within various attempts to theorise it (see Silverstone, 1994: 159-77). The way it is operationalized here draws primarily from the analysis of Silverstone (ibid.) and de Certeau (1984), as they understand everyday life dynamically, to be a terrain of contradictions, oppositions, resistance and alienation. Like de Certeau (ibid.), Silverstone talks about the dynamism of everyday life by emphasising its paradox and arguing for the importance of empirical studies: 

And the terms of that paradox – the found object and the created object – the imposed meanings and the selected meanings – the controlled behaviour and the free – the meaningless and the meaningful – the passive and the active – are in constant tension. These tensions can be observed in everyday behaviour and traced through the study of the individual and the group. They can be deciphered through ethnographic or psychoanalytic case studies – studies which must be firmly grounded in the mutuality of empirical and theoretical understanding. For it is in the dynamics of the particular that we will be able to identify, if not fully comprehend, the forces of structure: the forces both of domination and resistance (1994: 164). 

In this research we address everyday life in its particularity and its ambiguity, as it is shaped at the meeting of the working and the leisure time and space, at the meeting of the private and the public, at the meeting of the individual and the communal. Everyday life is critically approached in its material invisibility, its vitality and its capacity for transcendence (Silverstone, ibid.), which is neither singularly a context of resistance and autonomy – a refuge from the power struggles for social control and domination – nor a context where people simply learn to accept the dominant norms and discourses without resistance. 

In the EMTEL framework paper, Silverstone (op. cit.) argues that everyday life in modernity has become progressively mediated. The mediated everyday culture is at the heart of this research as it unfolds in the experience of the diasporic populations – in their experience of community, participation and exclusion in communities, localities, public spheres and cultures. Since his earlier work (1994) Silverstone has argued that the popular – and the broadcasting media in particular – is understood within the ordinariness of everyday life, which implies as much resistance as it does conformity. The ordinary and our understanding of the world are not only products of immediate experience, but they are also ‘conditioned by our consumption of information, ideas and values that television and other media provide’ (ibid.: 167). Silverstone goes on to clarify: ‘Yet the ordinariness of everyday life, its taken-for-grantedness, is not homogenous. Not only it is profoundly differentiated by virtue of culture – ethnic, religious, class, national or gendered culture – but it is also uneven in its formal quality’ (ibid.). 

For the study of the diasporic media and everyday life, we turn primarily to diasporic media production. We map diasporic media cultures primarily through their production. This choice is an attempt to operationalize the theoretical arguments about media culture and mediation. We draw from arguments that highlight that media cultures involve processes of consumption but also of production (Alasuutari, op. cit.) and from the literature of everyday life which challenges the boundaries between production and consumption (de Certeau, op. cit.). In the case of diasporic media in particular, this approach is even more relevant, as the majority of the diasporic minority media do not have a strict, institutional and professional character, they usually involve members of the communities they represent, and the interaction between the producers and the consumers in everyday life is continuous. Such particularities of the diasporic media cultures make this study especially interesting. In order to investigate them, we first study and discuss the particularities of diaspora as a concept and as an experience. 

The problematic concept of Diaspora 

Life in exile is a partial life, you loose your identity: Words of a member of the Ethiopian diaspora, demonstrating in London  (as reported at the Ethiopian Web site www.newvision.org.uk) 

By the end of the twentieth century, it is likely that the membership of the United Nations will comprise about 200 states. However, the number of ‘nation-peoples’ (groups evincing a ‘peoplehood’ through the retention or expression of separate languages, customs, folkways and religions) is estimated at 2000, ten times the anticipated number of recognised nation-states (Cohen, 1997: ix-x). 

Diaspora is not a concept to be taken for granted. Its meaning has not been clear-cut, uncontested and stable through time and space; the way people have been associated and attached to diasporas has varied. But even if contested, diaspora as a concept remains useful for many reasons. First of all, diaspora, as any concept – which necessarily implies abstraction and some degree of reductionism – cannot but be contested; but it is through debating and thinking about concepts that we can understand the phenomena and the relations they refer to. Furthermore, diaspora in particular is still useful as it reflects different dimensions of identity, belonging, attachment of populations and conditions of experience for different communities, a cultural association. ‘A diaspora is always an intellectual construction tied to a given narrative. Like other types of communities, but more so than most, diasporas are incarnations of existing discourses, enactments of such discourses, echoes of anticipations of historical projects. They are “imagined communities” par excellence’ (Dayan,1999: 30). Taking these abstract, representational and emotional dimensions of the concept as a starting point, we construct our conceptual and operational understanding of diaspora. A primary reference is the discussion of Robin Cohen (1997) around the concept of diaspora and its meanings; this analysis we take into serious account, though not without criticism.

Cohen’s Diaspora


Cohen’s (ibid.) discussion of diaspora begins with its historical contextualisation. The concept of diaspora originates in Greek ‘speiro’ (to sow) and dia (over). For the ancient Greeks though, diaspora had more to do with migration as colonisation rather than as deterritorialization. On the contrary, for the groups that historically became key examples of a diaspora – primarily the Jews and the Armenians, but also the Palestinians and the Africans – diaspora signified a collective trauma, a banishment, ‘where one dreamt of home but lived in exile’ (ibid.: ix).  With the Armenians and the Jews as the ultimate symbols of diasporic experience, the concept captured both the academic and the popular imagination. Many other populations started identifying themselves (or have been identified by academics, politicians, policy makers) as diasporas, even if they were not necessarily victims of violence. What became a defining characteristic, Cohen argues (ibid.) was the strong collective identities these people shared. Another necessary common characteristic shared by these different groups is the fact that they all settled away from an original Homeland. ‘A member’s adherence to a diasporic community is demonstrated by an acceptance of an inescapable link with their past migration history and a sense of co-ethnicity with others of a similar background’ (ibid.: ix). 

Cohen suggests that studying the Jewish (also the Greek and the Armenian as classic diaspora paradigms) experience is crucial for understand all different kinds of diasporas. While he conceives the Jewish diaspora as the starting point, he also argues that it is important to transcend it in its limitations and assumptions for at least two reasons. First, even the Jewish experience is much more complex than assumed (e.g. not all Jewish communities were victims of persecution) and second, because diaspora is now used in many new, interesting and suggestive contexts. Highlighting the increasing importance of imagination and virtuality, he suggests:

Nowadays, with the increased use of the term to describe many kinds of migrants from diverse ethnic backgrounds, a more relaxed definition [of diaspora] seems appropriate. Moreover, transnational bonds no longer have to be cemented by migration or by exclusive territorial claims. In the age of cyberspace, a diaspora can, to some degree, be held together or re-created through the mind, through cultural artefacts and through a shared imagination (Cohen, ibid.: 26).

Cohen himself draws from Safran (1991: 83) in his argument, who suggests that diaspora is now deployed  ‘as a metaphoric designation’ to ‘describe different categories of people’ – ‘expatriates, expellees, political refugees, alien residents, immigrants and ethnic and racial minorities tout court’. In suggesting a more flexible understanding of diaspora, Cohen does not underestimate the ambiguity in drawing characterisations of diaspora. The ambiguity starts as soon as we start naming people as diasporas or as non-diasporas. For example, some ambiguous cases are the Roma and the people from the Former Yugoslavia. As much as there is ambiguity about who is a diaspora, there is also a reality of migrant communities who do not fit in the category of a diaspora. On one hand, certain criteria have to be met in the historical and lived experience of a group in order to be named ‘diaspora’. On the other, when studying diasporas, it is important to have a sense of research reflexivity that allows us to be sensitive to emic identifications; reflexivity that allows us to consider the connection of such communities among themselves and with their country of origin. 

One of the criteria that Cohen highlights as important for identifying communities as diasporas is their dispersal to more than one country, which is particularly interesting when studying transnational diasporic communities across Europe. But for Cohen there is a list of 9 criteria altogether that a group has to meet in order to be a diaspora (ibid.: 26):

1. Dispersal from an original homeland, often traumatically, to two or more foreign regions

2. Alternatively, the expansion from a homeland in search of work, in pursuit of trade or to further colonial ambitions

3. A collective memory and myth about the homeland, including its location, history and achievements

4. An idealisation of the putative ancestral home and a collective commitment to its maintenance, restoration, safety and prosperity, even to its creation

5. The development of a return movement that gains collective approbation

6. A strong ethnic group consciousness sustained over a long time and based on a sense of distinctiveness, a common history and the belief in a common fate

7. A troubled relationship with host societies, suggesting a lack of acceptance at the least or the possibility that another calamity might befall the group

8. A sense of empathy and solidarity with co-ethnic members in other countries of settlement

9. The possibility of a distinctive creative, enriching life in host countries with a tolerance for pluralism
In his analysis, Cohen (ibid.) also suggests a categorisation of diasporas. He suggests that there are ‘victim diasporas’, such as the African and the Armenian, ‘labour and imperial diasporas’ such as the Indians and the British, ‘trade diasporas’, such as the Chinese and the Lebanese and ‘cultural diasporas’ such as the Caribbean’. A problem with Cohen’s analysis is that his definition of diaspora becomes too broad – his operationalisation practically includes every established community of people who left a distant Homeland in the past, while it excludes most communities of new migrants; in this analysis certain definitional and operational problems emerge. 

On one hand, Cohen draws very extensive, broad categories which include subgroups whose experience of Homeland, deterritorialisation, exile and settlement varies extensively. We argue that we should rethink the broad categories of diasporic communities he proposes. For example, the African diaspora (a so-called ‘victim diasporas’) has to be broken down into sub-categories. A more multi-layered analysis would be helpful to understand historical divisions, construction of different communities in time and space, communal and distinct identities that have been shaped in the diasporic experience of the different African communities. A suggestive list of sub-categories for the African diaspora for example could include: (i.) victims of natural catastrophes; (ii.) victims of war and violence; (iii.) slave descendants; (iv.) African elite and intellectuals. Thinking and proposing subcategories might be helpful to draw maps of belonging for large groups, such as the Africans, the Arabs, the Indians and the Jews.

On the other hand, in defining diaspora as any population that migrated and settled in a country other than the original Homeland, without emphasising the problematic relation of this group with the host society – as this is expressed in exclusion, direct or indirect discrimination, limitations of opportunities and obstructed participation in the cultural and political projects of the country of settlement – undermines the relations of power that are primarily involved in the experience of the diaspora. For us, it is a key element to highlight that the construction of collective diasporic identities is political, it is the outcome of tense relations of power. It is not enough for a population to have migration as part of its collective memory to be a diaspora. Tense relations of power that involve the anxiety of belonging in more than one ethnic/national/transnational community, the attachment to different places, the historical, contemporary and/or imagined sense of exclusion, discrimination and disempowerment are all crucial components of the imagination and the politics of diaspora and diasporic identity. 

Beyond Cohen

Two scholars that Cohen draws from in his definition of the diaspora are Marienstras (1988) and Safran (1991). It is interesting to note the set of criteria suggested by Safran (ibid.: 83-4) and note how his definition is much more focused on the relation of the diaspora with the country of origin:

· People or their ancestors have been dispersed from an original centre

· They retain a collective memory, vision or myth of their homeland

· They believe they are not fully accepted in the host society

· The ancestral home is idealised and there is a myth of return

· They believe that all members of the diaspora should be committed to the maintenance, safety and prosperity of the original homeland

· Continue in different ways to keep links with homeland – ethnocommunal consciousness and solidarity
Marienstras’s model (op. cit.) is much more suggestive in terms of the decentralised relation between the diaspora and the country of origin and different fractions of the diaspora. For him, (i.) diaspora is a population which is dispersed from a homeland to two or more territories; (ii.) the presence abroad is enduring, though exile is not necessarily permanent and it might include movements between homeland and host county; (iii.) there is some kind of exchange: social, economic, political, cultural between the dispersed populations in the diaspora. The increasingly decentralised relation of the diaspora with the country of origin and within different fractions of dispersed populations within the diaspora is a central point for this research. In the same direction of disconnecting the inescapable attachment of people to homelands, Brah (1996) suggests that the concept of diaspora ‘offers a critique of discourses of fixed origins while taking account of a homing desire, as distinct from a desire for a “homeland”’ (ibid.: 16). ICTs have played an important role for different diasporic communities developing communication within local and transnational spaces and with the country of origin. Have alternative minority transnational media empowered diasporic populations? Have they strengthened their participation in the mainstream and in alternative public spheres? Have they created segregated public spheres? Or have they led to their  assimilation?

In the experience of the diaspora, there is a fine line between integration and assimilation which relates to empowerment and inclusion in the country of settlement, in the political and cultural project of the local, national and European spaces where a diaspora lives. In this research we are going to discuss extensively how inclusion and participation does not necessarily imply assimilation and loss of collective identities. However, we want to highlight that these possibilities also exist. There is always a possibility that many members of a migrant community might intend and be able to merge into the crowd and lose their sense of belonging to a specific ethnic/diasporic group; others might intermarry and eventually disappear within the broader society (Marienstras, op. cit.). 

This possibility for assimilation and loss of the sense of a collective identity highlights the fact that diaspora and diasporic belonging are not stable and taken for granted. When  populations lose their sense of collective memory and imagination, their identification as diasporas starts being challenged. This argument does not imply that diasporas, at any stage of their history are homogenous. The collective memory and the shared imagination does not imply similarity. Rather it recognises the necessary heterogeneity and diversity (Hall, 1990). ‘Diaspora identities are those which are constantly producing and reproducing themselves anew, through transformation and difference’ (Hall, ibid.). Gillespie (1995) emphasises how diasporas have been changing, especially through globalisation: ‘A diasporic perspective acknowledges the ways in which identities have been and continue to be transformed through relocation, cross-cultural exchange and interaction. The globalisation of cultures is deeply implicated in this process’ (ibid.:7).

A Suggestive Set of Criteria?

From this discussion, and after discussing definitions of diaspora suggested in such works as Cohen’s (op. cit.); Marienstras’ (op. cit.) Safran’s (op. cit.) and Brah’s (op. cit.), we form an operational list of criteria for this research. We consider these criteria to be central for the definition of diaspora in the 21st century:

1. A group of people who at some of their/or their ancestors’ history have been dispersed from an original Homeland
2. These people have been dispersed to more than one country – thus, they are transnational communities

3. There is a strong sense of common history of their migration journey – there is an ideology of a singular important reason that is behind their dispersal. This might be a war, a famine, poverty

4. A strong sense of collective memory also relates to the distant Homeland. Diasporas share certain common assumptions, ideologies and imagination around the Homeland (e.g. idealisation of the putative ancestral home (Cohen, op. cit.))

5. An outcome of the collective memory is the myth of return to the country of origin. In most case this is an imagined, rather than a realistic and practically desired goal

6. Diasporas have a contradictory, troubled relation with the country of origin. On one hand they care about its well-being; on the other, the diasporic experience, imagination and identity differs to that of the people in the country of origin creating tension and relations of internal Otherness
7. Diasporas have a similarly contradictory, troubled relation with the country of settlement. On one hand, they are part of its society; on the other, issues of exclusion, a sense of non-acceptance and the reality or the possibility of discrimination lead to tension 

8. There is a sense of solidarity, empathy and shared belonging with the other fractions of the diaspora – other dispersed populations with the same origin. In the diaspora, the possibility of virtual communities, re-imagined communities (Morley and Robins, op. cit.) and hybrid imagined communities (Georgiou, 2001) emerge  

9. In the experience of the diaspora, the (hybrid)/(re-)imagined community becomes decentralised and multicentred

10. Diasporas challenge the taken-for-grantedness of fixed origins (Brah, 1996) and fixed destinations. In the experience of the diaspora, the imagined Home of the idealised Homeland and the reality of the Home in the country of settlement come together; diasporic populations construct their identities between here, there and in-between
11. Images and imagination have been very central in sustaining a sense of belonging in a diaspora and in shaping shared diasporic cultures. In this sense, the role of the media and communication has become increasingly central

12. Diasporas have been changing, as the possibilities for communication, virtuality and mobility increase. New communications and increased possibilities for mobility allow members of the diaspora and the imagined community to co-exist in virtual and real spaces: in the locality, in the nation, in transnational places

Hybridity – What is it all about?

Difference, diversity, pluralism, hybridity – these are some of the most debated and contested terms of our time (Brah, op. cit.: 95).

While adapting an anti-essentialist approach to ethnicity, Stuart Hall (1988) proposes the concept of new ethnicities – a concept emphasising that ethnicity is not defined at birth, that it is less dependent on blood relations and more on cultural belonging, that it is the outcome of the meeting of diverse cultures, that it is hybrid. For Hall: ‘The term ethnicity acknowledges a place of history, language and culture in the construction of subjectivity and identity’ (1992: 56). The concept and the meanings of ethnicity are historically and spatially contextualised. Hall’s (1988, 1992) discussion of new ethnicities refers primarily to the experience of populations in the western societies. In this western, European/American context, the meanings of ethnicity have shifted. Once ethnicity implied claims on geographical territories, while now it often implies claims in virtual and diasporic spaces that allow the reinvention of ethnic identities, the construction of images of ethnicity that are viable beyond time and space limitations. In this context, ethnic and diasporic groups seek belongings, construct identities and participate in cultures – ethnic and multiethnic cultures, cultures of hybridity. 

Hybridity, originating in the discussion of new ethnicities and identities (e.g. Hall, ibid., op. cit.; Bhaba,1990, 1994; Papastergiades, 1998) was introduced to address the experience of ethnic groups and individuals who construct their identities through transformation and difference, in the meeting of heterogeneity and diversity (Hall, 1990). Since the introduction of hybridity in cultural studies, it has become a key concept in cultural criticism, postcolonial studies, in debates about the boundedness and the fluidity of cultures, the boundedness and the fluidity of populations’ experience in time, in cultural and geographical spaces (Brah and Coombes, 2000). From there on, hybridity became a concept so overused, that the change and shifting that it addressed became usual characteristics of its conceptual inconsistencies. More importantly, in some of its uses, hybridity has become an ‘uncritical celebration of the traces of cultural syncretism which assumes a symbiotic relationship without paying adequate attention to economic, political and social inequalities’ (ibid.: 1). Against those celebrating hybridity, others saw it as a threat of ‘contamination’ (ibid.) of cultures that are assumed to have been pure, singular and homogenous in some imagined past. 

Somewhere between – or probably away from – those two unproductive approaches, we see the concept of hybridity as useful for addressing the unpredictable and multiple cultural dynamics in Europe. Hybridity implies a diversity in cultures, that co-exist, compete, merge and emerge; cultures that may be the outcome of cultural meetings or of suppression, exclusion and domination; cultures that reflect the difference of starting points, histories, journeys and (imagined) destinations within Europe; cultures that do not imply the existence of a given original or pure (‘the European’) and a new impure and other (‘the migrant/the foreign’). Rather hybridity implies multiple points of departure and multiple destinations, it implies instabilities and inequalities, not only in the meeting of two different cultures or populations (e.g. ‘the Turkish’ and ‘the German’), but within any of those cultures, group and communities, as much as in-between. In this context, hybridity becomes useful for understanding (i.) how European cultures emerge in the uneasy meeting of the old and the new, the local, the national and the transnational; (ii.) how diasporic minorities are characterised by internal diversity, especially within generations and how diasporic communities involve as much internal conflicts of power, as well as conflicts with others; and (iii.) how diasporic (media) cultures are not homogenous,  harmonious or singular expressions of community consensus and how they actually involve negotiations and conflicts within and outside the group.  

Communication is deeply embedded in the processes of hybridity (Friedman, 1994). Naficy (1993) argues that media assist people to construct hybrid identities, not by producing absences, but by producing ‘multiplying presences of the home and the past and of the here and the now’ (ibid.: 121). Furthermore, communication technologies and the emergence of hybrid identities allow people to break out of the clearly defined boundaries of two nation-states: the one they came from and the one they settled into
. At the same time, diasporic media become a meeting point for the traditional and the hybrid, as they play the communication role that word of mouth once used to have for communities (Riggins, 1992) as they mediate, translate and represent the multiplicity of ethnic discourses. Media might celebrate essentialism, totality and a process of smoothing the rough edges of identities, or they might construct radical discourses of disengagement from the essentialist and hegemonic understandings of singular and holistic identification, and instead celebrate diversity and hybridity. 

In both cases, media project scenaria which are negotiated and appropriated in everyday life and in the meeting of immediate and mediated reality; as this is experienced in spaces and in non-spaces. 

Understanding Spatiality – Drawing Mappings 

Both place and space are important elements for understanding diaspora, diasporic dislocation (Dayan, op. cit.), relocation, the processes of deteritorialization and reterritorialization that characterise the real and the imagined diasporic experience. Diasporic minorities live within specific locales – urban places especially, as it will be discussed later – national and transnational spaces. The social interaction and communication within the diasporic communities, among dispersed sections of the same diaspora and beyond the limits of a diasporic community, all take place in spaces. Some of those spaces (also defined as ethnoscapes and mediascapes by Appadurai, 1990) are grounded in very specific places – such as the neighbourhood – while others exist virtually and in non-places (Urry, 1999). Social interaction and relations are no longer dependent on simultaneous spatial co-presence, there are also relations developing with the ‘absent other’ through new communications; when this happens our experience of time and space becomes distanciated (Giddens, 1990) and diasporic communities can break off the specificities of space and extend their communication possibilities. In this context, there is less and less a possibility for a neat equation between culture, community and geography (Gillespie, op. cit.) and more space for ‘imaginative geography and history’ (Said, 1985). The connections and relations of ‘absence’ between places are greatly strengthened by modern communication systems, which have augmented a sense of diasporic awareness.

Diasporic communities sustain and partly depend for their communal shared sense of identity on transnational communication. But the national and local context where diasporas live is equally important for our understanding of the meanings of community and identity, especially as inclusion, exclusion and participation in the broader societies are largely grounded in the national and local space. With this argument, we do not want to underestimate the existence of general and global trends; however, each nation-state and each local space have their own significant characteristics. In a grounded in space analysis, O’Loughlin (1987) argues that there is a need to study geographical trends, patterns and experience of migrants.

In thinking of specific places and of the local, Morley and Robins (op. cit.) discuss localised, highly fragmented media production and consumption, which remain integral and competitive components of global, yet fragmented, systems of communication. 

On the one hand, technological and market shifts are leading to the emergence of global image industries and world markets; we are witnessing the ‘deterritorialisation’ of audiovisual production and the elaboration of transnational systems of delivery. On the other hand, there has been significant development towards local production and local distribution networks. Thus, cable and microwave technologies facilitate the fragmentation of mass markets and the targeting of particular audience segments by large media and advertising corporations (ibid.:1).

Morley and Robins (ibid.) ask a crucial question: ‘Is it possible to develop decentralised media industries and what Kenneth Frampton refers to as a genuinely ‘critical regionalism’ or a local regional culture that sees itself not introspectively but as an inflection of local culture and that favours diversity, plurality, discontinuity?’ In their reply, they underestimate the co-existence of alternative and contradicting dynamics. Thus, they argue that local, decentralised media tend to see themselves and their audience in their limited experience and borders. 

In opposition to that argument, we would insist that the local dynamics and the possibilities developing in the meeting of different communication flows are not singularly inward/outward-looking, but entail alternative scenaria. The example of different diasporic media that combine local, national and transnational outputs reflects the multiple positions, not only of the local within the global, but also of the local diasporic experience within parallel spatial spheres of belonging.  

The Importance of Urban Space

The geography of social relations is changing as much as the relations between spaces. They often stretch out over defined spaces; yet, as Massey (1993) argues, social relations, movements and communication change, but they meet in places that become unique points of their intersection – geographical places become meeting places. One of those places, that become a meeting point of importance for the experience of diasporas is urban space. 

The multicultural and segmented urban space is central for understanding minority cultures, especially since minorities tends to concentrate in urban spaces. This overconcentration of diasporic populations in cities, often in parallel to a decrease of the cities’ native populations, raises many relevant issues, such as that of ethnic visibility and of social segregation leading to minorities’ further exclusion (O’Loughlin, op. cit.).

Kevin Robins (2001) makes an interesting argument, suggesting that we should think through the city, instead of through the nation. Without underestimating the insistence of the nation and of the imagination of the nation, he argues that the city is a much more useful category of analysis, especially since it allows us to reflect on the cultural consequences of globalization from another than a national perspective (ibid.). ‘The nation, we may say, is a space of identification and identity, whilst the city is an existential and experimental space’ (ibid. 87). With reference to London – a reference that can extend to other multicultural metropolis of Europe – Robins argues that in the city people can re-think and re-describe their relation to culture and identity: ‘(T)he urban arena is about immersion in a world of multiplicity, and implicates us in the dimension of embodied, cultural experience’ (ibid.: 87). 

The particular dynamics of the city and of urban life allow different populations to live together, different cultures to co-exist and intermix in new urban, multicultural and hybrid schemes and scenaria. Studying diasporic minority cultures in the urban context where they are experienced – and where most of  the minority media develop – means contextualising diasporic (media) cultures in the space where they become possible. As J. Donald (quoted in Robins, ibid.: 89) notes, the city poses ‘the internal impossible question of how we strangers can live together’. As we live together, new hybrid cultures, identities and alternative scenaria for inclusion and participation emerge, next to others of exclusion, discrimination and racism. All these co-existing, even if conflicting dynamics, we want to acknowledge and take into account in a reflexive understanding of the diasporic media cultures. 


The European Dimension

European identity is becoming increasingly identified with a capacity to tolerate considerable cultural diversity – at least of those values that European citizens consider to be most worth preserving (K.Reif quoted in Wintle, 1996: 5).

In the European Union the differences of ethnic communities have been projected as an advantage of the continent’s pluralism (Gatling, 1989).  However, Gatling argues, in the EU they speak of diversity within unity, but such unity can have racist overtones. This unity has usually been achieved with the cultural and economic  domination of the more powerful group on the others. The idea of Europeanism, which has lately been very fashionable, is supposed to focus on the characteristics that are shared all over Europe.  Usually though, these characteristics are mainstream culture’s characteristics and the minorities can hardly identify with them. This is one reason for which multicultural policies should usually be faced with skepticism; on the one hand, the domination of the mainstream culture should not be ignored and on the other hand, ethnic differences should be related to the rest of the social relations (ibid.). 

Heterogeneity is a characteristic of all multicultural societies.  And this heterogeneity causes a tension in the whole of society.  Hobsbawm and Ranger explain an aspect of how this tension is partly created: ‘the invention of tradition is an integral task in the nation-state’s reproduction of its continuity.  There is then an inherent tension between the invented ‘heritage’ which roots national identity in history, and the change and heterogeneity that characterises the contemporary western Europe nation-state’ (Husband, 1994: 6-7).  The invented ‘heritage’ and the myth of the inherited culture characterising the ideology of the nation-state has largely influenced the way Europe has been imagined. 

Pieterse (1991) argues that there is a myth about European culture as characterised by the inherited civilisation based on the Judaeo-Christian religion, the Greek ideas of government, philosophy, art and science and the Roman views concerning law. Pieterse though argues: ‘The problem is that, in addition to being chauvinistic, elitist, pernicious and alienating, it is wrong.. This myth undermines regional cultures and subcultures; it represents elite culture as tout court, it denies popular culture, it defines culture in relation to the past and it ignores Europe’s multicultural realities (ibid. 3). A crucial question is how Europe is or can be re-imagined. From a pessimistic starting point, Morley and Robins (op. cit.) highlight the role and the opportunities created through mediation:

The danger is that an oppressive European tradition and history will re-establish itself, and that Europe will remain fixed in a ‘geographical disposition’ that has historically governed the relation between its sovereign identity and the world of the Other.  The danger is that empire will reassert itself in new ways.  It is in this context that we must consider the significance of new information and communication technologies. In what way might they contribute to the new geographical dialogue between communities of common interest and communities of difference (ibid.:5).

Deconstructing Multiculturalism

Multiculturalism is another of those notions that have been overused, without always addressing the issues of cultural and ethnic diversity of Europe in a productive way. Multiculturalism has been part of romanticised declarations of cultural richness and has been adapted as a descriptive noun that defines European (or other societies’) present reality. The problem with such adoptions of multiculturalism is that they fail to recognise that (i.) multiculturalism does not imply harmonious intercultural and interethnic relations and that (ii.) multiculturalism is connected to formal politics and policies of ethnicity, culture and identity. As ethnic minorities have become an integral part of the European societies and new generations of diasporic populations are born and raised within Europe, it becomes more and more important and urgent to develop a permanently viable notion of multiculturalism (Rex, 1994).  A more relevant and useful definition of multiculturalism recognises the struggles around (i.) equality and (ii.) the co-existence of different – often conflicting – interests. 

In that direction, Tamir (1995) argues that there are two different concepts of multiculturalism: the first is a thin one which involves different liberal cultures; the second, thick multiculturalism, involves liberal as well as illiberal cultures. In cases of thin multiculturalism, problems of cultural relativism, a lack of common discourse and disagreements over basic principles do not arise. Tamir (ibid.) refers in particular to the debate over the future of Canada. This does not stem from French Canadians having difficulties in understanding the culture, language or traditions of English Canadians; there is no cultural barrier they cannot cross. In fact part of the problem is the similarities between the two cultures which allow for easy mobility and assimilation (ibid.). The two groups thus understand each other perfectly well but have different interests – cultural interests. This kind of multiculturalism thus calls for a particular version of interest-group politics (ibid.).Cultural interests are identity-bound interests, interests which relate to a desire to preserve one’s identity, and are therefore of particular importance. It is this special feature of the interests that makes them particularly worthy of respect. Though the emergence of identity-bound interests developed only in the aftermath of the struggle for equal rights they become part and parcel of a liberal struggle for equal respect. Tamir argues that this development derives from the growing recognition that state neutrality is an ideal which cannot be achieved (ibid.). 

Tamir (ibid.) raises two important points here: about the conflict of interests and about the role of the state. A third important point to make has to do with the quality of multiculturalism as part of a society’s diversity; it is a point that relates primarily to conflicting ethnic cultures that co-exist in the same society. In this case, there are two different conceptions of recognition and ‘equality’ as Modood et al. argue (1997): the first is the right to assimilate to the majority culture in the public sphere, while allowing toleration of ‘difference’ in the private sphere; the second is the right to have one’s ‘difference’ recognised and supported in both the public and the private spheres. Interestingly, Modood et al. (ibid.: 359) emphasise a third option; one that recognises the importance of the meeting of different populations in cultural and physical spaces: ‘It seems to us that equality and social cohesion cannot be built upon emphasising ‘difference’ in a one-side way. Also required is a recognition of shared experiences’.

This meeting is very central in our understanding. It is a meeting that does not necessarily mean merging or melting of cultures into something new; the idea of an emergent new and singular culture that overcomes the conflicts and the dead-ends of the old ones is as romantic as it is homogenising. ‘Not forms of cultural merger, but forms of multiplicity…should be multi-culturalism’s (or multi-culturalisms’) goal’ argues Vertovec (1996: 395), who draws from Rex (1991). Rex (ibid.) is sceptical of the possibility of ‘an enriched amalgam’ though this is often the imagined outcome of multiculturalism in many policies. For policies to be  meaningful, they have to be open to the multiplicity (Vertovec, op. cit.) of multicultural societies – recognising that this multiplicity involves conflicts, struggles of power and often uneasy relations between different groups. Only openness (Vertovec, ibid.) and reflexivity can allow the development of the democratic debates that correspond to the dynamics of a rich, multicultural society and can indeed lead to the thick multiculturalism where difference and diversity go as much in the depth  of the European culture, as they do in width. 

The Problematic Policy-scape

In the previous section, we discussed some of the problems of conceptualising multiculturalism and framing multicultural policies. In this final section, we focus on the particular ideology, agenda and gaps in the European policy of multiculturalism, minorities and the media. More specifically, we want to highlight some of the key problems we have identified in the EU policies regarding the diasporic/ethnic/migrant communities of Europe and the media. These are particularly relevant to this research, which is expected to produce recommendation for the EU minority and media policy.   

· The dominant trend is the lack of connection between cultural (including media) policies and migration policies. Migration is usually considered to be either a phenomenon or a problem. Policy often undermines the integration and participation of ethnic groups in the European and national societies. As a result, many policy documents exclude minorities from mainstream cultural projects on national and European level. Policies that integrate migration, minorities and cultural and socio-economic issues are rare and inconsistent. 

· Policy tends to deal with minorities as one homogenous group or as a phenomenon; the particularities of different groups are rarely addressed (unless if there is a question of very visible Otherness – e.g. the headscarf question and Muslim women)

· Diversity within minority groups is acknowledged even more rarely (e.g. differences between generations and genders are particularly relevant, but rarely acknowledged).

· EU policies for free movement and employment within the European space (e.g. Treaty of Amsterdam, Treaty of Rome, etc.) do not offer those residents of the EU, that do not have one of the EU nationalities, the same opportunities for mobility across Europe. This kind of restrictions may have consequences for the exclusion of minority populations from the project of united Europe. 

· EU policy documents are never published in minority languages – not even when these refer to minorities.

· When addressing issues of minority integration and participation, the policy discourse actually focuses on majorities – on issues of racism, representation of minorities in the media, on informing the wider public about minorities, their needs and rights. This approach partly creates the image of minorities as voiceless – if not as a problem – and  undermines the fact that minority groups actively construct cultures and identities; experience exclusion from publics and cultural projects. Projects for minorities’ empowerment are rare.

· The national agendas of assimilation (until the late 1970’s) and integration (in the 1980’s onwards) have usually assumed that the ‘host’ society is not only culturally dominant, but also a stable reference. The migrants and diasporas have to integrate by adopting the norms, habits and what is considered as cultural givens in the ‘host’ societies. Culture and society are rarely addressed as ever-changing; the role of diasporic cultures as enriching and renewing national and European cultures towards new directions is rarely acknowledged – even less, it is welcomed as a positive element of contemporary European reality.

· There is a question of who represents the minorities in national and European bodies. Even if minority members have the right to vote, minority representation in the mainstream is still limited; minority representatives in policy bodies are usually appointed by the government rather than elected by the minorities themselves.

· Policy agendas have rarely recognised that issues of integration, inclusion and exclusion are not only formal (political, economic and cultural initiatives) but also informal, especially when they relate to groups of people with distinct cultural identities and alternative to the mainstream everyday cultures.

Closing Note 

We hope that this discussion has moved beyond the study of minorities, ethnicity and diaspora as a phenomenon, of minorities as victims of discrimination, of minorities as powerless, voiceless groups discriminated in the media. This discussion has been an attempt to contextualize the active involvement of ethnic/diasporic groups in European local, national and transnational cultures, and in particular in media cultures. In their active involvement in media cultures, diasporic minorities seek to establish their voices, shape alternative media discourse, challenge the dominant perceptions and stereotypes of race, minority and ethnicity, while seeking alternative scenarios of identity and community.

This paper does not try to be conclusive; rather it aims at being suggestive. It highlights our concerns and our theoretical and empirical starting points. This is an attempt to set questions and address an agenda which is still open for debate and contribution. We hope that this mapping will be more than a mere presentation of descriptive and numerical data; we hope that it will also challenge theoretical understandings of diaspora and the media. Some of the key issues of departure of this research have been introduced and discussed in this paper. They themselves unfold further crucial questions. Among them, the possibility of the co-existence of the nation-state with the equal participation of minorities in its cultural projects; the possibility of development of alternative media cultures without this implying segregation and ghettoization in segmented publics, the possibility of a Europe which does not exclude difference but includes it. 
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Appendix I

THE MOST IMPORTANT GROUPS IN THE EU

(Whose proportion in the EU countries’ population are between: 0.05 % and 2.5 % [with the exception of Portuguese in Luxembourg who reach 10.8 %])

FORMER YUGOSLAV

(INCLUDES SERBS, CROATS, BOSNIANS, SLOVENIANS, KOSOVANS, MACEDONIANS)

ALBANIANS

POLES

TURKS

KURDS

IRANIANS

ROMA/GYPSIES

JEWS

INDIANS

PAKISTANI

FILIPINOS

INDONESIAN

BAGLADESHI

VIETNAMESE

CHINESE

IRISH

PORTUGUESE

SPANISH 

ITALIANS

GREEKS

MOROCCANS

ALGERIANS

TUNISIANS

SUB-SAHARAN AFRICANS

(INCLUDES PEOPLE FROM BOTSWANA, NAMIBIA, ZAMBIA, CONGO, D.R.CONGO, TANZANIA, GABON, CHAD, KENYA)

ERITHREAN 

SOMALI

ETHIOPIAN

AFRO-CARIBBEAN 

SURINAMESE

(MOLLUCAN)

BRAZILIAN

GROUPS WITH NUMBERS WHICH USUALLY DO NOT SURPASS 0.05 %

RUSSIANS

ARMENIAN

ROMANIANS

CZECHS

HUNGARIANS

CYPRIOTS

ZAIRIANS

CAPE VERDIANS

ANGOLAN

MOZAMBIQUEAN 

GUINEA-BISSAU

GHANA

NIGERIA

IVORY COAST

MADAGASCANS

SIERRA-LEONE

SYRIAN

PALESTINIAN

EGYPTIAN

SUDANESE

LEBANESE

IRAQUI

AFGAN

SRI-LANKAN

KOREAN

THAI

CHILEAN

VERY SMALL GROUPS WITH USUAL PERCENTAGES LOWER THAN 0.005 %

BULGARIANS

GEORGIAN

UKRAINIAN

MOLDAVIAN

KAZAKH

AZERI

UZBEK

MONGOL

TAJIK

SLOVAKS

ESTONIANS

LATVIAN

LITHUANIAN

AFGAN

CAMBODIAN

LAOS 

BURMA

MALAYSIAN

JORDANIAN

LIBYAN

MALI

SENEGALESE

CAMEROONESE

MAURITANIAN

CONGOLESE

DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF CONGO

KENYAN

RWANDAN

CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBLIC

TANZANIAN

SOUTH AFRICAN

MEXICAN

VIRGIN ISLANDS

GUADELOUPE

ANTILLES  AND ARUBA (APART FROM THE NETHERLANDS)

CUBAN

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC

HONDURAN

PANAMA

PERUVIAN

EL SALVADOR

VENEZUELAN

URUGUAY

PARAGUAY 

BOLIVIAN

COLOMBIAN

BRAZILIAN

ARGENTINIAN

EQUATOR

GUYANA

DIASPORIC COMMUNITIES (Main Groups) – THEIR NUMBERS

(in Minority Rights Group (ed.) (1997) World Directory of Minorities. Minority Rights Group International)
AUSTRIA

Former Yugoslavs 197,886 (2.5 %)

Other Central and Eastern Europeans 45,000 (0.6 %)

Turks 70,000 (0.9 %)

Roma/Gypsies 20,000-25,000 (0.15 – 0.30 %) 

Burgenland Croats 19.109 (0.24 %)

Jews 8,000 (0.1 %)

Czechs 8,000 (0.1 %)

BELGIUM

Italians 241,006 (2.4%)

Moroccans 135,464  (1.4%)

German 100,000 (1%)

French 91,444 (0.9%)

Turks 79,460 (0.8%)

Jews 35,000-40,000 (0.3 – 0.4 %)

Roma/Gypsies 10,000 – 15,000 (0.1 – 0.15%)

Other new minorities 230,000 (2.3 %) [includes Zairians, Tunisians, Algerians and others]

DENMARK

Asians 38,000 (0.7 %)

Turks 30,000 (0.6 %)

Jews 7,000 (0.1)

Roma/Gypsies 1,500-2,000 (less than 0.1%)

Other new minorities 70,000 (1.3%) [includes Yugoslavs, Pakistani and others]

FINLAND

Roma/Gypsies 6,000 (0.1 %)

Others including Jews (approx. 1,500), Tatars and Old Russians

FRANCE

Portuguese 650,000 (1.1 %)

Algerians 614,000 (1.1 %)

Moroccans 572,000 (1 %)

Jews 500,000 – 700,000 (0.9 – 1.2 %)

Roma/Gypsies 280,000-340,000 (0.5 – 0.6 %)

Italians 252,000 (0.4 %)

Asians 227,000 (0.4 %)

Spanish 216,000 (0.4 %)

Tunisians 208,000 (0.4 %)

Catalans 200,000 (0.35 %)

Turks 198,000 (0.34 %)

Corsicans 170,000 (0.3 %)

Basques 80,000 (0.14 %)

Flemings 80,000 (0.14 %)

Former Yugoslavs 52,000 (less than 0.1 %)

Germans 51,000 (less than 0.1 %)

Poles 40,000 (less than 0.1 %)

Luxembourgers 40,000 (less than 0.1 %)

Others including Sub-Saharan Africans 200,000 (est. 0.35 %)

GERMANY

Turks and Kurds 1.6 million (2 %)

Former Yugoslavs 956,000 (1.2 %)

Italians 568,000 (0.7 %)

Greeks 324,000 (0.4 %)

Poles 324,000 (0.4 %)

Roma/Gypsies/Sinti 110,000-130,000 (0.1 – 0.2 %)

Others including Jews 60,000-70,000 

Vietnamese 40,000 [majority asylum seekers]

Spanish, Tunisians, Portuguese and Mozambicans totalling 2 million (2.5 %)

GREECE

Albanians 200,000-300,000 (1.9 – 2.9 %)

Roma/Gypsies 160,000-200,000 (1.5 – 1.9 %)

Turks 50,000 (0.5 5)

Other new minorities 200,000-300,000 (1.9 – 2.9 %) [includes Poles, Eritreans, Egyptians, Ethiopians, Iraqis, Iranians, Indians]

EIRE

No data available

ITALY

Roma/Gypsies 90,000-110,000 (0.15 – 0.17 %)

Slovenes 100,000 (0.17 %)

Moroccans 100,000 (0.17 %)

Albanians 100,000 (0.17 %)

Tunisians 46,575 (less than 0.1 %)

Filipinos 40,292 (less than 0.1 %)

Jews 32,000 (less than 0.1 %)

Other new minorities 600,000 (1 %) [includes Cape Verdeans, Eritreans, Somalians, Ethiopians and others]

LUXEMBOURG

Portuguese 42,650 (10,8 %)

Italians 19,850 (0.5 %)

Roma/Gypsies

THE NETHERLANDS

Indonesians 240,000-295,000 (1.6 – 1.9 %)

Turks 203,000 (1.3 %)

Surinamese 200,000 (1.3 %)

Moroccans 157,000 (1 %)

Moluccans 40,000 (0.3 %)

Roma/Gypsies/Sinti 35,000-40,000 (0.2 – 0.3 %)

Chinese 20,900 (0.14 %)

PORTUGAL

Africans 45,000 (0.5 5) [includes people from Cape Verde, Angola, Mozambique, Guinea-Bissau]

Roma/Gypsies 40,000-50,000 (0.4 – 0.5 %)

Brazilians 11,000 (0.1 %)

Asians 4,000 (less than 0.1 %) 

SPAIN

Roma/Gypsies 650,000-800,000 (1.7 – 2 %)

South and Central Americans 167,000 (0.4 %)

Moroccans 58,000 (0.1 %)

Asians 36,000 (less than 0.1 %)

Jews 20,000 (less than 0.1 %)

Undocumented migrants 170,000-260,000

Other minorities include north Africans, Filipinos, Central Africans

SWEDEN

Former Yugoslavs 75,500 (0.9 %)

Iranians 51,000 (0.6 %)

Turks and Kurds 35,900 (0.4 %)

Roma/Gypsies 15,000-20,000 (0.2 %)

Jews 16,000 (0.2 %)

Other new minorities (about half naturalized Swedes) include people from Latin America and the Middle East (the constitution protects the position of migrants and talks about equal rights)

UK

Indians 840,800 (1.5 %)

Afro-Caribbean 499,100 (0.9 %)

Pakistanis 475,800 (0.8 %)

Jews 300,000 (0.5 %)

Black Africans 207,500 (0.4 %)

Bangladeshis 160,300 (0.3 %)

Chinese 157,5000 (0.3 %)

Roma/Gypsies 90,000 – 120,000 (0.16 – 0.2 %)

Other new minorities include Irish, Vietnamese (20,000), Cypriots


Appendix II

Suggested Categorisation - Temporal Mapping of Migration in Europe

Pre-WWII (19th – early 20th cent.) 

Jewish 

Irish

Russian

Armenian

Post-WWII (1945 – 1950)

Greeks 

Italians

Spanish 

Portuguese

Irish

Turkish

Chinese

Korean

Post-colonial (1950 – 1965)

Indian

Pakistani

Thai

Sri-Lankan

Filipino

Vietnamese 

Indonesian

Egyptian

Ghanaian

Libyan 

Tunisian

Moroccan 

Algerian

Berber

Eritrean

Mali

Sierra Leone

Senegalese

Ivory Coast

Cameroonese

Mauritanian 

Mozambican

Nigerian 

Congolese

Democratic Republic of Congo

Kenyan

Tanzanian

Jamaican 

Dominican Republic

Antigua

Antilles 

Aruba

Martinique

Virgin Islands

Guadeloupe  

Suriname

Mexico 

Greek Cypriots

Turkish Cypriots

Post-communist (1989 – present)

Albanian

Rumanian

Bulgarian

Macedonian

Hungarian

Croatian

Bosnian

Serbian

Kosovan

Slovaks

Slovenian

Czecks

Polish

Russian

German ex former-communist countries

Latvian

Lithuanian

Estonian

Georgian

Muslims from ex former USSR

Armenians ex Republic of Armenia

Pontic ex former USSR

Jewish ex former communist countries 

Other Categories

Political Migration

Kurdish

Iraqi Kurdish

Armenian

Turkish

Serbian

Palestinian

Iraqi

Chilean

Refugees (Violence – Hunger Fleeing Migration)

Kosovan

Lebanese 

Palestinian

Iraqi

Afgan

Ethiopia

Angolan 

Somali

Rwandan 

Greek Cypriots

Turkish Cypriots

Educational – Intellectual Migration

Arabs (Syrian, Jordanian) 

Iranian

South African

American (US)

Canadian

� See Appendix I for an indication of the number of different minorities across Europe and the numbers of their members


� For suggestive categorisations see Appendix II 


3 The boundaries of the nation-state have been initially challenged (Touraine cited in Smart, op. cit.) by the mobility and movement of populations through migration. Populations are no more bounded within specific spatial boundaries because of their national and ethnic identification (Morley, 1999). This mobility has led to demographic changes and also changes in nation-states’ laws and structures (Rex, 1997). The process that followed migration and which continues and becomes more and more extensive, is the symbolic challenge of nation-state’s boundaries in the era of globalisation as people can actively be more and more ‘here and there’ Bhabha, 1996). 
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