You explicitely say it's your opinion that:

The changes in itself aren'�t bad, but the cause is: an invasion of a different culture.

Well, it is your opinion and I accept that, but I'm still going to react on it with my own opinion and take it up in my final conclusion. I react with my opinion on your thesis(based on your own opinion) and so, too, coming up with my own conclusion. If you say I can't base my own conclusion (even so only partly) on my reactions on your opinions, this wouldn't be called debating.

My opinion, which is that without an 'invasion' (I don't like your choice of words; in a country like The Netherlands, there is not one culture invading, there are people from over the whole word with every one of them a different culture coming to live a life there. And I realize you don't literary mean invading, but still 'alot of of non-Christian people going to live in our country'  is in my opinion not the case in The Netherlands. It's is not like the population could be devided into two equal groups: one christian group, and one non-christian group. And even if the invasion would become so big that the non-christian group would be equal to the christian one, the non-christian group would not be a cohesive one, it would exist of a huge variety of different cultures. Non-cohesive groups, in my opinion, cannot take over the original culture of a country.) 

Anyway, as I was saying: without an invasion of a different culture there will never happen any changes. Most people can't change on their own without having something to compare theirselves to. There are in fact people who can, philosophers I would call them, that could think about the culture they are living in and state that there could be some good changes made, but those people certainly aren't a majority. And, if they believe that the culture could be better, and changes should be made (without an other culture telling them so) are they still of the same culture? Have they not then already made up a culture of their own, with different ideas and moral values? Have they not so become strangers in their own country who want the country to be changed? Maybe this statement isn't very relevant, but it's something to think about. I won't put it in my final opinion.

It's just 2 cultures living together in one area (okay they integrated a bit, but the outlines are still different).

Here again: 'two cultures'. This is not the case as I stated above.

This splicing of cultures is vague to the entire society (the old AND the new people) since the intentions of the multicultural government will be hard to understand for both parties. It leads to general confusion. 

I do agree with you there, but I have never seen a country with a multicultural legislature before. If aspects of another culture manage to get a place in the original culture, then those aspects have become a part of the culture, and are not strange to people. 

Please don't tell me it is possible that a muslim gets into power in Parliament, together with like-minded friends, and for example make wearing of a veil obligatory. I don't think that the highest part of the political system in a country should make place for persons who are hard-liners and believe that their own culture is better and should get the opportunity to turn the culture of the country into something more like their own, of course not. That would take away the authenticity of a country. 

Foreigners need to accept the country's culture and moralities, adapt to it, wanting the best for the country, and so becoming a full citizen and part of the new culture before they should be allowed to become a minister, for example. Culture should not be changed directly, id. some person or authority forcing it to change. But that doesn't mean the culture of a country should not be brought in contact with other cultures and take up or reject whatever it likes  and change slowly and moderately.

You state in your opinion that when you mix up different cultures:

"it leads to confusion among themselves because they are losing touch with their own morals and thus culture."

In my opinion, when a culture is never confronted with another culture, it will never be able to think about its own morals, point of view and way of life. That would just lead to a cultural stagnation. Like, when the Romans conquered Greece, they took parts of the Greek culture that were useful for them, and that way improved their own. 

*Small, maybe ridiculous in other people's eyes, example: suppose there was only one man on an island, ignorant of the existence of other human beings. He might think he is the only being of his kind. He's got no one to compare himself too. If he's the only one, he must be the only good one too, he knows of no better being. He might kill animals to survive, never even thinking of eating grapes. He might collect all kinds of fruit and plants, never even considering hunting for animals. But what if he met another human being, him, eating fruit, the other out hunting. Their habits would mix up, and turn into something better.

(In biology too, sexual reproduction gives animals the chance to adapt, improve and survive. We are people, we are animals, we should be open to changes and thus improve ourselves, even culturally.)

If people could lose touch with their own culture only by getting in touch with another one, it shows an instability of the first, in my eyes.

'They might resent the different culture, or they might start resenting their own culture(...)'

->If they started resenting the different culture, then why would it be able to confuse those people? If they resent it, they think their own culture is the right one, and the other unacceptable, I don't see how that other culture (or various other cultures), being resented, could ever be able to have an effect on the culture of those people.

->If they started resenting their own culture, wouldn't that mean the other culture, in their opinion, is better? Wouldn't that mean they could give up their own culture (or parts of their own culture) because they resent it, and pick up another one (or parts of another one) without thinking that would be a bad thing? If they resent their own culture, and that way accept that there is a better one, I don't see how it could be wrong for that culture to change. The cultural 'losses' hereby made, would be things people were ready to give up and replace by something different.

->But what if the culture that replaced the former one is bad? If it really were that bad, then at some time in the future the culture most likely will be replaced by another again. Trial and error. I found an interesting 'feature' of trial and error on wikipedia:
Trial and error is an attempt to find a solution, not all solutions, and not the best solution.
Humans will always make mistakes, and will never be able to say in advance what decision, what culture is the best, but how will they ever evolve and gain more knowlegde of what is right, wrong, worse or better if they keep to one certain believe and reject every other point of view.

My opinion in short:

The Netherlands are not being threatened by one certain different culture that could take over the Dutch one.

The culture of a country is not likely to change on its own.

A multicultural government is not likely to be formed.

Foreigners should not be allowed to get into power or hold office 'just like that'.

People need to compare theirselves to other people in order to gain more knowlegde about their own identity as about the identity of others.

Cultural changes are not bound to result in something bad.

