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Evaluating the populist challenge:
partisanship and the making of immigration policy in France (1974-2011)

Gilles Ivaldi
University of Nice (France)

Abstract

The objective of this paper is to study the polmoypact the populist right has had on
established actors in the French party system.olsoglit adopts a long-term perspective by
looking at developments in immigration policiescarhe early 1970s. The paper generates a
number of empirical measures to assess policy éhand the partisan motivations
underlying new legislations. The analysis demotesréhat policy inputs by parties of the
right have been significantly more vulnerable togenous contagion effects by the FN. Left-
wing parties in contrast have not abdicated froairtideological preferences for expansive
immigration policies. Lastly, whilst the findingaggest historical continuity in the politics of
immigration control by the right since the mid-187¢hey point to significant policy and
positional shifts in the area of immigrant integyat particularly after 2010. As a
conseqguence, party polarization has dramaticatiseased.
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Paper prepared for the Mini-symposium on ‘New rigbpulist parties and their impact on
European parties and party systems’, Council foaopean Studies (CES) conference,
Barcelona, June 20-22, 2011



The puzzle of the rise of right-wing populist pastin Western democracies has received a
great deal of attention. There is a vast literagreking to account for the electoral fortunes of
those parties. In the last ten years researchéasgtet more effort to casting light on the
reciprocity of the relationship between the popuight and its political environment
(Minkenberg 2001, Rydgren 2005, Arzheimer and C&®©6). With right-wing populists
breaking through into elected office across a nurob&uropean countries, studies have also
become gradually interested in reflecting on thomies’ performances in government
(Heinisch 2003, Albertazzi and McDonnell 2010, Dam®010, Mazzoleni and Skenderovic
2007).

More recently, new questions have arisen aroundste of populist right impact on the
other competitors in the party system. There is aggwowing body of research on the
strategic and programmatic responses articulatgzhltjes of the mainstream in order to
confront their new rivals (Garner 2005, Williamd80 Zaslove 2006, Green-Pedersen and
Krogstrup 2008, Bale et al. 2010). This scholartykvaims to address the key question of the
contagion effect by right-wing populists on othartpes’ policy positions (van Spanje 2010).

A case study of the political impact by the Froational (FN) in France fits this research
agenda. In France, mainstream parties have witdessegrowth and stabilization in the
electoral support for the populist right since mhiel-1980s. Whilst they have successfully
managed to bar the FN from entering the arena lafypelaboration (lvaldi 2007), the
external political influence and nuisance powerigit-wing populism have grown larger
over the years.

Policy impact hypotheses have been put forwarde B2008:457) suggests for example that
“policy being a response to the far-right is prdigabost evident in France”. Restrictive and
repressive policies introduced in the areas of ignation and law-and-order have been
interpreted as a reaction by the moderate rigtiideelectoral entrenchment of the FN within
the party system (Schain 2006). To many obsertteesswing has culminated under Nicolas
Sarkozy’s leadership over the UMP right-wing caalit Since 2006, immigration and law-
and-order have topped the French political ageawldthe UMP has been widely criticized
for adopting the postures and policies of the pispught with a view to secure its electoral
appeal to FN voters (Marthaler 2008).

For those familiar with the public debates surrangekach of the many dramatic episodes
that have punctuated the electoral advent of tipelli right in France, the recurrence of
those themes is notorious. Whilst there seems tlame consensus about the fact that the
FN has exerted significant influence on other parin the political system, there has been
little effort on the other hand to provide empitiesidence for such assumptions of
ideological pervasiveness and policy shifts tortglbt.

The main purpose of this paper is therefore talpaitpolicy contagion” argument under more
meticulous scrutiny. It sets out to examine whett@ms of political impact by the FN can

be sustained in a systematic empirical way aritheifcase, which indicators of populist right
contamination can be resorted to within the franmévad a national case-study. To try answer
those questions, this contribution adopts a long+jgerspective by looking at developments
in immigration policies in particular since the lgek970s and the extent to which these can
be viewed as corollary to the exogenous influencthe FN.



To this end, the paper generates original datatament policy changes across time. These
are complemented with a quantitative analysis efablitical framing of immigration policy
preferences and the partisan motivations underlyaw policy inputs.

Evaluating populist right impact: issues, venues and actors

When trying to assess policy contagion effectstexdny the populist right, a first question to
ask is that of the perimeter in which to perforra ffearch. On the supply-side of electoral
politics, the surge in popularity of right-wing pdst parties has brought new cultural issues
to the forefront of the West European electorahdge(Kitschelt 1995, Ignazi 2003). In
France, the political agenda marked out by the |tight is one that typically amalgamates
nationalist exclusionism and socio-cultural auttasianism as its ultimate ideological
features. Immigration and crime in particular h&raglitionally formed a typical set of salient
issues for the FN both at party and mass levelndf should probably not overlook the role of
some of the other lines of conflict that structpaditical competition in Franck the

‘cultural’ axis arguably constitutes a focal domaihere to look for impact by the populist
right.

Within it, opposition to immigration is the mosthdicized issue. Over the years, the FN has
framed multifaceted public concerns about immigmain the competitive space. The
nationalist immigration platform of the party reastfar beyond immigration control to
encompass cultural protectionism, an exclusiveeiiy and the promotion of welfare
chauvinist policies. These form part of the ‘naivagenda that is constitutive of the new
right-wing populist parties’ core ethno-pluralideblogy and electoral appeal to voters (Betz
and Johnson 2004, Mudde 2007).

Our research compass being set to this particllater of issues, a second question that
precedes the empirical work is that of venues dfypgompetition where to look for influence
by the populist right. In this contribution, theope for analysis is set to substantive policy
making and executive actions. This shift in emphésdictated by the need to reflect on the
(dis)continuous process in possible contagion effahilst national elections represent
critical moments in the programmatic activity bylipcal parties, more attention needs
perhaps to be devoted to what happens during thevat in mass public opinion or second-
order elections. Assuming fluctuating populist gtee, new policy targets may well be
defined during legislatures and these might reptesignificant departures from the
preferences articulated in party platforms durimg e¢lectoral campaign.

The ‘real-life’ policy examination that is proposkdre aims thereby to complement studies
of party competition and programmatic change (€rggsi et al. 2008, Bornschier 2010, Van
der Brug and Van Spanje 2009) and can be deemefiaahto enrich the scholarly works
that strive to narrow the gap between the fieldsadicy and party politics (Triadafilopoulos
and Zaslove 2006, Statham and Geddes 2007, Gudienra2910).

This focus on the legislative arena allows to esglbe behavior of partisan actors in
enacting substantive policy choices, and the palitiliscourse surrounding policy innovation.
This brings us to the third and last opening qoestivhich relates to the political actors
involved in the contagion effect by the populigihti. Parties of the conservative right are
likely to be more vulnerable to such pressure (Nd&005). In the French case, it is not over-
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exaggerated to say that the right has spent ovedegades trying to recapture the vote lost to
the FN (Shields 2010). It is often argued thata @nsequence of the contamination of
political discourses by the populist right’s thembe center of gravity of the whole French
party system has moved to the right.

Crossing over to the other side of the politica@dpum, the French left itself has not proved
totally immune to the electoral success of the ANMire reminder of this political reality
came in the dramatic episode of'24pril 2002, which saw the elimination of socialist
candidate Jospin in the first round of the predidérlection. More decisively, parties of the
left have been affected by the dealignment proiced®eir traditional blue-collar
constituency, and the mass desertion to the FNdiking-class voters since the late 1980s
(Perrineau 2009). A wider angle is therefore ned¢dezkamine the extent to which the
contagion impact of right-wing populism concerns ffarty system as a whole.

Analysis

The analysis presented here is threefold and begthghe measurement of policy salience.
A first indication of impact is that of the FN’sfinence on policy agenda formation. The
study of immigration policy developments needsearorporated in the more general
framework that takes account of the specific coratary in the mobilisatory appeal by the
populist right. It is therefore important to plaoemigration policies in the more general
context of legislation change on issues of law-arakr and cultural liberalism to better
evaluate the trajectories of the successive Frgogbrnments, and the extent to which their
policy programs might have moved closer to the corestitutive elements of the FN agenda.

A similar way of reasoning applies to the examimratf the alterations and adjustments that
have been made to immigration policies in particul&e claim that mainstream parties have
undergone a rightward shift and espoused mordaastrimmigration policies is common in
the literature (e.g. Harmel and Svasand 1997, BI@00D5). Yet the sole notion of
restrictiveness is too vague to approximate popugkt impact. If the objective is to
establish the extent to which the main ideologieatures of right-wing populism have
penetrated mainstream policy preferences, themgiitbe necessary to disentangle those
policies and seek differential effects across waridomains of the legislative activity on
immigration.

Lastly, one third area of interest is that of easig frameworks of policy revision. These can
be uncovered by the discursive universes and gtest®y political actors in the course of
elaborating new policies. Together with the ‘havaience’ of legislation implementation, it

is important to look at partisan motivations anitedevel conflicts underlying policy inputs,
as well as the internal and external sources @ntice for legislative change. If one agrees
with Vink (2010:42) that parliamentary debates ‘e@siduals of wider societal debates’, then
there is a strong case for looking at policy prefees and the ideological polarization
revealed in the positioning by partisan actoraparliamentary arena.

It is too often assumed that opportunistic pamiethe moderate right go fish for the populist
vote by simply copy-catting the positions of theapulist challengers. More attention should
be devoted to the transformative process by whiokd issues are transported into
mainstream policy development (Messina 2007, Ba@82 A focus on parliamentary



debates permits the assessment of how establisimeespattempt to gain control of and
(re)frame issues politicized by the populist righithin the boundaries imposed by
imperatives of intra-party competition, programroatcceptability and, increasingly so, a
common European policy framework.

Europeanization comes of course as a matter ofatringportance to the understanding of the
framing of immigration issues by political elit€dince the mid-1990s, immigration as a
policy domain has moved further away from the aardf national governments. The
European context in which national parties opetatehardly be ignored. Nor can we
overlook the development of a common European imatiamn policy framework and the
consequent standardization that has occurred ion@tmodels (Joppke 2007, Duncan and
Van Hecke 2008, Luedtke 2010). As will be discussieid presupposes that the analysis of
debates in the parliamentary arena controls for&gked factors but also reflects on how
European issues are mobilized as strategic diseurssources by national politicians.

M ethods and data

The paper adopts a national case-study perspesitv@ims to develop empirical measures
for a systematic comparison of immigration policeer time. Given the already long history
of the FN since its first electoral breakthrougli883/84, it is necessary to trace impact back
to the early 1970s. It is generally accepted thafoliticization of immigration and its
incorporation into the framework for executive degislative action began in the late 1960s
in France (Weil 1991).

The selection of extensive time series measuresricaynearly four decades provides a
comprehensive portrait of France’s immigration gies. It supplies the amount of party-
based and time-related variance that is requireditivess the role of partisanship in policy
making, and eventually help place the recent ewmiutf the mainstream right in historical
perspective. Using the same methodological cri@t@avs track of change and continuity
within a given legislature. It also helps compare-and-post FN emergence phases, which
can be seen as one way of building empirically upp@encounterfactual argument that some of
the trends that have been observed in French inatiogrpolicies originated in the period that
preceded the electoral upsurge of the populist.righ

The first part of the analysis is concerned with degree of autonomy of immigration as a
distinct policy domain within the more general ditarian-authoritarian’ agenda. It starts by a
guantitative assessment of policy salience defaswethe amount of legislation devoted to
specific policy areas within the legislative prag@s a whole. The focus is on laws pertaining
to immigration, law-and-order or security and, mgeaerally, to the core orientations of a
cultural libertarian agenda that comes into oppwsivith the traditional social-authoritarian
stances of the FN. The latter category covers geraifipolicies as diverse as gender equality,
civil rights and individual liberties, the recogoit of minorities and fight against
discriminations, measures against social exclugiaacism, which all form part of the
cultural liberalization process that was initiatedhe 1970s.

These make up a total set of 2,162 parliamentavg feom May 1974 to May 2011 available
to a policy domain analysfs Partisanship is taken from the make up of paeiatary
majorities in each successive legislatur® (¢ X111™). Political orientations (left/right) are
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derived accordingly. It must be noted here thatath@ysis concerns exclusively
parliamentary acts that have been adopted andhjmutarce. Abandoned pieces of legislation,
amendments rejected during parliamentary sessioosnroversial provisions censored by
the Constitutional Council are excluded from thalgsis. Given their significance, extensive
accounts of these are found of course in the dafzadiamentary debates.

In the second part of the analysis, the focus isemspecifically on the subset of immigration
policies with a view to measure empirically theediion taken in certain key areas over a
similar time span. Policy is taken here in a broagase including all parliamentary acts as
well as administrative rulings (i.e. governmentatietesprdonnancesnd circulars), the

latter being of particular significance to the gowaent’'s autonomous regulatory power under
the provisions of the French constitution (art8337).

The operationalization builds upon and aims to egghe work by Givens and Luedtke
(2005) in their comparative study of European immatign policies. The authors suggest to
differentiate between two areas of ‘immigration itoh and ‘immigrant integration’ (p.3).
Here policy is divided into three main types: imnaigon control, immigrant integration and
labour immigration, which can be broken down irte following policy areas:

- Immigration contralillegal immigration, political asylum and refugeeisas, border
control, detention, student permits

- Immigrant integrationcitizenship, family reunion, marriage, residemeguirements,
anti-discrimination

- Labour immigrationlegal labour immigration, work permits

This deviates from earlier classifications on twgportant accounts. First, policy relating to
family reunification is put under ‘immigrant integion’ as it pertains to the rights of people
who are already legally settled in France. Sectrsgéems preferable to specify labour
immigration as a third category distinct from tlntrol dimension. Again a strong rationale
for this is found in the reality of French immigmat policies which have traditionally
singularized economic migration, even more so erdtent periodn fine these three types
correspond more closely with the general framinthefpolitical debate on immigration and
its legislative translation in France.

The coding is done for each individual provisiomtzoned in the pieces of legislation
included in the analysis. This choice is dictatgdhe recent evolution of immigration policy
making whereby legislation has become increasiogiyplex. Policies are not of one piece
and it is often the case that a particular billtaors a package of measures going in opposite
directions across different areas. Additionalligitmportant to take into account the
interconnection that exists between different potlomains, mostly in the area of immigrant
integration where provisions scatter across emp&ynsocial cohesion, healthcare or
education laws. Conversely, some measures to tightmigration control must be sought in
security bills.

This second data set includes all legislative agailatory provisions pertaining to
immigration from 1974 to May 2011, which add umttotal of 715. The latter cases
represent of course only a small part of the vadylof legislative acts and administrative
rulings that exist in France. In particular, thalgsis leaves out a large number of ‘technical’
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secondary application decrees as well as the m@mynastrative decisions dealing with

remit, competences or civil servant nominationses@mo particular trend is discernable. To
avoid duplication, case selection also takes intmant the existing hierarchy of
administrative norms, whereby similar provisiona ba found in decrees and their subsidiary
rulings. A provision that spreads across sevetalles of a same bill or ruling is only coded
once. On the contrary, articles that contain twav@ions or more are disaggregated and
coded accordingly.

Each of these provisions is coded in terms ofiresction towards more liberalization /
expansiveness (+1) or control / restrictivenesk {Fliis implies that no particular assumption
is made regarding the symbolic or emotional impéthe provisions considered for analysis.
It should also be noted that the coding of policgrmye is mostly relative rather than absolute,
and therefore differs from studies that aim to casttFrench immigration policies against
international benchmarks (Givens and Luedtke 28@bipock et al. 2006, Howard 2010). In
the vast majority of cases, provisions are comptrekose already contained in the existing
domestic legislation in terms of their downgradorgipgrading previously established
standards. This is largely facilitated by the fiett most legislative modifications have been
made to the referen€@rdonnanceof 2 November 1945 through successive amendmadts a
repeals by parliamentary majorities of both thédeid right since the late 1970s.

Whereas there are few coding problems on the ‘obmtimension, there is some uncertainty
as to how to process some policy provisions on ignamt integration and labour. Considering
the Republican model of universalistic culturaliesiation that has historically prevailed in
France, attribution of a clear direction to somaccintegration policy aspects is sometimes
more problematic. The 2010 bill that banned thantst face veil iigab) from public places

is one clear instance of such ambiguity. Whilsbagible ‘assimiliationist’ bias cannot be
ignored, the choice was made to penalise coeroweintegration policies and therefore
code as restrictive (-1) all provisions that wopldce most of the responsibility for
assimilation on the immigrant alone. This was thgecfor instance for ‘civic integration’
requirements such as obligatory language, histoopic tests, as well as for provisions such
as those contained in the anti-Nigab bill.

Similarly, there are some problems associated eathing sanctions against employers of
illegal immigrants. In that case multiple inferenseequired, which leads to processing those
particular sets of measures across two dimens@nghe one hand, provisions to crack down
on companies that employ undocumented workerseatdative on the control dimension
insofar as they participate of the fight againsgidl immigration. On the other hand, these
can simultaneously be viewed as expansive on bmufadimension on the account that they
could possibly lead to greater recognition —legaion— of illegal workers with regard to their
contribution to the national economy.

The third and last data set that is envisaged ibateawn from a systematic analysis of
parliamentary debates on immigration. The focumishe party elite discursive constructions
that accompany the development of legislation, @l as the make up and structure of
partisan competition over those issues. This gatiestudy is based upon quantitative
relational content analysis (Kleinnijenhuis and fegs 2001). A method applicable to a
wide range of political texts, quantitative rela# content analysis is designed to code
relations between ‘political objects’. It measuaesors’ positioning in a public debate as well
as the overall level of partisan polarization tiasts in it.



The basic unit for analysis is there sentencehich, in the present case, is obtained from
disaggregating public statements made by FrenchaiBdMinisters during parliamentary
debates over immigration bills. The focus is omtiehs between political actors (actor —

actor — issue sentences) —most particularly ofssmuoases where speakers from the opposition
comment upon provisions contained in the drafttpilthe government—, and relations
between actors and issues. The relationship bettheemvo objects is measured

guantitatively using a five-point scale from -1+b with intermediary positions (-.5, 0 and

+.5), where a negative sign indicates criticismepection, as opposed to support or positive
appraisal. Combined with the above actor/issueadarhy, the directional measure enables

the analysis to evaluate polarization in bothetattonal and ideological forms.

Given the objective to reflect on how some of $sues politicized by the populist right are
transported into mainstream policy making, the igdif political issues is designed to
encompass a reasonably large number of indivicatalgories which in turn can be grouped
into main domains for the purpose of comparisorr timee. With regard to the political
affiliation of actors, speakers are considerechatydevel and, where appropriate, according
to their belonging to well identified party fact@nrhese can be further aggregated in terms
of parliamentary groups of the majority and theagpon, which in the context of France’s
majoritarian system overlaps with the left/rightsax

Drawing on the work by Dolezal et. al (2010) on tihess-national analysis of public debates
over Islam, core sentences are also coded in teffnames defined as ‘patterns of
justification’ (p.179). The authors suggest to eliéintiate between three main types of frame:
pragmatic, identity-based and moral-universal. fiits¢ type refers to arguments based upon
pragmatic evaluations in terms of efficiency ortdesnefits with no particular normative
judgment associated. Identity-based frames poinalaes that are peculiar of a community
or a political camp. Conversely, moral-universgusnents relate to universal principles of
justice and rights which are independent of esthblil political cleavages. To be applicable to
parliamentary debates, two additional types nedzktoonsidered: first a report-statistics
category which refers to instances where the argtimdased on statistics, reports or
international comparison; second a type of ‘legajument which is often used and relates to
existing national legislation, international trestior case law.

Lastly, it is important to place parliamentary dissions in the context of the development of
a common immigration policy framework at EU leveldummy ‘EU-related’ variable is
therefore used to distinguish statements wherea céference is made to European
institutions —most obviously in cases of implemegt:European directives in national
legislation— from those relating to strictly domestspects in the debate.

The data are drawn from records of parliamentaagirgs of immigration bills by the
National Assembly, which are publishiedextensan theJournal Officiel(French Gazette).
All sections of the debates are considered foatiaysis including preliminary general
discussions, statements of motives, discussiondiidual articles and amendments, as well
as explanations of votes where appropriate.



This last data set is part of what should makeoader research project on French
immigration policies. The analysis presented hemestricted to preliminary findings from

the 1980 and 2011 government bills on immigratlora way these represent the two ends of
the temporal continuum, and therefore contribute tiost —incomplete— derivation of
elements of continuity and change in the politfcaiming of immigration policy in France

Results

This first part is concerned with degrees of poBajience. It draws from the analysis of the
legislative trajectories followed by successiverfetegovernments in the areas of
immigration, law-and-order and cultural liberalisince the early 1970s. Table 1 below
presents a summary of the amount of legislatiortenred with those three policy areas in
each of the French legislatures since 1974. Gikervariability in the lifespan of
parliamentary majorities —from 82 months under &idis presidency between 1974 and
1981 down to only 25 months during the first peradadohabitation in 1986/88—, the salience
of each policy domain is expressed as a percentatpe total number of laws passed during
the legislaturé.

As revealed in Table 1, immigration as a politisale has been on the French legislative
agenda since the early 1970s. The results firsineons that there never was in France any
‘conspiracy of silence’ nor dismissive strategigebtablished political parties. Rather, there
has been a common recognition by both the leftthadight of the need to produce policies
to address the presence of already well establisherigrants on French soil as well as to set
rules for the admission of newcomers. Overall, d@ftl right have very similar shares of
immigration laws (of about 1.8 per cent), notwithrgting the differences that might exist in
their policy preferences, and which will be exandie the second part of the analysis.

[ Table 1 Here ]

If we look for immigration policy impact, then thiest post-FN emergence right-wing
government of Jacques Chirac in 1986 does notfgigntly depart from this general pattern
and shows no actual tendency towards legislatiflation in this particular area. This holds
true even when taking into account the aborted mmstroversial bill on nationality that the
RPR/UDF coalition tried to put forward during thénst time of coming back into office after
the 1981 alternation to the left. The policy sadef immigration sees its first significant
increase in the second Mitterrand presidency. \ttighexception of the Jospin left-wing
government between 1997 and 2002, immigration l@pesesent a stable proportion of
legislation from 1988 onwards, with a peak obsemveder Chirac’s second term between
2002 and 2007. Placed in historical perspectiveréhative amount of immigration acts under
Sarkozy is not dissimilar to that of his right-wipgedecessors.

Differences between the left and the right are npooounced with respect to their
propensity to legislate in the domain of law-andesr Across the whole period, the relative
amount of security laws by right-wing governmeistswice that of their left counterparts (2.9
as opposed 1.4 per cent). Unlike immigration, lans-arder issues gained legislative
prominence in 1986-1988 during the first cohalitatimmediately after the FN made its
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appearance on the forefront of the French polistage. When juxtaposed to the dearth of
legislation in this area up to the mid-1980s, theralance (5.6 per cent) of security-related
bills during the short period of right-wing incunmoy between 1986 and 1988 provides
stronger empirical support to the ‘policy reactitypothesis.

Contrary to the general assumption of intense lad~arder legislative activity by Sarkozy in
his role as Minister of Interior, and despite théence of criminality issues in the 2002
presidential campaign, the second Chirac presiddaoeg not stand out as devoting greater
attention to security matters than had been the gader the previous right-wing
governments of 1986 and 1993. With respect to ladr@der, the acceleration in the
legislative process is clearly more pronouncedrdytie first four years of Sarkozy’s term as
president, with a total of twelve security bills kiveg up 5.8 % of all legislative texts adopted
since 2007, a proportion similar to that found #86-1988.

A perhaps clearer picture emerges in the amalgamafiimmigration and security issues,
which is most typical of the programmatic appeathsy populist right. Irrespective of the
partisan making of parliamentary majorities, coltitng for pre-and-post FN emergence
period indicates that the amount of legislative kvibevoted to immigration and criminality
has grown larger in size and come to occupy maaeesp the parliamentary arena after 1986
(from 1.5 up to 5.7 per cent of all legislativel$l

This is particularly true of parties on the rightesof the political spectrum. All post-1986
right-wing governments are found to have a sigaiftty higher contingent of laws addressing
the FN proprietary issues of immigration and crifhegtuating around an average of 6 per
cent of all legislative acts. This compares with @er cent across all left-wing governments.
The amount of legislation devoted to those two tituisre dimensions of the populist right
agenda stands also in striking contrast with theepaof legislative action found under the
Giscard presidency where the combination of imntigneand security policies represented
only a marginal 1.2 per cent share of all laws &elbpetween 1974 and 1981. Commensurate
with the assumption that the UMP has moved furtbehe right under Sarkozy’s leadership,
the FN agenda has had the highest level of legislatlience since 2007 with no less than 17
laws representing 8.2 per cent of all bills adopieparliament.

Thus, there is a substantial increase in the ksl weight of populist right issues in the
legislative work by the moderate right after 1986jch has culminated in the most recent
period. The significance of this shift in policycigs to the overall process of transformation of
the French legislative agenda is further informgdioloking at concomitant developments in
the third and last area of cultural liberalism sitice early 1970s.

Not surprisingly, this area differentiates morerdatically between the left and the right. One
practical reason for this is that a clearer idewlalgdirection assumption is inherent in the
process of selecting this last set of laws. Heeesthgularity of the Jospin left-wing
government is truly remarkable and ought to belilggted. The analysis of legislative bills
introduced between 1997 and 2002 points to ovelytlaws of cultural liberalization (14 per
cent), with a strong focus on equality policiesha employment and gender-based violence
fields, by far the largest proportion across a#irteh governments since the early 1970s.

That the Greens were part of the ‘plural left’ garientary majority supporting the Jospin
government is one explanation for the exceptionéitp salience of the libertarian agenda.
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The intensity in the legislative effort devotedctdtural issues must also be connected with
the Europeanization process and the developmaritotliscrimination and equal rights
policy initiatives at EU level. For example, theD20aw on the fight against discrimination
was a translation into French legislation of impattprovisions contained in both the
Amsterdam Treaty and the 2000 European Racial Eyilective.

This said, and in sharp contrast to this ‘new lpéilicy agenda characteristic of the Jospin
era, the right-wing governments of Chirac (1986-&&) Balladur/Juppé (1993-97) in
particular are characterized by their paucity dfwral liberalization or equal rights
legislation. It is noteworthy that the results fioe Giscard presidency point to a much more
equilibrated effort in promoting cultural and faynihodernization laws throughout the 1970s
—of which the most emblematic probably were the5187d 1979 Veil laws on liberalizing
the right to abortion.

This declining importance of issues of cultural mdzation in the legislative record of the
moderate right immediately after 1986 can be ssamnather indication of the reshaping of
policy priorities entailed by the need to formulatswift response to the upsurge of the FN.
With respect to this last dimension, it is impottennote that this deficit in cultural
liberalization policies has been waning in the meaent period of right-wing incumbency.
Beginning with the Chirac presidency in 2002 armdhier accentuated under Sarkozy’s since
2007, there has been a trend towards a progressnarporation of culturally liberal policy
initiatives, whose justification is also to be falim some of the constraints exerted by EU
regulations on domestic public polity

The above analysis of immigration policy activitydeelite-level salience in the context of
other important domains within the ‘cultural divigeight of course to be complemented with
an examination of the direction taken by the susiges~rench governments over time. The
politicization of immigration by the FN is not rested to the sole area of control but
encompasses clusters of issue positions in relagionmigrant integration, competition in

the labour market or access to welfare. To bettaluate the impact of the populist right on
mainstream immigration policy profiles, one musrdfore disentangle immigration
provisions.

The results for the longitudinal analysis of imnaigon policy provisions implemented over
the 1974-2011 time span are summarized in Talff®2the reasons discussed above, all
legislative and regulatory measures have been gobinto three main types of immigration
control, immigrant integration and labour immigeattj and their direction coded either
restrictive (-1) or expansive (+1) with regard lmnges made to existing legislative
standards. The average direction is taken oven@disures introduced by each successive
legislature.

[ Table 2 Here |

Over the whole 1974-2011 period, France’s immigrapolicies can be best defined by their
skewness towards the restrictive pole on the cbdinoension (mean of -.46) and a leaning in
favour of more expansive policies in the area ahigrant integration (.36). These two policy
domains make up 43.9 and 38.8 per cent of all prons respectively. Because of its smaller
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size (17.3 per cent), labour migration legislatiisplays less clearly discernible trends. Yet,
with the notable exception of Giscard’s presidendyerever efforts were made to legislate,
these were predominantly oriented towards encongagor at the very least organizing—
labour immigration rather than stopping it.

As was anticipated, partisanship contributes atgteal to shaping French immigration policy
positioning over time. If a contagion effect by fd is to be sought, then it is clear that it
will vary in nature and size according to the gami making of parliamentary majorities.
Discrepancies are particularly striking in the aséanmigrant integration where left-wing
governments show a highly positive score (.88 gmsgd to .06 for the right), and that of
immigration control where governments of the motkergght stand out as significantly more
restrictive in their policy making (-.64 comparediw.10 for the left).

Beginning with the left, there is a high level alipy consistency in the area of immigrant
integration across the whole period, with highlgitiwe average scores and no substantial
variation when controlling for pre-and-post FN egerce. That the French left has been able
to sustain expansive immigrant integration poli@esfirms some of the conclusions that
were made earlier regarding the more general agendaltural liberalization put forward
since its first coming into office in the early 188 It is significant that 31.5 per cent of all
immigration policy provisions implemented by thé& @uring its three intervals in power

were drawn from other legislative domains suchrapleyment, social cohesion, healthcare
or education laws (compared with only 8.6 per ¢enthe right).

A slightly more nuanced picture emerges from theyasis of control policies. Whilst
expansive legislation was introduced during th&t fMitterrand presidency (average score of
.33), there was a notable displacement towardgyiessrous measures after his re-election in
1988 (-.21). That this correction coincided witk tise of the FN is commensurate with the
general ‘policy reaction’ thesis. It is also consig with the argument that the French left had
somehow to respond to a mass desertion to theyfarby its former working-class voters in
the first round of the 1988 presidential electiSmgnificantly their response was restricted to
the sole area of immigration control thereby préserprogrammatic and ideological
coherence in the defence of immigrant integrathaiditionally, the post-1988 turn in control
policies must be placed in the context of the mtggovernment led by the socialists during
the IX" legislature and the need to seek alliance withesofithe centrist factions in
parliament.

By way of contrast, the partisan make up of thiaadle of socialists, radicals, greens and
communists in the 1997 Jospin government transiatedsignificantly more open
immigration control policies (.43). One interestiingding that singularizes the ‘plural left’
experience of immigration legislation is that o ttiscrepancy found between highly
expansive legislative provisions (1.0) and morérietsze administrative rulings (-.20) in the
area of control. A similar deduction applies to tb& measures that were taken to adapt
migrations to the labour market, which were altaduuced by the means of regulatory power.

Turning to parties of the moderate right, one fingbortant conclusion to be drawn from the
data is that of historical continuity in immigraticontrol policies pursued since the early
1970s. The politics of control was already welplace under the Giscard presidency, in the
absence of substantial electoral threat from thulist right. These empirical findings are
consistent with qualitative analyses conductedibiphians of immigration in France (Gastaut
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2004, Spire 2005, Noiriel 2007).The data provideaefore limited empirical support to a
general ‘policy contamination’ hypothesis, with §anmean scores across the pre-and post
FN emergence periods (both at -.64). On the contthey demonstrate that immigration
control policies had moved towards a more rigorstaace long before the FN had made its
first appearance. Moreover, the findings suggestttiis rightward shift in immigration
control during the 1970s concerned predominangynibrmative legislative arena where
restrictiveness was even more pronounced (-.7ppssed to -.50 in regulatory measures).
Severe control policies were thereby highly pubkkci and given symbolic significance,
rather than concealed behind less visible admatigé rulings.

These results do not entirely rule out the ‘poliegponse’ hypothesis however. Established
parties of the right have not been immobile. Thesihstringent immigration control policies
are indeed found in the 1986 right-wing governniedtby Jacques Chirac (-1.0). This
accentuation coincides with both the electoral kitraugh of the FN and the short-lived
experience of the populist right in French parliatgetween 1986 and 1988, consecutive to
the change to a PR-based electoral system in I98& policy movement persists in 1993-
1997 albeit less markedly (-.78). In both casesieths a very clear tendency towards
strengthening the existing legislation, which,he tase of the Balladur and Juppé
governments of 1993 and 1995, is complementedawjénerous amount of highly restrictive
decrees or circulars (-1.0).

A more substantial negative repositioning is foisithe area of immigrant integration where
the policy impact by the FN is more visible. Whilgtht-wing policy changes were in favour
of integrating migrants into French society uphte early 1980s, they then evolved towards
more obligatory trends once the FN had set fodhempolitical stage (from .55 in 1974-1981
down to -.01 over the post-1986 period). The highesel of polarization on this second
dimension is found during the 1993-1997 period wHemer control legislation is associated
with a marked shift towards cultural assimilatiamslicies (-.47). Over the whole period
covered here, the governments of Balladur and Jdigté@guish themselves from all other
right-wing incumbents by this particular combinatiaf strict control and harsh civic
integration policies.

To elaborate, what is discernible in our empirieslults is a two-stage response by the
moderate right to the electoral ascent of the RNLI86, the strategic calculations by the
RPR/UDF coalition concerned immigration controlesgglly, and led to an accentuation of
the already on-going trend towards restrictiverieashad been inaugurated by the centre-
right in the mid-1970s. In contrast, the 1993-188%od of right-wing incumbency can be
interpreted as an attempt to pre-empt further tigélitical agenda by articulating drastic
policy changes across both the control and immigrdagration dimensions.

What about the more recent evolution by the modeight? One important contribution by
this analysis is to provide an empirical basisd@mparison over time. Before we turn to
examining the development of immigration policiexe 2002, let us note that the findings
show no significant differences between the twospkaf right-wing government under the
Chirac and Sarkozy presidencies. Very similar nezames are found on each of the three
dimensions under scrutiny. This stresses the pegntanin policy preferences across both
periods of incumbency, and corroborates the cerdlalplayed by Sarkozy in modelling
France’s immigration policies during his time asiter of Interior between 2002 and 2007.
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This said, time series analysis helps re-evaldaims of a marked shift to the right in
immigration policies over the more recent periochiMt Sarkozy’s policies point to the
continued overwhelming dominance of the politicsofitrol that has been common to all
right-wing governments since the mid-1970s, it meshoted however that the directional
scores of the moderate right for 2002-2007 andesyuently (-.56 and -.52 respectively)
remain lower than those observed in 1986 or 1993 ta lesser extent, that of the Giscard
presidency between 1974 and 1981. That more diasiicy provisions are found in the
legislative area (-.64) compared with administtivlings (-.47) might reveal conflicting
strategies by the mainstream right. On the one Hagislation is employed as a highly
symbolic political device to send a message ofriiess to the public. On the other hand, the
making of everyday policy through regulatory powacovers the need for a slightly more
pragmatic approach to immigration control.

Pragmatism undoubtedly dominates the area of lalmignation where Sarkozy’s personal
input is more evident. As was briefly discussedieara positive attitude towards effective
labour migration management emerges from our dagacnstant of immigration policies in
France since the early 1980s, the only significkparture from this model being found
during the Giscard presiden@yThis calls into question the FN policy contagédfect
hypothesis. The recognition by all mainstream partif the continuing need for foreign
workforce comes in sharp opposition with the breadfare chauvinist agenda of the populist
right, which in the French case is best resumetdar=N most cherished ‘national preference’
scheme and traditional ‘zero immigration’ claim.

The pursuit of sectoral labour immigration policiesler Sarkozy’s presidency is particularly
remarkable in terms of the amount of policy prauns that have been introduced in both the
legislative and regulatory arenas since 2007. giaantity of policy activity contrasts with all
previous legislatures in France, where measuresecoimg immigration in the labour market
come in short supply and are often limited to spadministrative rulings rather than more
politically emblematic changes in parliament. Aadission of the contradictory logics
underpinning both the political and economic insése-Freeman’s client politics (1995)- falls
beyond the scope of this paper. Suffice it to say the insistence on privileging debatable
legislative reform to allow for ‘selective immigran’ policies distinguishes Sarkozy from his
right-wing predecessors’ predilection for less ditble policy changes in this area. This is
particularly true for instance of the Chirac gowvaent in 1986, where the very few measures
put forward in the area of labour immigration wahamost exclusively confined to the
regulatory domain.

Lastly, placed in historical perspective, the agerpolicy scores obtained by the mainstream
right on the immigrant integration dimension si2€®2 denote the strong ambivalence in
policy making in this particular area (.03 in 200297 and .12 since 2007). As can be seen
from Table 2 above, all right-wing governments sid®86 present a larger variance in the
direction taken by immigrant integration policied)ich contrasts with the more homogenous
pattern of policy preferences found on the left.

This greater amount of variance lifts the veil ome of the dilemma which the moderate
right has faced over the years, and the array mflicong external constraints to which these
parties are subjected. Joppke (1998) argues thrapEan governments have only ‘self-
limited sovereignty’ in areas such as family imnaigpn because of legal-constitutional
constraints and the moral obligations that postaalaegimes have towards certain
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immigrant groups. Attempts by the conservativetrighmove closer to the exclusionist and
assimilationist agenda of the populist right arenrediably bound by international
conventions and domestic courts, not to mentiotoofse European rules.

To close this section, there is one last importaniclusion to be drawn from looking at
changes in policy positioning by the French rigitrathe past ten years. The relatively large
number of policy measures (N=246) introduced stheeelection of Chirac in May 2002
enables us to track those changes over time. Tdresgraphed for both the immigration
control and immigrant integration areas in Figuteelow.

From this figure it can be seen that integratiolicpes have been far more variable than those
put forward in the domain of immigration controlobt importantly, the slope exhibits a
progressive move towards less expansive immigrdegration measures, with a substantial
shift after 2010. Let us not that the average timacof all integration policy provisions
introduced during the first months of 2011 is dadwn.67, the lowest score of all French
governments on that dimension.

That this sharp move towards highly restrictionmigtiasures coincides with the FN’s new lease
of life by the beginning of 2010 corroborates savhéhe claims made earlier that immigrant
integration as a distinct policy area is more vedibée to policy impact by the populist right in
France. As will be discussed below, the examinatiothe polarization in actors’ positions in
recent parliamentary debates points to the signifie of this policy move.

[ Figure 1 Here ]

This takes us to our last section which conceragtilitical framing of immigration issues
and their transportation into mainstream via tlygslative process. The influence of the
populist right does not restrict itself to the aoé@agenda setting. Its impact is also likely to
extend to the way immigration as a contentioustigaliissue is defined and constructed by
partisan actors in the parliamentary arena.

This last part presents the preliminary resulthefquantitative relational content analysis
parliamentary sessions on immigration. In this paie findings are restricted to the 1979
and 2010 debates on the government immigratios. Qithese already allow to look at some
of the transformations that have taken place impthligical space over time, which can be
derived from actors’ positioning in the parliameytarena’.

In terms first of actor-to-actor relations, polatibn proves remarkably stable over time. In
both the 1979 and 2010 debates, core sentencdsawmthe government as target object
represent a constant 30.5 per cent of all stateminErench MPs (N=823). Criticism of the
executive culminates naturally in left-wing parte@she parliamentary opposition, at an
average of -.961 in 1979 and -.873 in 2010. Withmleft camp, the Greens in 2010 (-.917)
have replaced the Communist party of the late 188Gke most virulent ‘oppositional’ force
in parliament (-.969 in 1979 down to -.813 in 201pre notable is perhaps that statements
disapproving of the government are also found e se@ntences by members of the
parliamentary majority. Internal disunity is pauiiarly noteworthy in the 2010 debate where
a small group of UMP speakers exhibit a high lefeintagonism to the government’s
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proposed policies (mean direction of -.694). Mdghese backbenchers are representatives of
the traditional ‘Gaullist’ wing within the UMP clesto former President Chirac and former

PM Villepin, and often come in vehement disagreemeth some of the more conservative
groups in the National Assembly.

In 2010, such ‘opposition from within’ reveals timernal constraints that weigh on policy
making at agency level and the degree of ideolbgialarization that exists between the
various centrist and rightist factions constitutoféhe UMP. Looking at who takes part in the
debate over immigration policy provisions in parient, there is a disproportionate influence
by me8mbers of thBroite populaire(DP), the rightist national-conservative wing loé t

UMP °.

If we now turn to mean directions in actor-issuatrenships summarized in Table 3
(N=1,622 core sentences), the analysis suggegysificant change towards more restrictive
positions in the French party system as a whabenfr116 in 1979 down to -.081 in 2010.

This first result would lend support to the arguiribat a ‘right shift’ has occurred in the
space for elite-level conflict over immigrationugs in France since the late 1970s. This
conceals however an increase in partisan polasizatine apparent shift being due more to the
centrifugal swing by the right camp. In 1979, righihg parties have a mean score of -.151 on
all immigration issues as opposed to -.371 in 20&t&reas the left remains at a steady

(.581 /.573) over the same time span. On the ogttte political continuum, the negative
repositioning is clearly accentuated in the DP92)}4 but is also visible in the more moderate
factions of the UMP parliamentary party (-.258).

[ Table 3 Here ]

Consistent with our previous findings on policy iempentation, the data in Table 3 indicate
that ideological polarization varies across issafasmigration control, immigrant

integration and labour migration. On the latterrexmaic dimension, there is a significant
reduction in the ideological distance between partif the left and those of the right between
1979 A=.843) and 2010A=.489). This convergence is largely accounted yoa Imove
towards more expansive economic migration poli@fgrences by parties of the right in 2010
(mean direction of 0.192) compared with the resigcviews by the RPR/UDF coalition in
1979 (-.063).

With regard to illegal immigration, the parliamemntaata point to fairly similar levels of
partisan polarization over tima£.843 andA=.948 in 1979 and 2010 respectively). The left
and the right retain very distinctive directionabfiles on the issue, with openness being a
characteristic of the political left and restrieness a typical feature of the right. What the
results suggest is a notable displacement betw@é® dnd 2010, due to moves towards more
expansiveness by both the left (.200 up to .53d)tha right (-.643 up to -.418).

The most dramatic change is discernible in the af@@amigrant integration policies where
ideological polarization between the left and tightrculminates in 201Q\1.059 as
opposed taA=0.367 in 1979). This strong centrifugal tenderscgsgsentially accounted for by
the harder line accommodated by parties of the stra@am right, from a relatively expansive
position in the late 1970s (.233) to a substanti@bre exclusive one in the recent years (-
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.527). At party level, the contribution by the aial-conservative wing of the UMP to this
repositioning on immigrant integration issues e&acl(mean direction of -.642) but the move
towards obligatory measures concerns the moreisegtoups of elites within the
parliamentary party as well (-.415). In contralsére is no sizeable change in the stances by
the left on this distinctive set of issues overei600 and .532 in 1979 and 2010
respectively).

This is consistent with previous findings that thederate right has noticeably shifted its
positions on the integration of established immggan the past couple of years and has
endorsed restrictive policies regarding those sslibe analysis of party competition in
parliamentary debates allows us to take the aesautie step further by looking in more
detail at the salience of particular issues ang#iterns of justification that are employed by
political actors when taking concrete positionglurse issues.

Looking first at the relative salience of issueegatries in the 1979 and 2010 parliamentary
debates shows the increasing salience of immignéagration issues over time (see Table 4).
In 1979, the discussion of the government’s bioteed around legal and illegal immigration
(40.4 per cent) while about a third of the debatecerned immigrant integration (34.5 per
cent). Labour market and economic issues occuedtan fifth (19.2 per cent) of the general
discussion. In 2010, immigrant integration issuesishate the political debate in parliament
and make up no less than 59.7 per cent of all seméences by French MPs, while the relative
size of statements concerning immigration contootlf legal and illegal) and labour

migration is down to 24.9 and 10.8 per cent respelgt

[ Table 4 Here ]

Moreover, the thematic content of the debate irsgiexific area of immigrant integration, as

is revealed by quantitative content analysis, leliransformed in the recent period (figures
are summarized in italics in Table 4 above). In@04sues of citizenship, cultural

assimilation and national identity profoundly shape discussion on immigrant integration in
France, and represent about half (45.1 per certhieofore sentences in this particular area, as
opposed to only 20.5 per cent of the positionsridkeMPs in 1979. In contrast, a substantial
size (34 per cent) of the debate on immigrant natégn in the late 1970s turned around the
civil and political rights of foreigners in Frand&gir culture and traditions. By 2010, these
make up a mere 11.1 per cent of the arguments &loouto integrate migrants into French
society. Lastly, the discussion of the 2010 billimmigration sees a remarkable emergence
of issues pertaining to health and welfare. Thesstgons account for a fifth (19.9 per cent)

of all statements made with regards to immigratggration, whereas they were totally absent
in 1979.

This leads us to the argumentative frames mobilmepartisan actors in deploying their
causal stories of immigration. The data drawn fparliamentary readings allows to explore
the patterns of justification that are utilized vl as the propensity for political actors to use
European integration as a strategic resource torkegpecific issues in controversy. Table 5
contrasts figures for the main categories of fragmaployed in the 1979 and 2010
parliamentary debates. The relative proportionsldfrelated arguments are summarized in
the bottom rows of the table.
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[ Table 5 Here |

The data in Table 5 point to significant changethageneral argumentative structure of
immigration debates over time. In the late 197@sligmentary discussions were mostly
framed pragmatically (42.7 per cent) and, to adesgtent, would resort to moral contentions
relative to general universal principles (25.9 pemt). The more recent period sees a sharp
decrease in both sets of frames down to 30.1 ar&ldEs cent respectively. By 2010, the
legal framing of immigration issues has grown ipartance (30.1 per cent). This must of
course be placed in the context of the Europeagration process: whilst references to the
European Union are quasi absent from immigratidrates in the late 1970s, EU-related
positions make up 14.2 per cent of all statemeptsrbnch MPs in 2010. Recall that one
important objective of the draft bill on immigratipintegration, and nationality of March
2010 was to transpose three European Union diectivo French legislatioh

It is interesting to note that the European franehgnmigration is more frequent on the right
side of the parliamentary assembly (16.4 per cempared with 9.3 per cent on the left). This
is commensurate with the general assumption tHatypgareferences by the French
conservatives are congruent with the common Europganda on immigration. In return, the
necessity to conform to the European integratiatess provides a useful set of
argumentative tools to French policy makers whé&mducing new legislation. The vast
majority (77.4 per cent) of EU-related statememntsight-wing speakers in the National
Assembly use the legal frame in reference to theethforementioned directives, as well as to
other sets of European rules.

Lastly, there is a notable increase in the ovatadire of identity-based frames (from 3.5 in
1979 up to 18.9 per cent in 2010). With respethéomost recent period, this pattern of
‘cultural’ justification is over-represented in thee of reasoning by right-wing MPs (23.8 per
cent) and culminates in members of the DP (31.Xkeet). More importantly, identity-based
frames are more often resorted to by right-wingicin the area of immigrant integration
(35.9 per cent) and are almost exclusively resii¢cd domestic aspects, with very few
mentions of the EU.

To conclude, combined with the evidence of moragént policies in the area of immigrant
integration, these empirical results substantiateegal claims made about the ‘new politics’
of immigration by the moderate right in France si2007. The data clearly indicate that
elite-level conflicts over immigration have becomere salient in 2010 than they were in the
late 1970s, although the analysis evidently needi®textended to all intermediary stages in
the development of immigration laws over the whmdeiod in order to identify trends behind
such an increase in prominence.

In the course of the 2010 debate, questions suchlasal assimilation, national identity, the
loss of French citizenship or the fight againstmage fraud have topped the legislative
agenda of the right. This comes in line of cour#é the general framing of public
controversies as would be for instance revealecbbyextualized media coverage analysis.
Some of those changes would have been anticipéttadfze launch of the highly criticized
‘national identity’ debate by the government in @r 2009 or the controversial speech
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made by Sarkozy on immigration and crime duringsin&amer of 2010 in Grenoble.
Transposed into the parliamentary arena, dispwesimmigrant integration have seen a
considerable increase in party polarization, madtly to a strong directional shift towards
more radical stances by parties of the right. Tkegt of identity-based assertions together
with their independence from a more general Eunopggenda on immigration bear testimony
to the symbolic importance allotted to reframingrnigrant integration issues both culturally
and domestically.

The analysis of actors’ positions in the generdllipudebate provides therefore further
empirical evidence of the ideological re-orientatlty the UMP on some of the core
foundations of the populist right agenda in Frafd®t this transformation is particularly
visible in 2010 cannot of course be entirely disstec from the process of electoral
realignment that has occurred on the right polErehch politics in the regional elections of
March 2010, which gave important gains to the Fkhatexpenses of the ruling UMP
majority *°.

A similar hypothesis is supported by our resultsipog to the emergence of a specific set of
mostly domestic issues relating to immigrants’ asde healthcare and welfare provisions. In
2010, a number of legislative amendments to thi# gewernmental Bill were introduced by
members of the DP as an attempt to strengtheregigldtion on those two signature issues of
the populist right. Remarkably, these parliamentaitiatives coincided with the

development of an aggressive welfare chauvinistpeagm by the FN against existing public
health and pension allowances granted to foreigndfsance.

Discussion and conclusion

Based on the empirical case-study of the politiealelopment of the FN in France, this paper
set out the objective to advance our understanafipgpulist right impact. Notwithstanding
what we learn from studies of other crucial poéitieenues such as party manifestos, the mass
media or electoral campaigns, the main focus af¢bitribution has been on party
competition in the legislative arena, with a paiéec emphasis on policy issues constitutive of
the cultural axis that has been central to thet@lacappeal by the FN since the mid-1980s.

The systematic analysis of time series data facpa@hange puts in evidence the
asymmetrical propensity for partisan actors to eselthe political agenda publicized by the
populist right. Partisanship does matter, andiflaence exerted by the FN is not of the same
nature nor magnitude whether one considers polmiesued by parties to the left of the
political spectrum or by those to the right of it.

These results provide important empirical evideiocéhe partisan ‘pendulum’ swing that has
been identified by policy analysts in France, whgmmost adjustments in immigration
policies have consisted of each camp undoing taagds made by its predecessor. As
suggested, however, by Lochak (1997), this viea qbiasi-perpetual swing in immigration
policies can be partly misleading as the pendulerenquite balances all the way back to
where it originally was. More importantly, as a sequence of the longer period of the right
in office since 2002, there are cumulative effedtereby restrictive changes come as an
addition to already restrictive measures. This thascase for instance with the recent
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2010/2011 provisional Bill on immigration which lwn some of the substantial policy
moves already entailed by the 2003, 2006 and 20@Tgration laws.

With respect to the French left, the resilienca dfoad policy agenda of cultural liberalism is
remarkable across all periods of government, igetye of the electoral weight or popularity
of the FN. Similar trends towards a new left transfation and the cultural modernization of
French society are found in all left-wing governitsesince the early 1980s. This effort
culminates during the five years of the Jospinraglleft’ in office due to the ‘greener’ make
up the parliamentary support for the governmentthecconcomitant development of a
framework of social modernization at European level

Parties of the left in France have not abdicatechftheir ‘natural’ ideology in determining
immigration policies. This can be judged by thendity and direction in the legislative
activity around issues of social cohesion, anttwimsinations, family reunion, citizenship
acquisition or the regularization of undocumentagrants. The liberal agenda is most visible
in the area of immigrant integration where therigan-universalistic preferences by the
French left stand in firm antagonism to the cullyrprotectionist and strict assimilationist
positions by the FN. The salience of the left-riglsavage is equally perceptible in the more
expansive policy positions by the left in relattonmmigration control and inflows of new
immigrants, although there have been adjustmentartts more restrictive policies in the late
1980s and, in less visible manner, in the late $9@Mich can arguably be construed as
strategic responses to the electoral pressureebgdpulist right.

A whole different reality is found of course to thght of the political system, where
contamination by the populist right is more pregte. The time series analysis in this paper
suggests that right-wing governments are more ptmaecommodate policies that resonate
with some of the core features of the populisttragienda. Such preferences cannot of course
be attributed to the sole political influence bg #N. As Bale (2008) rightly points out,
conservative parties have every good reason todmeeupied with immigration, and it is
theirraison d’étreto defend the socio-economic and cultural staties g

Put in historical perspective, the tightening ofigration control policies, which is often
interpreted as a key response by the mainstredrntddhe populist challenge, was already
well under way during the late 1970s at a time witenFN had not yet achieved electoral
relevance. The policy analysis points to the symhoiportance of the new immigration
legislation introduced by the centre-right governina 1979. Concurrently the longitudinal
examination of actors’ positions in parliamentaigcdssions shows that the French right had
tougher stances on issues of illegal or labour ignation in the late 1970s when compared
with the more recent period.

This is not to say evidently that parties of thederate right have been immune to the
external pressure by the FN. The hard line on imatign control inaugurated under the
Giscard presidency was clearly accentuated duriig the 1986-1988 and 1993-1997
periods of UDF/RPR government after the FN madeonamt electoral gains. Parties of the
right have proved particularly susceptible to tig@act by their populist challenger in other
important areas of policy making. This is truelué to-optation of the broader populist
agenda on immigration and crime by the RPR/UDFitioalfrom the mid-1980s onwards, as
revealed in the higher contingent of immigration,amore specifically, security laws in the
post-FN emergence stage of the party system. Lgdkack at the 1986 experience of the
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French right returning to power, it is first anddmost in the formation of a strong law-and-
order agenda by the Chirac government that theanfte of the FN manifests itself.

From a wider policy angle, it is also clear thataanaging collateral effect of the electoral
success of the populist right has been to hindeeipansion of policies of cultural and
family modernization such as those introduced leycintre-right majority during the 1970s.
Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, the moderate maghtaibandoned the cultural liberal
agenda to prioritize social conservative and autidn@ain policies directed at immigration and
crime. This conservative backlash within the Frenght is further evidenced by the policy
moves towards cultural protectionism in the aresrwhigrant integration throughout the
1980s and, most dramatically, the 1990s. By 1983 stringent civic integration legislation
by the right comes in striking contrast with thermimtegrative policies introduced during the
Giscard era. The content analysis of political debaver immigration in the late 1970s
indicates simultaneously that questions of immitgacivic and cultural rights would be

given substantial attention by centre-right polegkers, but have since disappeared from the
bulk of the conservative legislative agenda.

The findings for the more recent period of rightiagzincumbency since 2002 provide
empirical evidence to corroborate the assumptiacoatinuity in the ‘reactionary’ profile
characteristic of the RPR/UDF bloc in the 1990 Threlenting salience of the populist
right agenda is visible in the accumulation of irgration and security laws throughout the
2000s under both Chirac and Sarkozy’s presidetgiais. The policy analysis points also to
the persistence of strict immigration control pagcand the political use of high profile
immigration legislation as a strategic communiaaiadevice to send a message of firmness
to voters, which contrasts with more balanced patioves in the less publicized domain of
regulatory power.

Overall, when contrasted with previous right-wingperiences of addressing the populist
agenda, the general response articulated by the &iMP2002 does not show any major
departure from the reactions observed in the 1888she 1990s. Nor does it reveal any
substantial differences in the average directiommhigration policy positioning across the
Chirac and Sarkozy’s presidencies. In this respketresults in this paper lead perhaps to a
more nuanced appraisal of the proposition thathtbderate right in France has undergone a
process of deep programmatic revision of immigrapolicies under Sarkozy’s leadership.
Contrary to common perceptions, this analysis fimdsnall centripetal policy move in the
area of immigrant integration in the first stagehsd Sarkozy’s presidency, together with a
partial reintroduction of the social modernizatagenda that had almost completely fallen
into oblivion during the previous periods of righing incumbency of the 1990s.

There are equally important implications for theys and ideological polarization of
immigration policy positions in the party systenooking at substantive policy making over
the long period, there is a relatively modest l@fgolicy polarization between mainstream
parties in the French political space. In oppositimthe chauvinist economic positions by the
FN, mainstream policy convergence is most evidetiié area of labour migration where
partisan differences are the least perceptiblepanat to a common recognition of the
continuous demand for migrant labour in Francd¥®ia market. The moderate right in
particular has moved away from the restrictive ctalaken by the Chirac and Barre’s
governments in the 1970s. This repositioning iss@iant with both a classic clients-politics
hypothesis and the setting of a shared Europeardager economic migration since the
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early 2000s. What is revealed by the empirical dathe decreased policy salience of labour
migration throughout the 1990s —with all governmsesarefully avoiding the issue in the
policy making process— before the question wasrgnew publicity and reframed into
‘selective immigration’ by Sarkozy in the mid-2000s

To continue with policy polarization, in the longr, neither the moderate right on immigrant
integration nor the left on immigration control &eind on the opposite side of the policy
continuum but rather in a mean position adjacezeto. This can be somewhat regarded as a
consequence of the greater variance found in ‘a@v@olicy preferences by each political
camp over time. Policy revision tends to fluctuaitere in areas where natural partisan
inclinations are challenged. This is particulatiyking in left-wing periods of government
where the amount of policy variance on the cordinalension is more than twice that of
immigrant integration. A similar conclusion appliaghe opposite direction to parties of the
right with regard to their policies of integraticaabeit less markedly.

These results highlight the different politicalesiimas faced by partisan actors in France in
their definition of immigration policies over tim&he French left has never endorsed the
‘open border’ political programme put forward bypamber of NGOs, and has chosen instead
to give priority to immigrant integration policieshich can be reconciled with its traditional
egalitarian agenda of social cohesion. The moveauttdsvlibertarian-universalistic positions
together with a relative reluctance to engage inenstringent immigration control policies

can be seen as antagonistic with the social denthatiemanate from the traditional
working-class and lower salariat constituenciethefleft, and might therefore have
participated of their electoral dealignment.

As for parties of the mainstream right's modera&iars on integration issues, the emphasis
must be put on the array of pressures that surrpohdy making and might have prevented
the French right to preempt further the culturaltectionist agenda of the FN. The data in this
paper shed light on the tension that exists betvaesite range of often contradictory
economic, social, legal or political objectives amigrests. At the level of intra-party
competition, the analysis has highlighted the byl¢he centrist groups of elites within the
UMP in promoting a temperate response to the sdrtteeanore radical positions advocated
by the national-conservative wing of the partyha parliamentary arena. Simultaneously it is
necessary to incorporate external policy makingstramts consecutive to the development of
a widespread body of international legal norms.t Ttiainstance more liberal legislative
measures have been brought back to the forefrathiedfrench policy agenda since the early
2000s owes probably more to the moderating effe¢hé expanding European framework of
equality and rights since the mid-1990s than teraughe change in domestic policy
positioning by the UMP.

Finally, one important conclusion to be drawn frtbrea empirical policy data is the
recognizable progression by the UMP towards mastiotive integration procedures,
together with the reemergence of a strong assionligt agenda of civic integration and
exclusive citizenry in 2010/11. This sharp policgva is clearly apparent in the identity-
based positions taken by right-wing actors in tdgé@parliamentary debate that was
dominated by the FN proprietary issues of lossadiomality, marriage fraud, immigrant
welfare or access to healthcare. The distance letiie partisan positions of the left and the
right has grown much larger since the late 1970s,rdostly to this radical shift by parties of

22



the moderate right. And this dramatic increaseairtyppolarization concerns predominantly
the area of immigrant integration.

As the 2012 presidential campaign approaches, atmdntuation in policy preferences by the
French right is concomitant with both the electoeadival of the FN under the new leadership
of Marine Le Pen, and Sarkozy’s record low levélpresidential popularity™. Yet the data

in this paper reveal the depth of the policy rensihat has been undertaken by the moderate
right in the most recent period. The continuatio2011 of a passionate debate over
immigration, Islam or the failure of integratiomtis further support to the contention that the
UMP is currently abandoning the more ‘middle-of-thad’ policies that were implemented
during the first years of the Chirac and Sarkoasptencies.

Furthermore, the new highly restrictive measuresg@nted by the government in the area of
labour migration in May 2011 mark an abrupt u-ttrom the more expansive legislation put
forward since 2003, and as such a significantatitn to the policy profile of the UMP.
Combined with the inflation in security laws sir2@03, the pursuit of strict immigration
control policies and the preference for increagimgbre drastic immigrant integration
procedures, this latest policy move towards econamauvinism would seem to complete the
policy radicalization of the UMP, and could leaceptually to an authentic ‘populist right
moment’ in the history of the French right.
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Tablesand figures

Table 1. Immigration, law-and-order and culturbklialism laws by legislature, parliamentary

majority and pre-FN period: 1974-2011

Number of Laws (%)

0,

Law and FN

Cultural

Parliamentary Legidature Majority Flﬁ)(d) Immigr. order Agenda  liberalism All
-VIVI-Giscard® (1974-1981) Right 0.7 4 (0.8) 2(04) 6(1.2) 19(3.7) 516
-VII-Mitterrand (1981-1986) Left 04 5(1.4) 2(0.6 7(2.0) 17(49) 348
-VIII-Chirac (1986-1988) Righ? 9.6 1(0.8) 7(5.6) 8(6.3) 3(24) 126
-IX-Mitterrand (1988-1993) Left 144  7(25) 3(1.110(3.6) 12(43) 281
-X-Balladur/Juppé (1993-1997) Right 124 6 (2.6) 8(3.5) 14(6.1) 3(1.3) 230
-XI-Jospin (1997-2002) LeR 149  2(0.9) 7(3.2) 9(4.1) 31(14.0) 221
-XII-Chirac (2002-2007 Right 16.9  8(3.4) 9(3.9) 16(6.9) 13(5.6) 233
-Xlll-Sarkozy (2007-¥ Right 104  6(2.9) 12 (5.8) 17 (8.2) 9(4.3) 207
Partisanship Left 14 (1.6) 12 (1.4) 26(3.1) 60(7.1) 850
Right 25 (1.9) 38(2.9) 61(4.6) 47(3.6) 1312
Period Pre-FN 9 (1.0) 4(0.5) 13(1.5) 36(4.2) 864
Post-FN 30(23) 46(35)74(5.7) 71(55) 1,298
All 39(1.8) 50(23) 87(40) 107(49) 2162

&From May 1974 to May 1981 (excluding the beginrifighe Fifth legislature)
® Cohabitation period: partisanship is derived fromigaentary majority; 1995/1997: Jacques Chiractsftency

“Discrepancies in the FN agenda’s total numbenws$ lare due to the coding of two laws (2006 & 20@®tive to border
controls and the fight against crime on both treugey and immigration dimensions
4 Percentage of the national vote for the FN abeginning of the legislature (presidential scor&988, 2002 and 2007;

parliamentary otherwise).
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Table 2. Mean direction of immigration policy premins: 1974-2011

Policy provisions

5 .
Parliamentary L egidature Majority F,(T(c) (C’:\Iog);gl) ! r}'i\]eg:;rzz?%)n (I_Na:bfzu 4{)
-VIVI-Giscard® (1974-1981) Right 0.7 -.64 .55 -.67
(24) (23) (12)
.790 .858 778
-VII-Mitterrand (1981-1986) Left 0.4 .33 .83 .89
(19) (36) (18)
.970 568 AT71
-VIII-Chirac (1986-1988) Righ? 9.6 -1.00 29 1.00
(19) (14) (9)
.000 .994 .000
-IX-Mitterrand (1988-1993) Left 14.4 =21 .93 .67
(38) (29) (12)
.991 371 778
-X-Balladur/Juppé (1993-1997)  Ridht 12.4 -.78 - 47 1.00
(55) (30) (4)
629 .900 .000
-XI-Jospin (1997-2002) LeR 14.9 43 .89 1.00
(21) (37) (4)
926 458 .000
-XlI-Chirac (2002-2007) Right 16.9 -.56 .03 1.00
(63) (58) (19)
.838 1.008 .000
-Xlll-Sarkozy (2007-) Right 10.4 -.52 12 1.00
(75) (50) (46)
.860 1.003 .000
Partisanship Left .10 .88 .82
(80) (103) (34)
1.001 471 576
Right -.64 .06 78
(234) (174) (90)
769 1.001 632
Period Pre-FN -.20 72 .27
(40) (57) (30)
.992 701 .980
Post-FN -.49 .27 .96
(274) (220) (94)
874 964 .290
All Mean -.46 .36 .79
N (314) (277) (124)
St.dev. .889 .935 615

&From May 1974 to May 1981 (excluding the beginrifighe Fifth legislature)
P Cohabitation period: partisanship is derived fromigaentary majority; 1995/1997: Jacques Chiracesftency

¢ Percentage of the national vote for the FN abtginning of the legislature (presidential scor@988, 2002 and 2007;
parliamentary otherwise).
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Table 3. Salience and positions of actors in padiatary immigration debates: 1979-2010

1979@ 2010®
Target Actor Position  Salience Std. Actor Position  Salience Std.
(M ean) (%) Dev. (M ean) (%) Dev.
All PC 0.658 14.9 0.648 PC 0.514 5.3 0.492
immigration PS 0.527 21.6 0.722 Greens 0.721 25 0.280
issues UDF -0.173 443 0.806 PS 0.570 22.9 0.465
RPR -0.102 19.2 0.797 Modem/NC -0.167 1.3 0.727
UMP -0.258 35.3 0.641
UMP/DBE® -0.492 30.8 0.571
DLR? -0.660 1.8 0.553
Left 0.581 36.5 0.692 Left 0.573 30.7 0.459
Right -0.151 63.5 0.802 Right -0.371 69.3 0.622
A 0.732 A 0.943
All 0.116 (N=255) 0.840 All -0.081 (N=1,367) 0.723
lllegal PC 0.500 55 0.707 PC 0.462 4.9 0.477
Immigration PS 0.000 8.2 1.095 Greens 0.500 15 0.000
UDF -0.716 60.3 0.449 PS 0.552 18.1 0.464
RPR -0.474 26.0 0.696 Modem/NC -0.357 2.6 0.626
UMP -0.288 39.2 0.610
UMP/DBE® -0.543 30.6 0.462
DLR® -0.875 3.0 0.231
Left 0.200 13.7 0.948 Left 0.531 24.5 0.449
Right -0.643 86.3 0.542 Right -0.418 75.5 0.562
A 0.843 A 0.948
All -0527  (N=73) 0.671 All -0.185  (N=265) 0.674
Immigrant PC 0.846 14.8 0.427 PC 0.500 4.7 0.419
integration PS 0.500 36.4 0.729 Greens 0.740 3.1 0.293
UDF 0.204 30.7 0.787 PS 0.511 23.0 0.493
RPR 0.281 18.2 0.729 Modem/NC -0.500 0.4 0.866
UMP -0.415 35.2 0.594
UMP/DP® -0.642 32.5 0.456
DLR® -0.750 1.2 0.485
Left 0.600 51.1 0.670 Left 0.532 30.8 0.470
Right 0.233 48.9 0.758 Right -0.527 69.2 0.544
A 0.367 A 1.059
All 0.420  (N=88) 0.734 All -0.202  (N=816) 0.715
L abour PC 0.824 34.7 0.498 PC 0.531 10.9 0.644
migration  PS 0.688 16.3 0.593 Greens 0.667 2.0 0.288
and the UDF 0.056 36.7 0.838 PS 0.730 34.0 0.338
economy  RPR -0.417 12.2 0.736 Modem/NC -0.750 1.4 0.353
UMP 0.244 27.9 0.603
UMP/DP® 0.328 19.7 0.735
DLR? -0.500 4.1 0.547
Left 0.780 51.0 0.522 Left 0.681 46.9 0.428
Right -0.063 49.0 0.825 Right 0.192 53.1 0.689
A 0.843 A 0.489
All 0.367  (N=49) 0.802 All 0422  (N=147) 0.629

& Loi n°80-9 du 10 janvier 1980 portant modificatide I'ordonnance no 45-2658 du 2 novembre 194%welaux conditions

d'entrée et de séjour en France des étranger8(lwiet)

® projet de loi relatif & I'immigration, & lintédian et & la nationalité, n°2400, déposé le 31 AALD ; provisional results
for 65 per cent of all core sentences in the fgatling of the Bill
°UMP/DP=UMP Droite Populaired;DLR:Debout la République (Right-Wing Eurosceptic, 29yIP
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Table 4. Issue salience in parliamentary immigratiebates: 1979-2010

19799 2010"
I ssue Salience % Salience %
- lllegal immigration 28.6 19.4
- Legal migration and asylum 11.8 5.5
- Immigrant integration 34.5 59.7
- Civil rights, discriminations, immigrant cultugnd traditions 34.0 111
- Citizenship, naturalization, assimilation, natandentity 20.5 451
- Regularizations of undocumented migrants 18.2 4.8
- Crime, law-and-order, violence, double punishment 11.4 7.9
- Family reunion, marriage 9.1 7.5
- Health and welfare 2.3 19.9
- Islam and polygamy — 2.0
- Other 4.5 1.7
100.0 100.0
- Labour migration and the economy 19.2 10.8
- Other (general, unspecified) 5.9 4.7
100.0 100.0
All© (N=255) (N=1,367)

&Loi n°80-9 du 10 janvier 1980 portant modificatide I'ordonnance no 45-2658 du 2 novembre 194&velaux conditions
d'entrée et de séjour en France des étranger8(lmiet)

® projet de loi relatif & Iimmigration, & lintédian et a la nationalité, n°2400, déposé le 31 AALD ; provisional results
for 65 per cent of all core sentences in the fgatling of the Bill

¢ All actor-issue core sentences.

Table 5. Partisan framing of parliamentary immignatdebates: 1979-2010

1979@ 2010
Frames L eft Right All L eft Right All
-Report, statistics, int. compar. 6.5 7.4 7.1 7.4 .07 7.1
-Pragmatic, utilitarian 46.2 40.7 42.7 39.3 26.1 .130
-ldentity-based 3.2 3.7 3.5 8.1 23.8 18.9
-Moral-universal 33.3 21.6 25.9 23.3 9.5 13.8
-Legal-rational 10.8 26.5 20.8 21.9 33.7 30.1
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
% EU-related
-No 97.8 98.8 98.4 90.7 83.6 85.8
-Yes 2.2 1.2 1.6 9.3 16.4 14.2
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
All© (N=93) (N=162) (N=255) (N=420) (N=947) (N=1,367)

& Loi n°80-9 du 10 janvier 1980 portant modificatide I'ordonnance no 45-2658 du 2 novembre 194&velaux conditions
d'entrée et de séjour en France des étranger8(loiet)

® Projet de loi relatif & I'immigration, & l'intégien et & la nationalité, n°2400, déposé le 31 rAA4D ; provisional results
for 65 per cent of all core sentences in the fgatling of the Bill

¢ All actor-issue core sentences.
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Figure 1. Yearly average scoféfor immigration control and immigrant integratipnlicy
provisions: 2003-2011
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Notes

! Since the mid-1980s, the strong anti-tax and setate demagoguery has been for example a crucial
constitutive element of the FN programmatic appedhe petty-bourgeois electoral constituency.

2 Cases where international treaties and agreeraemtsrought to the parliament for approval are wetl from
calculations.

% Loi n°80-9 du 10 janvier 1980 portant modificatide 'ordonnance no 45-2658 du 2 novembre 194&wvela
aux conditions d'entrée et de séjour en Francétdasgers (Loi Bonnet) ; Projet de loi relatifienthigration, a
l'intégration et & la nationalité, n°2400, dép@s81 mars 2010. In the 1979 data, there are adb&d8 core
sentences in both the first and second readinigeoimimigration Bill across 4 sessions in Parlianient
May/June and December. In 2010, the first two-thii@b per cent) of the first reading of the prawisil Bill
represent a total of 2,077 core sentences. In 2B8&@jebate is spanning 14 sessions in Septemlieb€010,
to which one must add another 7 sessions for ttenskreading of the law in March 2011.

* The Fifth legislature started in April 1973 undee presidency of Georges Pompidou. Yet, the aisafyse is
restricted to the period covering both the endchefEifth and whole of Sixth legislatures under®iscard
d’Estaing presidency. No significant piece of légfisn was passed during the short interval spanh8v3/74
that is left out by this analysis.

® This was the case for instance of the Equal oppilyt law of February 2005, or the December 2004 ttzat
created the High Authority to fight against disdnations and promote equality (HALDE), which bo#l f
within the framework of the European Employment &y Directive (2000/78/EC).

® It must be noted that this strong restrictive staim the late 1970s would have been further aceged under
the provisions of the abandoned 1979 draft biliromigrant guest workers, which planned for a nundfer
stringent measures to control labour migration saagthe loss of residency permit in case of uneympémt, or
the introduction of regional quotas for migrant tems.

" Due to limitations of time, the analysis of thel@@ebate is restricted here to the first 65 pat thee first
reading only.

8 Statements by members of the DP represent acb#4.8 per cent of all UMP core sentences durivegfirst
reading of the provisional immigration bill. By way contrast, the 42 MPs officially affiliated withe DP
make up a total of 13.4 per cent of all 313 membéthe UMP parliamentary party. Moreover, two loé imost
prominent leaders of the DP acted as official rdeoand law committee’s spokesman respectivelyndutie
2010 sessions on immigration.

° Namely the directive on “return” of December 20(Birective 2008/115/EC on Common Standards and
Procedures in Member States for Returning llleg8tlying Third-Country Nationals), the “blue cadifective
of May 2009, (Directive 2009-50/EC on the Condisaf Entry and Residence of Third Country Natioriafs
the Purpose of Highly Qualified Employment) and thia “sanctions” of June 2009, (Directive 2009/52/E
Providing for Minimum Standards on Sanctions anciees Against Employers of lllegally Staying Third
Country Nationals).

91n 2010, the FN regained substantial ground inMlaech regional elections where it received 11 Ageat of
the vote nationwide. Significant gains were madihésecond round in the party’s strongholds of
Mediterranean and Northern France where Jean-MadeMarine Le Pen polled 23.8 and 22.2 per cent
respectively.

1 Capitalizing on the surge in popularity for Maribe Pen, the FN made an impressive breakthrougfiein
March 2011 cantonal elections with 15.1 per certhefnational vote and an average progressionaitab
10 percentage points between the two rounds. Sexceary 2011, most opinion polls have pointed to a
significant rise in popular support for the FN ciglade at about 18-23 per cent in the forthcomiresjential
contest. During the Spring, a number of polls patride Le Pen ahead of the UMP candidate in therfitend
of the election.

12 |nterior Minister Guéant launched a debate ovemied to reduce immigration to the labour markettd

the economic downturn consecutive to the 2008 firmerisis. The controversy was further fuelledUzapour
Minister Bertrand who made a rapprochement betimemigration and unemployment. On 31 May 2011, the
government issued a first circular that restraioeasiderably the conditions for admission of thiadntry
nationals to employment in France.
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